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ABSTRACT

This study provides scientific insights into impact-investing studies by diving into the phenomenon of
Impact Investing Ecosystems (IIE) in low- and middle-income countries. The research combines
existing knowledge from entrepreneurial ecosystems studies and impact-investing studies to
investigate how IIE emerge and thrive in the context of low- and middle-income countries. The findings
help gain a better understanding of how IIE emerge depending on the diffusion of resources and
knowledge among IIE participants. By exploring IIE characteristics, the investigation also sheds light
on the context in which private-sector’s solutions to societal and environmental challenges are
developed. The research is based on an interpretivist paradigm, operated through a qualitative
methodology. Data are collected from 18 semi-structured interviews, combined with relevant
academic findings and a document review. The main conclusions drawn from the findings are that the
emergence and vibrancy of IIE depends on: (1) the access to knowledge and resources for impactoriented entrepreneurs and companies and (2) the existence of an enabling environment that
facilitates investors activities. In addition, the study also concludes that Roundy’s (2019) first three
propositions are supported by the findings and constitute a relevant research path, but propositions
4, 5 and 6 are not supported and require adjustments.

Key words:
Impact Investing – Ecosystems – Entrepreneurship – Low- and Middle-income countries – Social and
Environmental impact – Knowledge – Resources
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS:

Abbreviation
ANDE

Explanation
Aspen Network of Development
Entrepreneurs

AVCA

African Private Equity and venture
Capital Association

AUM

Asset Under Management

BoP

Base of Pyramid

GDP

Gross Domestic Product

GIIN

The Global Impact Investing Network

MENA

Middle East and North Africa

NGO

Non-Governmental Organization

SDG

Sustainable Development Goals

SGB

Small and Growing Businesses

(M)SME

(Micro) Small and medium-sized
enterprises

OECD

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

Definition
A global network of organizations
that propel entrepreneurship in
developing economies.
The African Private Equity and
Venture Capital Association is the
pan-African industry body which
promotes and enables private
investment in Africa.
The total value of investments
managed by an entity or an
individual.
A generic term that designates
populations earning between $2 and
$4 or less per day, which are largely
underserved in terms of access to
essential goods and services (Cooney
& Williams Shanks, 2010).
Gross domestic product (GDP) is the
standard measure of the value added
created through the production of
goods and services in a country
during a certain period (OECD).
A non-profit organization dedicated
to increasing the scale and
effectiveness of impact investing. The
GIIN builds critical infrastructure and
supports activities, education, and
research that help accelerate the
development of a coherent impact
investing industry (GIIN).
Region that comprises:
Algeria; Bahrain; Egypt; Israel; Jordan;
Kuwait; Libya; Morocco; Oman;
Qatar; Saudi Arabia; Tunisia; United
Arab Emirates; Yemen
An organization that is not controlled
by the government but serves a
social, environmental, economic, or
political purpose.
The 17 Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) are an urgent call for
action by all countries - developed
and developing - in a global
partnership. (UN).

Growth-oriented firms employing
between 5 and 250 people and
seeking between $20,000 and $2
million in investment capital (Aspen).
Non-subsidiary, independent firms
which employ fewer than a given
number of employees. This number
varies across countries (OECD).
An international organisation that
works to build better policies for
better lives (OECD).
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IIE

Impact Investing Ecosystem(s)

III

Impact Investing Industry

UN (CTAD)

United Nations

Region, country, or city where impact
investing occurs relatively more.
All entities taking part in impactinvesting activities globally.
The United Nations is an international
organization founded in 1945.
Currently made up of 193 Member
States.
UNCTAD: A permanent
intergovernmental body established
by the United Nations General
Assembly in 1964.
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1. Introduction
The 17 Sustainable Development Goals are a set of 17 core goals advocated by the United Nations
(UN) to provide guidance for actions tackling current social and environmental challenges. The broad
scope of issues considered by the UN allowed for innovative channels of development to emerge.
Among those, a global consensus arose on the ability of the private sector to deliver viable long-term
solutions when designed responsibly (Khan and Reinhart, 1990; Biagini and Miller, 2013).
Encouraging private sector involvement in development challenges reflects a change in the
perspective of value creation, based on the observation that private actors may either report a
negative, neutral, or positive social and environmental impact. The change in the perception of value
creation is operated by combining commercial, social, and environmental impact when assessing the
value created by private actors.
Overall, the theoretical basis behind this notion is captured and conceptualized in the “Blended Value
Proposition”, which considers the enabling capacity of investments for economic, social, and
environmental value generated by (non-)for-profit organizations (Emerson, 2003). Hence, the Blended
Value Proposition captures the implications tied to organizations seeking profit as well as the nonpecuniary utility derived from their investments (Hebb, 2013).
Impact investing then designates investment practices that do not only aim at earning financial returns
but also generate a social or environmental impact, and thus create a blend of commercial value and
social or environmental value. In turn, the Impact Investing Industry (III) represents all the
organisations that promote, engage, or contribute to impact investing. However, the III is
heterogenous and encompasses a large variety of actors. Rizzello et al. (2016) considers the III as
gathering impact entrepreneurship, sustainable finance organizations, and public policy driven by
social, environmental, and commercial value. When examining the inner construct of the industry,
one can identify four main categories of interacting actors: asset owners, asset managers, demandside actors, and service providers (Agrawal and Hockerts, 2019).
The impact generated by these actors is then dependent on the interplay between the processes and
results obtained, as formalized through the theory of change (Jackson, 2013). Theory of change is “a
construct and tool originating in the field of program evaluation” (p.95), which aims at assessing the
performance of a firm and its investments (Jackson, 2013). However, each III actor can define its own
theory of change depending on the scope of its investment strategy, reflecting another dimension of
the III heterogeneity. Accordingly, the multidisciplinary and dynamic nature of III requires taking time
related and location specific dynamics into account (Hoffman and Olazabal, 2018).
These dynamics are partly captured by entrepreneurial ecosystem theories, which consider
interdependent actors as evolving together and forming a system that influences individual
organizations’ outcomes (Stam and van de Ven, 2019). The opportunities for investors to create a
blended value is thus also dependent on the ecosystem in which their investees are associated.
Integrating the notion of blended value in entrepreneurial ecosystem studies paves the way for an
Impact Investing Ecosystem (IIE) approach, which is defined as: “the set of interconnected forces that
promote and sustain regional impact investing activity” (Roundy, 2019). The approach catalyses the
interplay between businesses scalability, the potential to deliver significant social/environmental
impact and the dependence of the two with regional dynamics. Considering that impact-investing
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occurs within ecosystems, suggests that conditions are required for impact-oriented companies to
develop their products or services and release the potential impact consequently.
Building on entrepreneurial ecosystems studies, the IIE approach to impact-investing considers the
combination of social, cultural, and economic forces that facilitate or restrain the translation of impact
entrepreneurs’ objectives into measurable actions (Steyaert & Katz, 2004; Stam and van de Ven,
2019). IIE then appear as enablers, offering growth opportunities to impact-oriented companies
evolving within them, which can then lead to further social/environmental impact while companies
deliver more of their products or services (Shepherd and Patzelt, 2020).
IIE’s characteristics and factors of influence remain unknown in the context of low- and middle-income
countries as it attracted less interest from scholars, which have mostly focused on high-income
countries (Roundy, 2019). However, the private sector role for low- and middle-income countries’ in
reaching the SDG is well recognized, including through small and medium sized enterprises’ (SMEs)
ability to access underserved markets and populations, also designated as “Bottom-Of-the-Pyramid”
(BoP) consumer markets (Annen, 2001; Nichter and Goldmark, 2009; Tripathi and Kaur, 2021).

1.1 Research objective and question
This thesis aims to enclose the core features of low- and middle-income countries’ IIE. To do so, the
study investigates how knowledge and resources are diffused in entrepreneurial ecosystems, while
acknowledging the specificities of the Impact-Investing industry. Specifically, this thesis will transfer
insights gained by entrepreneurial ecosystems studies into their so-called “sub-ecosystems” (IIE), as
designated by Heikkilä and Kuivaniemi (2012).
The approach adopted for this research consists in examining the context under which IIE emerge and
thrive, by focusing on structures of interdependent actors (e.g., impact-oriented companies and asset
managers). The focus on resources and knowledge diffusion aims to enclose the dynamics that restrain
or enhance impact-investing activities as well as ecosystems’ degree of impact-oriented
entrepreneurship. Furthermore, the study emphasises the role of the context of low- and middleincome countries to capture IIE dynamics. The goal being to develop a better understanding of IIE
characteristics. In addition, Roundy’s (2019) propositions will be confronted to the knowledge and
experience of III’s actors.
Accordingly, the following research question will be investigated:
How do Impact Investing Ecosystem emerge and prosper in low- and middle-income countries?

1.2 Research design
The study aims to explore the context in which IIE emerge and thrive in low- and middle-income
countries. Hence, this study adopts an interpretivist research paradigm, which is associated with a
qualitative methodology. The main method of data collection is interviewing, and more precisely,
using semi-structured interviews. This method was adopted as it best fits the research question’s goal
when taking existing constraints into account (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). The research gathers
a total of eighteen participants that provided insightful information on their experiences with impact
8
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investing ecosystems. Besides the primary data collected from these interviews, relevant
documentations are also used to comply with a data triangulation method that aims at strengthening
the credibility and confirmability of the research findings and conclusions (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

1.3 Scientific contribution
This study makes several scientific contributions to the literature.
Firstly, the research aligns with the effort to strengthen the empirical evidence on Impact Investing
Ecosystems studies, which combine evidence from the fields of development, financial and
entrepreneurial economics studies (Tekula and Shah, 2016; Acevedo and Wu, 2018; Bukharina and
Onyshchenko, 2019; Valkokari, 2015).
IIE represent a relatively unexplored area of study, even though it directly overlaps with
entrepreneurial ecosystem studies while integrating the creation of blended value into the analysis,
which are both extensively investigated (Emerson, 2003; Isenberg, 2010; World Economic Forum,
2014). This transdisciplinary research answers a need to take a broad perspective of entrepreneurial
ecosystems to capture the dynamics and mechanisms of influence (Wurth, Stam and Spigel, 2021).
Secondly, this research makes another relevant scientific contribution as it brings particular focus
on the complexity of ecosystems’ dynamics, which brings a significant contribution to impact investing
studies in general. Investigating the relations and interactions between IIE participants while taking
the context into account, comes to acknowledge the role of the main stakeholders as well as location,
socio-economic and sector-specific factors that are often lacking from the scope of analysis in the
literature (Agrawal and Hockerts, 2019)
Thirdly, this study’s focus on low- and middle-income countries addresses a direct call for future
research expressed by Roundy (2019), who observed that existing IIE studies have mostly focused on
large urban areas of high-income countries (Motoyama et al., 2017; Thompson, Purdy and Ventresca,
2018; Acevedo and Wu, 2018).
Impact-investors aim to find a balance between, social and economic goals, the context in which
investments occur thus have a direct influence on these metrics (Lazzarini, et al., 2021). Therefore, by
exploring the characteristics of IIE in relatively resource-scarce context enables to fill an existing gap.
Finally, this research uses an innovative approach to analyse the IIE as valuable qualitative results have
been retrieved from 18 actors of IIE ecosystems. Confronting the findings obtained from these actors
to Roundy’s (2019) propositions helps mitigate potential biases in the theory propositions and thus,
to develop a more accurate perspective of the phenomenon under investigation. The goal is not to
debunk the theory propositions but rather to strengthen their empirical basis with additional evidence
by identifying IIE in low- and middle-income countries, enclose their core characteristics and explore
the dynamics at play.

1.4 Societal contribution
The conclusions drawn from the findings also have two main societal contributions.
Firstly, the study can offer a greater understanding of the factors that enable and drive impact
investing activities. In turn, these activities are thought to be impactful channels to solve economic,
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social, and environmental challenges, including through job creation, technological innovation or even
tax income (Viviers, Ractliffe and Hand, 2011; Frey and Sabbatino, 2018). By studying impact-investing
ecosystems, the thesis aims to shed light on the potential solutions developed by the private sector,
but also on the mechanisms and context in which these solutions are best supported, knowing that all
17 SDGs rely on private sector’s involvement (Frey and Sabbatino, 2018). The study thus contributes
to increase awareness on the responsibility held by key stakeholders of entrepreneurial ecosystems
in solving social and environmental challenges (Rashed and Shah, 2020).
Secondly, the research scope being centred around the diffusion of knowledge and resources in IIE,
this study captures the main instruments used to solve the challenges faced by low- and middleincome countries: economic resilience and growth and inclusiveness in the access to essential goods
and services (UNDP, 2013). In that regard, the thesis presents IIE core features but also advances
several arguments stressing the need to take the context and dynamics within IIE context into account
for low- and middle-income countries.
Hence, this study may serve all entities involved in the impact investing industry, such as: local
governments, private investors and/or impact-oriented entrepreneurs.

1.5 Structure of the study
The remainder of this thesis is structured as follows. The next chapter is the literature review, which
presents an overview of the existing body of knowledge that relates to the emergence and prosperity
of Impact Investing Ecosystems and exposes the relation with theories of entrepreneurial ecosystems.
In addition, the last section of chapter two details the study’s theoretical framework, which can be
thought of as the foundation for the data collection and analysis. Chapter three outlines the research
design by differentiating three main elements: the research paradigm, the research method, and the
quality criteria. Once the research method is clearly established, the study follows with the results and
findings, presented in chapter four. This chapter gathers the main interpretations of the primary data
collected and analysed. In close relation to these findings is the discussion chapter, which establishes
parallels between primary and secondary data findings, and represents the fifth chapter of this thesis.
This chapter elaborates on the research question, Roundy’s propositions and reflects on the main
findings’ implications in terms of academic contribution and for policy makers. Finally, the conclusion
is found in chapter six, where the research question is clearly answered, and the main findings
presented in a reflexive purpose to introduce relevant recommendations.
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2. Literature review
The literature review aims at setting the context of the study and advances existing knowledge and
theories relative to the research question. This chapter will thus elaborate on the relevant literature
and clarify how the research intends to explore the concepts and associated relationships.

2.1 The III landscape and logics
Navigating through the impact investing landscape can be fastidious due to the wide range of actors
in the industry. A thorough understanding of the interplay occurring between these actors is thus
necessary to capture the implications tied to their actions.
The industry has observed a significant evolution while becoming a mainstream channel of
development (Agrawal and Hockerts, 2019). The emergence of the term “Impact Investing” can be
traced back to 2007, at a meeting organized by the Rockefeller Foundation on philanthropy and
development finance (Bugg-Levine & Emerson, 2011).
The volume of impact investment grew over a short period of time, which illustrates a demand to
combine social and financial targets from both investors and investees’ sides (Rizzello, et al. 2016). In
2018, the Global Impact Investing Network (GIIN) reported an overall industry’s Asset Under
Management (AUM) estimation of USD 502 billion, an amount to which an additional USD 210 billion
has been reported by the end of 2020 (Mudaliar, et al., 2018). Six years prior, growth forecasts of the
impact investing sector projected the 500 billion thresholds to be reached only by the year 2023 (Lee,
et al. 2012).
However, another perspective to the volume invested can be adopted by disentangling the
heterogeneity of impact AUM in terms of their liquidity. As such, it enables a distinction between
grants, blended finance, traditional (illiquid) impact investing and mainstream (liquid) impact
investments. When doing so, the GIIN observed that mainstream impact finance (investments in
mature businesses) already reached an amount of 1.3 trillion USD AUM in 2016 (Mudaliar, et al.,
2018). The rise of this investment type illustrates a shift of focus from grants and aid to a neoliberalisation of development, which encourages market-based solutions to achieve development
goals (Viviers, Ractliffe and Hand, 2011).
The increasing interests for impact-investing also illustrates a consensus between different logics,
which are “the formal and informal rules of action, interaction and interpretation that guide and
constrain decision makers” (Ocasio and Thornton 1999, p. 804). The willingness to involve the private
sector into development matters reveals the acceptance of a “market logic”, which is based on
objectives of profit maximization, competitivity and efficiency. A combination of this “market logic”
with a “community logic” that values collaboration and cooperation led to so-called “blended logics”
(Marquis et al. 2011; Reay et al. 2015).
The on-going trend could also be explained by the broader perspective comprised within impact
investments, as compared to the pre-existing “Socially Responsible Investments” (Freireich and Fulton,
2009, p.5). Instead of focusing on “non-harmful” corporate and business practices, the impact
investments can complement humanitarian or philanthropic interventions by placing “capital in
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businesses and funds that can provide solutions at a scale that purely philanthropic interventions
usually cannot reach” (Freireich and Fulton, 2009, p.5).

2.2 Structure of the Impact Investing Industry
The SDG are diverse, so are the solutions to solve the underlying challenges. The III mirrors such
diversity, as illustrated by the wide range of asset owners and managers engaging in impact investing
activities, driven by a large scope of objectives. Indeed, investors are ranging from High-Net-Worth
individuals to Governments on the owners’ side and from philanthropic foundations to pension funds
on the managing side (Harji and Jackson, 2012).
The table below presents the four categories of actors involved in the III.
Table 1: The Impact-Investing Industry’s actors (Harji and Jackson, 2012)
Asset owners


High
worth
families

Asset managers
net

Demand-side actors

Service providers



Investment advisors



Corporations



Networks



Fund managers





Consulting firms

Family offices

Scalable
businesses



NGOs



Social
enterprises



Universities



Capacity
development
providers



Government
programs



Standardssetting bodies



Foundations





Governments



Foundations



Corporations



Banks



Cooperatives



Retail
Investors



Corporations



Institutions



Venture funds



Impact Investment funds



Pension funds



Sovereign wealth funds



Development
institutions



Government
programs

finance

investment

Table 1 illustrates how diverse the III is. An implication induced by such diversity is the variety of
interests (e.g., the sectors of investments) and social/environmental targets (e.g., empowering
women in a specific region) present in the industry. A specific terminology sheds light to those
differences by differentiating impact-first from financial-first investments. The latter designates
investments that aim at achieving competitive financial returns relative to the market, while
contributing to a social and environmental impact and is mostly operated by banks, pension funds,
sovereign wealth funds, and development finance institutions (Freireich and Fulton 2009).
Contrarywise, impact-first investments, are often the responsibility of foundations and family offices,
and aim at maximising social or environmental effects while obtaining relatively fewer financial
returns (Freireich and Fulton 2009).
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The distinction mirrors the positioning of investees, which are all at the intersection of for- and nonfor-profit, but to varying degree (Viviani & Maurel, 2019). Depending on the type of value created by
these investees, supply-side actors’ can have different return expectations on their investments.
The investees correspond to demand-side actors that receive funding from supply-side actors (Asset
owners and managers) and operate in a large variety of sectors: housing, energy, microfinance,
financial services, food and agriculture and healthcare (Viviani & Maurel, 2019). In turn, the most
common form of capital they obtain from supply-side actors are debts, private equity, or real assets
(Mudaliar, et al., 2018)

Figure 1: The spectrum of capital (OECD, 2019)

The different return expectations reflect the motives behind investors activities when entering the
market as well as their risk aversity (Ormiston, et al., 2015). Nonetheless, all III actors find a common
ground in challenging the dichotomy that oppose financial returns to social/environmental impact, as
captured by the blended value proposition (Emerson, 2003; Nicholls, 2010). Hence, impact investors
can be active in areas traditionally reserved to philanthropy and government funding as well as seize
investment opportunities that usually attract interest from traditional or “mainstream” investments,
while being differentiated from both (Addis, et al., 2013; Ormiston, et., 2015).
In Figure 1, traditional or “mainstream” investors are found at the right-hand side of the spectrum,
where investors seek returns that are above market rate (OECD, 2019). In the same spectrum of return
expectations, finance first investors can align with the objective of profit maximisation from traditional
investors yet, be distinguished by having a measurable contribution to social or environmental
challenges (Ormiston, et al., 2015). This category of impact investors has seen, along with the III
maturation, more opportunities arising in recent times, which contributed to attracting larger volume
of investments and further interest for the industry in general (Watts and Scales, 2020).
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On the investee side, the resulting effect is that enterprises aligning with the motives of impact
investors while offering potential financial returns that match traditional investors’ expectations, can
attract a diverse pool of investors (Viviani & Maurel, 2019). In other words, enterprises that develop
products with significant social and environmental impact combined with commercial and financial
performance can catalyse the growth in the III.
The relation between the return expectation and the risk bared when investing then determines the
interplay between the different actors’ type: investors willing to bear a higher risk-return ratio (i.e.,
obtain lower financial returns compared to the risk taken) can, through the resources they provide to
the investee, reduce the risk for risk-averse investors (i.e., commercial, or traditional investors)
(Viviani & Maurel, 2019).
For instance, a philanthropic foundation will mostly focus on the social or environmental problems it
aims to address, disregarding the potential financial returns it could obtain from the investments. Yet,
the capital provided can still enable the early phase of SMEs development (Appendix 5). Ultimately
SMEs that have reached a more advanced stage of growth present less risk for impact-oriented
Venture Capital investment firms seeking to combine financial, social and/or environmental returns
impact from their investments. This process can occur at different phase of investee’s funding but can
also take the form of co-investment, when an enterprise offers different return-risk profiles depending
on the investor’s type, which can contribute to value creation by reducing investees’ cost of capital
(Viviani & Maurel, 2019).
Overall, the III can be characterised by a blended value creation that is embedded in both investors
and investees’ core features (Viviani & Maurel, 2019). Hence, impact-investing activities and the value
they create are the fruit of interactions between III actors. This section presented how supply and
demand-side actors interact in the industry, the next section will elaborate on how location-specific
entities also affect these interactions and which factors enhance a form of entrepreneurship that
integrates the notion of blended value.

2.2 Entrepreneurial ecosystem
The context in which businesses evolve is playing an important role for decision-makers, as regional
dynamics offer signals in terms of investments’ viability. This notion of regional dynamics is best
captured by the entrepreneurial ecosystem studies, which focus on the elements required to sustain
and enhance successful entrepreneurship in a specific territory (Stam and van de Ven, 2019). Based
on prior entrepreneurship studies, Stam and van de Ven (2019) developed a framework for such an
ecosystem that is comprised of ten elements, each associated with three different levels.
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Figure 2: Structure and elements of entrepreneurial ecosystem (Stam, and van de Ven, 2019)

Productive entrepreneurship

Output

Resource
endowment

Institutional
arrangements

Physical
infrastructure

Demand

Formal institutions

Intermediaries

Talent

Culture

Finance

Knowledge

Leadership

Networks

The interdependence of these elements is core to the notion of ecosystem: The degree of resource
endowment is induced by the institutional arrangements favouring it; these two categories co-evolve
in a territory and in turn, the level of productive entrepreneurship is both a result of the interaction
between the two categories and a factor of influence for further interaction within the ecosystem
(Stam and van de Ven, 2019).
This notion of productive entrepreneurship was first introduced by Baumol (1990), who studied the
existence of entrepreneurial activities of ‘‘questionable value’’ (which the author labelled as
“unproductive and/or destructive entrepreneurship”) to society, such as predatory and extractive
businesses (e.g., rent seeking or tax evasion). Therefore, a distinction should be made between profits
gained while deteriorating social/environmental value and profits that goes along with the creation of
social and/or environmental value (Baumol, 1990).
Such distinction is even more important in the context of developing countries, where opportunities
for unproductive or destructive entrepreneurship often outpace the strengthening and adaptation of
institutions (Acs, Boardman and McNeely, 2011). In other words, developing countries’ ecosystems
may not often present the required maturity to maximise the degree of productive entrepreneurship.
The differences in opportunities for productive entrepreneurship suggest that certain conditions are
required within entrepreneurial ecosystems. In that sense, four levels of ecosystem maturity can be
distinguished: Nascent; Evolving; Mature and Self-sustainable (Cukier, et al., 2020). When nascent, an
entrepreneurial ecosystem presents the premises of the elements in Figure 2, but the output is not
significant. At the evolving stage of maturity, some companies supported by supply-side actors have
contributed to increase the degree of productive entrepreneurship, but the impact remains limited.
The mature state follows when an ecosystem has benefitted from the success of these pioneering
companies and presents a large cohort of start-ups, supported by a significant amount of investment
deals, that reach a global impact (Cukier, et al., 2020). To reach this level of impact, companies need
to scale, which is defined as: “increasing the number of customers or members of a business as well
as expanding its offer and maximising its revenues until it reaches millions of people.” (Bocken, et al.,
2016). Finally, a self-sustainable start-up ecosystem exists when angel investors and other forms of
mentorships support a “strong network of successful entrepreneurs” that benefits from an “inclusive
environment” filled with talents (Cukier, et al., 2020, p. 183).
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According to Figure 2, encouraging the maturation of an ecosystem that promotes productive
entrepreneurship has several advantages that go beyond the blended value directly created. Indeed,
within a given ecosystem, three main dynamics occur: the co-evolution of the elements composing
the ecosystem, the influence of the elements on the degree of productive entrepreneurship (upward
causation) and the effects of the latter on the whole ecosystem (downward causation) (Stam and van
de Ven, 2019). In other words, successful companies benefit from an enabling environment, are
helpful to other companies in the ecosystem, but also have a positive influence on the degree of
resource endowments and in shaping the institutional arrangements.
Acknowledging these dynamics, formal insitutions (e.g., Governments) role consists in facilitating (or
obstruct) entrepreneurship by implementing policies and regulations that affect the ease to launch
and run a company, but also to attract and allocate capital (Murphy, 2010). For instance, regulatory
entities can enhance sectors of the economy (e.g., financial inclusion) and restrict others (e.g., carbonheavy industries). In turn, the evolution of these regulations acts as a signal of regional dynamics for
supply-side actors with regard to risk or opportunities for financial returns over time.
Figure 3 presents examples of strategies that can enhance productive entrepreneurship by taking
ecosystems’ dynamics into account.
Figure 3: Strategies for Strengthening Inclusive Business Ecosystems (Gradl and Jenkins, 2011)

Overall, the figure presents how ecosystem actors’ interdependent actions can enhance ecosystems’
inclusive businesses (i.e., a form of productive entrepreneurship).
On the bottom left of Figure 3, access to finance corresponds to the funds flowing into and across an
ecosystem, from supply-side actors to their recipients (i.e., entrepreneurs and consumers). The “BoP”
is a generic term that designates populations earning between $2 and $4 or less per day, which are
largely underserved in terms of access to essential goods and services (Cooney & Williams Shanks,
2010).
In addition to resources diffusion affecting the emergence of productive entrepreneurship (in Figure
3 for inclusive businesses), public and private entities also play an integrant role in the access to
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knowledge and information within an ecosystem. This is also true for venture capital investment firms,
which account for a considerable part of impact investing financial flows (Wu, et al., 2019).
Figure 3 details how governments, development agencies and companies can contribute to the
development of appropriate infrastructures, a favourable regulatory environment, and a better access
to knowledge for innovative start-ups to emerge. The examples provided are thus in line with Figure
2, which demonstrates that productive entrepreneurship requires institutional arrangements that
create an efficient regulatory environment, facilitate capital exchange, and contribute to skills and
knowledge diffusion among the population (Murphy, 2010).
Nonetheless, Figure 2 also stresses how entrepreneurial ecosystems benefit from downward
causation: the diffusion of knowledge can then also originate from entrepreneurs and their
companies. The next section will elaborate on the mechanism behind this downward causation and
other forms of knowledge diffusion.

2.3 Knowledge spillovers theory of entrepreneurship (KSTE)
The diffusion of knowledge in entrepreneurial ecosystems through downward causation is best
captured by the knowledge spillovers theory of entrepreneurship (KSTE) (Ghio, et al., 2014). The
theory considers that a given territory presenting an important, and/or growing stock of knowledge,
expands the set of technological opportunities, which in turn enhances the productivity of firms and
the attractivity of the corresponding ecosystem (Acs, et al., 2011).
Jaffe (1989) and Audretsch and Stephan (1996) further advanced that knowledge spillovers are
bounded within close geographical locations, relatively to where that knowledge originates from. In
relative terms, knowledge is thus shared between interacting entities but remains location specific.
For instance, a source of knowledge can be found in incumbent firms that invest in research and
development but do not exploit all resulting opportunities (Audretsch & Keilbach, 2007). Once the
knowledge is “created”, Audretsch & Keilbach (2007) further elaborate on the role played by new
ventures, acting as “conduit for knowledge spillovers”. In other words, new companies help diffuse
existing knowledge by seizing business opportunities and concretize ideas into processes, products,
or services.
Hence, contextualisation helps grasp a better understanding of how entrepreneurial ecosystems can
offer relatively more opportunities to new firms. In that sense, Iftikhar, Ahmad and Audretsch (2020)
findings strengthen the implications described previously and emphasize the role of (tertiary)
education as a driver of entrepreneurship, especially in the context of low- and middle-income
countries.
Overall, KSTE sheds light on sources of knowledge creation and the entities contributing to knowledge
diffusion across the ecosystem. Ultimately, the theory considers SMEs/SGBs as platforms through
which “knowledge spillovers from sources that produced it (such as a university or research laboratory
in an incumbent firm) to a new organizational form where it is actually commercialized.” (Acs,
Audretsch, Braunerhjelm and Carlsson, 2009). Finally, KSTE enable a better understanding of the
conditions for “knowledge creation, diffusion, and commercialisation” (p. 1341), which are all related
to innovation and economic growth (Iftikhar, Ahmad & Audretsch, 2020).
The access to knowledge plays a deterministic role in ecosystem maturation. Firms and research
entities (e.g., universities) act as instruments for that knowledge creation and diffusion, and in turn,
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direct the change that will occur within the ecosystem. Therefore, if the blended logics are integrated
in the knowledge created and diffused, IIE actors may also integrate these logics and engage or
support the creation of blended value.

2.4 Impact Investing Ecosystems
So far, we presented theories that demonstrate how entrepreneurial ecosystems affect the
emergence of productive entrepreneurship thanks to efficient resource and knowledge diffusion
across the ecosystem. These knowledge and resources help entrepreneurs grasp new ideas,
technologies or processes and translate them into business opportunities. Knowledge and resources
can then be considered as instruments that direct entrepreneurship growth and influence the
entrepreneurial form that emerges within an ecosystem (i.e., productive, or destructive).
Building on entrepreneurial ecosystem studies, IIE narrow-down the focus presented in the previous
sections on the sources, structure, and mechanisms of impact-investing in a territory. IIE are then the
result of findings from entrepreneurial ecosystems studies, knowledge spill-over theories, and impactinvesting studies (Acevedo & Wu, 2018; Roundy, 2019). Similarly, the blended value creation described
in the previous sections is thus the final product of a whole structure of entities that, together, form
an appropriate environment for both supply- and demand-side actors. Any IIE theory is then subject
to the interactions of the III actors presented in Table 1.
Among the four categories of III entities that are differentiated, the inclusion of supply-side actors in
the ecosystem can be subject to debate as investments often occur transnationally. However, in
parallel to the benefits procured in terms of knowledge diffusion, studies also revealed a strong
national/regional bias in investment decisions (Ke, Ng and Wang, 2009). Hence, investors and
investment managers located in an ecosystem are likely to invest within that same territory and in
turn, play a central role in local entrepreneurship support. This relationship has also been found in the
impact investing industry, where regional variation in the emergence and development of productive
(social) entrepreneurship is partly explained by the local intensity of impact investing activities
(Letaifa, 2016).
The next section will present two existing frameworks for IIE as well as this thesis’ conceptual
framework.

2.5 Theoretical Frameworks
By presenting two existing frameworks, the study aims at maximising the understanding of IIE as well
as enlarging the perspective of the reader. Roundy’s (2019) framework will be confronted to the
qualitative study’s findings while the OECD (2015) framework aims at offering a perspective to IIE that
mirrors entrepreneurial ecosystems studies while contextualizing the elements for IIE. Ultimately, the
latter contributes to the study’s goal of understanding IIE’s characteristics, whereas the first presents
potential factors of influence on IIE vibrancy.
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2.5.1 Roundy’s framework
Roundy (2019) developed propositions for a theory of regional differences in IIE vibrancy that include
the interplay between economic, social, and cultural forces within the factors influencing successful
entrepreneurship and the diffusion of impact. In total, the author developed six propositions, each
determining characteristics and attributes of vibrant IIE.
In these propositions, system-level attributes are both the result of ecosystem components and
factors of influence on them. The term system-level attributes refers to the level at which ecosystem
components operate. Namely, individual (micro), organizational (meso) and community (macro). For
instance, investors’ characteristics (e.g., a common interest for environmental issues) can be found at
the micro level; support organizations such as incubators (which aim to facilitate the emergence and
growth of SMEs) operate at the meso level; and finally, the influence of the macro level is illustrated
by shared and transmitted logics within given territories.

Figure 4: Example of ecosystem components spread among the three levels (Roundy, 2019)

SME
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Institutions
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Logics (macro)

The interaction of these ecosystem’ components determine the ecosystems attributes in terms of
their degree of diversity, coherence, and coordination. The individual-level components determine
the degree of diversity within the ecosystem, which will also affect the quantity and type of
opportunities offered to impact investors. The macro-level will be related to the degree of coherence
among ecosystem players, while the meso-level is associated with the degree of coordination.
Accordingly, in Roundy’s (2019) perspective, vibrant IIE should combine a high degree of diversity,
coherence, and coordination. Formally, Roundy’s (2019) six propositions are:




Proposition 1. Vibrant impact investing ecosystems exhibit diversity in impact investors and
impact investment opportunities.
Proposition 2. Vibrant impact investing ecosystems exhibit coherence: there is a subset of
investors who share a common pursuit of generating social and financial returns.
Proposition 3. Vibrant impact investing ecosystems exhibit coordination. Impact investors and
other ecosystem participants engage in deliberate and interconnected efforts to develop and
support the ecosystem.
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Proposition 4. The characteristics of potential investors influence their likelihood of engaging
in impact investing and, in turn, impact investing ecosystem diversity.
Proposition 5. A culture based on values that emphasize the blending of economic and
community logics increases impact investing ecosystem coherence.
Proposition 6. The existence of social impact support organizations increases impact investing
ecosystem coordination.

Figure 5: Conceptual model of vibrant IIE (Roundy, 2019)

In Roundy’s (2019) proposition 1 and 2, the author underlined the importance of diversity and
coherence for IIE vibrancy. To that regard, capital suppliers can influence the ecosystem with their
intentions (i.e., the willingness to solve social and/or environmental challenges) and the investment
strategy they opt for, which determine the degree of ecosystem diversity (e.g., in terms of risk
adversity). In that sense, Proposition 4 suggests that investors are more likely to engage in impact
investing if their core characteristics align with the blended logics. These logics also being a potential
factor of influence on IIE coherence when shared among the ecosystem’s population (Proposition 5).
Coherence is here compatible with diversity as fundamental intentions (i.e., investing beyond sole
financial interest) can be shared even though investment strategies may differ between capital
suppliers.
Similarly, Proposition 3 considers that a coordinated effort of knowledge and resource sharing
between all actors benefits the whole ecosystem vibrancy. Referring to Figure 3, this could be
operated by supply-side actors supporting innovative solutions developed by impact-oriented SMEs,
while benefiting from an encouraging policy environment. In addition, as stated in Proposition 6 social
impact support organizations, may also facilitate such coordination. Start-up incubators and
accelerators can play such role and in turn, lead to ecosystem’s growth (Roundy, 2019).
Furthermore, Roundy’s (2019) IIE theory propositions indicate that the intensity of interactions is
dependent on the components of the ecosystems (e.g., amount of impact investors and their
characteristics) and reveal ecosystems’ attributes in terms of their degree of diversity, coherence, and
coordination. Vibrant IIE can then be described as territories where the development of private-sector
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solutions to social and/or environmental challenges is enhanced and where the scalability of
businesses is facilitated, as theorized by the entrepreneurial ecosystem approach (Roundy, 2019).
Confronting Roundy’s propositions to Impact-Investing actors’ experiences will contribute to gain
further insights on factors of IIE vibrancy. Nonetheless, Roundy’s (2019) framework does not allow for
a detailed view of IIE structure and characteristics.

2.5.2 OECD (2015) Framework
Mirroring entrepreneurial ecosystem theories, the OECD (2015) developed an impact investing
framework that allows for a comprehensive understanding of IIE influencing factors. Figure 6 explores
the different roles of IIE actors and the interdependence of their actions within the ecosystem. Strong
similarities can also be found with Figure 2 in terms of actors’ interactions, yet two new elements
appear: The Enabling Environment and the Social Needs. The latter refers to the social value created
through impact investing and the resulting productive entrepreneurship that aims at developing
solutions to those needs (Wilson, et al., 2015). One should note that a similar framework could be
drawn with environmental challenges instead of social needs.

Figure 6: Impact Investing Framework (OECD, based on Wilson, et al., 2015)

This framework emphasises the contextualisation of impact-investing. In that regard, the enabling
environment can have a significant contribution by creating a favourable operating environment as
well as mitigating risks through the enabling capacity of network activities (Harji and Jackson, 2012).
An ecosystem’s enabling environment, then designates the institutions and (non-)for-profit
organizations that facilitate the development of financial market stakeholders and SMEs’ activities,
for instance through funds accessibility and business support (Acevedo and Wu 2018).
Overall, entities taking part in the enabling environment are influencing the ease and cost of doing
business and consequently, the emergence of SMEs with innovative solutions to social and
environmental challenges.
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Diving into the core features of IIE in low- and middle-income countries comes to investigate the
interplay between supply- and demand-side actors and their ecosystem’s enabling environment.
Therefore, when exploring the characteristics of IIE, the research will focus on the interactions that
result in the diffusion of resources and knowledge between these IIE actors.

2.5.3 Conceptual Model
A conceptual framework answers the need of clarity to the reader as well as the researcher on the
structure of the study and how the different elements investigated relate to each other (Hennink,
Hutter & Bailey, 2020). Maxwell (2005, p. 47) describes conceptual frameworks as “concept maps”,
which gather “concepts and the relationships among these”. A conceptual framework not only
provides structure and clarity to the study and the concepts under investigations but also “reflects the
expected relationship between the concepts that will be explored” (Hennink, Hutter & Bailey, 2020,
p. 37).
This research will adopt the following conceptual model to answer the research question, based on
the literature review and the two theoretical frameworks presented previously.

Figure 7: Conceptual model
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The previous section demonstrated that the main challenges of IIE are related to the access and
diffusion of resources and knowledge. In addition, the literature review also presented how the three
elements of the conceptual model are influencing each other through these instruments (knowledge
and resources). In this study, resources comprise impact investments of all types, but also other
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financial flows with an enabling capacity for ecosystem’s actors, such as infrastructure investments,
as is described in Figure 2.
In turn, knowledge broadly designates all forms of information IIE actors can take advantage from and
ultimately enhance IIE vibrancy. Both resources and knowledge are modelled as jointly determining
IIE emergence and prosperity and subject to various mechanisms such as the knowledge spillovers
presented in section 2.3.
Therefore, a qualitative analysis will explore the interplay between the enabling environment,
supply- and demand-side actors by investigating how knowledge and resources are diffused within
IIE of low- and middle-income countries.
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3. Research design
Durrheim et al. (2006) define a research design as “a strategic framework for actions that serves as a
bridge between research questions and the execution or implementation of the research” (p.34). In
other words, the research design defines a research structure and coherently holds the whole study
together with respect to the research questions. Furthermore, the research design does not simply
consist of planning the following data collection and analysis, it is rather defined as the “logical
structure of the inquiry” (Vaus, 2001, p. 5).
Yin (1994) notes that a “research design is a logical plan for getting from here to there “ (p. 26). The
following chapter will thus serve as a guide in the research process by acting as “a reflexive process
operating through every stage of a project” (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995, p. 24).
Ultimately, this process aims at guiding the study towards a motivated answer to the following
research question:
How do vibrant Impact Investing Ecosystems emerge and prosper in low- and middle-income
countries?
The following research design chapter is composed of four sections. The first section details the
philosophical assumptions and the research paradigm adopted for this study. The second section
consists in a consideration of the research logic. The third section motivates the choice of research
method. Lastly, the fourth section focuses on the quality criteria of this study.

3.1 Research paradigm
A first step in research design consists of considering the foundation over which the analysis will be
conducted (Rashid et al., 2019). In that sense, any research is subject to the influence of the
philosophical stance it adopts. Kuhn (1962) introduced the idea of a philosophical perspective in
research through the term “paradigm”, which defines a reality, itself associated with specific values
and assumptions. In other words, a paradigm offers a frame of reference to the study and is defined
as the “basic belief system or world view that guides the investigation” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 105).
One can distinguish three main paradigms of research: positivism, critical theory, and interpretivism
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994).
In the present research, an interpretive paradigm is adopted as the study of ecosystems requires a
deep investigation of the context in which different entities interact (Reeves and Hedberg, 2003, p.
32). The contextualization of the analysis is core to the interpretivist paradigm as it considers that
reality is subject to change and can variate depending on the perspective. Through its interpretive
paradigm the study considers IIE actors’ subjective views, to capture the complex social phenomenon
under analysis (Rashid et al., 2019).
As stated by Guba & Lincoln (1994), the chosen research paradigm is associated with “the nature of
the knowable or reality (ontology), views on truth and legitimate knowledge (epistemology), and how
the inquirer finds out knowledge (methodology)”. Defining these three dimensions of the research
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process (ontology, epistemology, and methodology) sets the beliefs and practices associated with the
adopted paradigm (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).
The ontological dimension asks what can be known about the reality investigated. Specifically,
ontology defines the nature, structure, and form of the world and by defining these elements, it also
sets boundaries on the information that can be known or obtained (Wand and Weber, 1993, p. 220).
From that standpoint, a study or researcher’s ontology will depend on whether considering the
existence of an independent reality or inversely, seeing reality as the product of social processes (or
constructs) (Neuman, 2003).
When reflecting on the interpretive paradigm adopted for this study, a relativism ontology aligns with
the perspective of reality as socially constructed, through subjective views of interrelated actors
(Mutch, 2005). Relativist ontology then leads to believe that subjective experiences are embedded
into reality and aims at capturing multiple truths through the consideration of these subjective
experiences (Guba & Lincoln, 2005).
Having defined the nature of reality, epistemology is then the study of knowledge from that reality
(Levers, 2013). In other words, epistemology questions how a researcher makes sense of the world as
he sees it. Crotty (1998) further details that it is “a way of understanding and explaining how I know
what I know”, where two contrasting stances can be differentiated: objectivism and subjectivism. The
latter corresponds to the belief that knowledge is subject to influence of factors such as language,
gender, social or ethnicity (Guba & Lincoln, 2005, p.21). Furthermore, subjective epistemology
considers that both observations and the observer influence each other (Levers, 2013). As such, it aims
at gaining an in-depth understanding by acknowledging the context and subjective character of the
problematic under investigation. Hence, interpretivists share this subjective epistemology by essence.
The methodology simply translates the two previous dimensions into a “strategy, plan of action,
process or design” and by doing so, establishes the link between the research question (itself
associated to a specific paradigm) and the method of analysis (Crotty, 1998).
This interpretive study naturally adopts a qualitative methodology, because the goal is to capture and
understand III’s actors experience. The adopted qualitative methodology considers human behaviour
as dynamic in the sense that it evolves throughout time and space, and thus puts an emphasis on the
context under which the investigation takes place. In addition, it does not aim at generalizing the
findings but rather focus on the insights that can be gained from individuals’ perspectives, views or
opinions (Levers, 2013).
The motivation for performing qualitative research is also found in the methodology’s ability to
analyse the interplay between the various actors evolving within the impact sector, which requires an
emphasis on the nuances associated with human interactions in different socio-economic
environments (Muntean Jemma, 2016). Indeed, only a qualitative methodology can allow to
disentangle such complexity existing in the impact investing industry by analysing the values and
behavioural aspects composing it (Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 2000).
The rationale for choosing to perform a qualitative analysis also lies in the type of research question
under investigation. In most cases, the methodology chosen depends on whether the question aims
to investigate a “how”, a “why” or a “what” as it underlies the type of data required (Yin, 2003).
Thereafter, the choice can be determined by the substance of the research question, which reveals
the area of interest and the thesis’ specifics (Yin, 2003). Finally, evidence support the decision to
favour a qualitative analysis in the context of, resource scarce, low- and middle-income countries,
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especially when focusing on structural changes such as social and environmental challenges (Lundy,
1996; Bitsch, 2005).
To conclude on the philosophical assumptions, the qualitative methodology adopted for this study
leads to elaborate on the axiological assumption (Creswell and Poth, 2017). Axiology refers to the
personal characteristics and values of the researcher, in order to position him/herself with regard to
the research setting and context (Creswell and Poth, 2017). To comply with this assumption
requirements, it is important to note that the researcher’s education consists of both business
administration and development economics. The author’s education was followed in different
settings, the later in the Netherlands, whereas the first occurred in France. The researcher was
introduced to the topic of impact investing during an internship in a private equity firm, located in
Amsterdam where two participants of the study are still active. Therefore, the study is value-laden,
and subject to potential biases due to the researcher personal experiences and beliefs (Berger, 2013)

3.2 Research logic
Induction and deduction are the two most common research logics used in social sciences (Rashid, et
al., 2019). The goal of the study is to explore the structure and implications of IIE in developing
countries by using a qualitative methodology. Hence, the research logic is naturally inductive, yet the
following section will demonstrate why combining both inductive and deductive reasoning is even
more relevant.
The research departs from “an observed phenomenon of interest as opposed to an existing theory”,
which corresponds to an inductive reasoning (Woiceshyn & Daellenbach, 2018). Indeed, a study with
inductive reasoning starts from particularities to evolve towards general conclusions (Locke, 2007). In
addition, proceeding by induction is here appropriate as there is no generally accepted theory for IIE,
especially in low- and middle-income countries. However, one must note that conducting inductive
research does not prevent from using existing theory to formulate and explore the research question
(Saunders, et al. 2012).
In practical terms, Patton (1980) explains that in inductive reasoning, “patterns, themes, and
categories of analysis (…) will emerge out of the data rather than being imposed on them prior to data
collection and analysis” (Patton, 1980). These themes then capture the core ideas, meanings, or
experiences in their context, and can be used in the analysis to confirm, nuance, or contextualize
existing theories.
However, even though the research reasoning has inductive features, the conceptual model acts as a
guide in the interview process, by shaping the questions’ list and consequently the findings. In
addition, Roundy’s (2019) propositions offer a path toward a better understanding of IIE influencing
factors and will be confronted to the findings.
Hence, a deductive process is also used to derive findings from the conceptual model and Roundy’s
(2019) propositions. Including the conceptual model and the propositions in the qualitative analysis
results in combining an inductive logic with a deductive reasoning, as the research also moves from
“the general to the particular” (Locke, 2007; Woiceshyn & Daellenbach, 2018). In that regard, Yin
(2003) considers that the propositions help identify a relevant research path which are here formalized
through the research framework.
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To conclude, combining both inductive and deductive reasoning is relevant for this research as the
study does not aim to directly test a theory, but rather to explore and understand how IIE can emerge
and prosper in understudied areas.

3.3 Research method
The methodology and other philosophical assumptions being set, the research method represents the
last main element of the research design, which encloses details of the techniques and procedures
used for data collection and analysis (King, et al., 2019). Accordingly, the choice of appropriate
methods should be a logical progression from the previous elements of the research design (Hennink,
et al., 2020).
This section elaborates on the chosen data collection and data analysis.

3.3.1 Data collection
In the interpretive paradigm, interviews and observations are most prevalent as the findings arrive
from real-world settings (Golafshani, 2003). In this study, the main method used is interviewing. The
reason behind this choice lies in the alignment of interviews’ purpose with the philosophical
considerations of the research question detailed in the previous paragraphs. Indeed, Beck and Manuel
(2008) suggest that interviews are appropriate “to understand or explore finely shaded human issues”,
and “to explore a trend or an experience looking for themes” (p. 82). Those intentions mirror the
study’s ontology and epistemology.
More specifically, this study performs semi-structured interviews, which offer flexibility while
directing the interviewees with open-ended questions (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). In that
setting, the open-ended questions are pre-determined but also complemented by questions that
emerge while discussing with interviewees (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). This interview setting is
in line with the research aim, that is, to grasp the variety of subjective experiences and associated
perspectives coexisting in the III, as it allows to delve in details into the social context of the
phenomenon of interest (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006).
The list of questions guiding the interviews are based on the knowledge gathered in the literature
review (Barriball & While 1994; Turner 2010). The questions’ guide and list (Appendix 1 and 2) were
then set in a logical and coherent form with regard to the main elements of the research subject
(Kallio, et al., 2016). The questions’ list (Appendix 2) presents the set of questions asked to
interviewees while the precise order remained flexible to allow for the possibility to adapt the
questions’ order depending on the information provided by the interviewees (Kallio, et al., 2016). This
flexibility and adaptability of the interview guide and questions’ list aimed at favouring a fruitful
discussion, from which new information could emerge if the interview happened to take an
unexpected direction in terms of themes covered (Rubin and Rubin, 2005). The interview guide can
be found in Appendix 1 and the questions’ list in Appendix 2.
Table 2 is an overview of the interviews participants characteristics, the corresponding stakeholders
as well as the interview duration. A non-probability, purposive sampling method was applied to select
the interviewees based on their current and previous occupation as well as their proven knowledge
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and experience with impact investing (Saunders, et al., 2012). On the basis of this purposive sampling
method, the interviewees’ selection made by researcher was dependent on whether individuals were
in charge of impact-oriented businesses, working within an impact investing firm or other institutions
that are related to the industry. Further details on the stakeholders’ activity can be found in Appendix
3.

Table 2: Interviews
Interview number
1

Name
Adeshina Adewumi

2

Antonis Schwarz

3

Maxime Bayen

4

Natou Bamba-Colon

5
6

Joost Gorter
Jaqueline Cariz

7

Daniel Nowack

8

Suzanne Larsson

9

Annie Olszewski

10

Leonardo Letelier

11

Sofia Condès

13

Temilade Denton

15

Danhyal Davidson

16

Cecile Blilious

17

Els Boerhof

18

Hedwig Siewertsen

Function Name
Chief executive
officer and coFounder
Founder
Senior Venture
Builder
Head of
development impact
and Sustainability
Director
Investment officer:
Portfolio
management in
financial inclusion
and sustainable
projects
Managing director
and Chief operating
officer
Board Member and
Head of Corporate
Engagement and
Partnerships - Europe
Director of Programs
Chief executive
officer
Investment Outreach
Manager
Social Impact and
ESG Manager
Chief Valuation
Officer and Senior
Investment Associate
Head of Impact and
Sustainability
Managing Partner /
co-owner
Head Inclusive
Finance

Stakeholder
One Kiosk Africa

Interview duration
00:38:42

Good Move
Initiatives
BFA Global

00:21:24

Proparco

00:35:17

NewForsight
Oikocredit Brazil

00:28:02
00:41:08

Yunus social business

00:46:23

PlusPlus Investments
&
Solidaridad Network

00:42:16

00:32:31

Impact Capital
Managers
SITAWI Finance for
Good
FAIRR Initiative

00:40:12

Alitheia Capital

00:32:45

Goodwell
Investments

00:33:13

Pitango Venture
Capital
Goodwell
Investments
Alliance for Green
Revolution in Africa
(AGRA)

00:41:26

00:31:16
00:35:41

00:35:02
00:37:14

Table 2 demonstrates that an important amount of data was collected from diverse supply (asset
owners and/or managers) and demand-side (investees) actors. The data obtained from these
interviews correspond to a primary form of data, but secondary data were also collected from publicly
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available reports published by impact investing companies (e.g., Dalberg) and independent
organizations (e.g., OECD or the GIIN) to fit with the quality criteria of this research. These secondary
can be found across the core body of this study as well as in the Appendices (Appendices 5, 6 and 7).
Interviews were conducted online, using the software “Zoom” which includes a recording option.
Conducting interviews through video calls is accepted as a valuable alternative to conventional inperson interviews (Janghorban, Roudsari & Taghipour, 2014).
Once the interviews were converted into transcripts using Microsoft Word, the documents were
implemented into Quirkos, a qualitative data analysis software that was used to perform two cycles
of coding and derive memos.

3.3.2 Data analysis
The data analysis process follows Miles, Huberman and Saldana (2014) recommendations to coding
data for “category, theme and pattern development” (p. 55).
The transcripts and write-ups of the recorded interviews were used as a basis for the analysis. The
analysis is composed of first and second-cycle codes and the derivation of the latter into analytic
memos.
The first-cycle codes are labels associated with words or sentences used by the interviewee. They can
either be descriptive and help summarize what the interviewee expressed or be interpretive, in order
to capture more complex ideas or concept (Appendix 4). Different coding methods are combined (e.g.
In Vivo and Simultaneous) depending on their appropriateness with the data provided (Miles,
Huberman & Saldana, 2014). Coding is useful to capture most of the insights, as it is a heuristic
method, allowing for a better understanding of the data. Coding also helps in the following steps of
the analysis (the second-cycle codes) by identifying reoccurring patterns, which are designated by
Pattern codes and correspond to specific themes that appear across different questions and/or
interviews (Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2014).
The Pattern codes are then derived into analytic memos tying pieces of data to general concepts
(Appendix 4). In other words, the memos’ purpose is to synthesize the data into higher level analytic
meanings (Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2014).
Once data have been processed through codes and memos, the researcher formalized and
systematized this set information into statements that showcase the findings of the study. When a
research adopts an inductive paradigm, themes and patterns emerge from the data. In this study, the
main themes and patterns are used to organize the statements and assertations in the findings
chapter. Therefore, the themes presented as sections’ title were directly derived from the data
analysis (Appendix 4).
These statements are organized to reflect IIE context in low- and middle-income countries, the
characteristics and relations of IIE participants and the factors of influence on IIE vibrancy and
maturation. The findings chapter is thus composed of sections that correspond to these themes:
Origin; Location; Drivers of vibrancy; Investment opportunities; Diversity of actors; Leadership and
Culture.

29

Master’s Thesis in Economics

Rayane Defebvre (s1009783)

3.4 Quality
When referring to quality criteria, the concepts of validity, reliability, and generalizability, are the most
often cited factors, yet those are mostly relevant in the case of a quantitative research methodology
and when adopting a positivist paradigm (Golafshani, 2003). A research validity being the extent to
which the findings reflect the social phenomena under investigation and the reliability referring to a
results consistency over time and accuracy across the whole population under study (Golafshani,
2003).
As for qualitative studies, other criteria appeared to fit better with the worldview and philosophical
assumptions of the interpretive paradigm. The most used criteria in qualitative research were first
introduced by Lincoln and Guba (1985) and aim to evaluate a study’s trustworthiness. Namely, the
criteria are credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

3.4.1 Credibility
Credibility refers to the alignment between participants views and the interpretation of these views
by the researcher (Polit & Beck, 2012). Likewise, this credibility is not dependent on instrument
construction, as for quantitative data collection and analysis, because in qualitative research, “the
researcher is the instrument" (Patton, 2002, p. 14).
In this study, a process of data triangulation aims to ensure such credibility. Data triangulation
corresponds to the practice of retrieving data from different sources of information (Guion et al.,
2013). In that regard, data triangulation offers the advantages of “increasing confidence in research
data, creating innovative ways of understanding a phenomenon, revealing unique findings,
challenging or integrating theories, and providing a clearer understanding of the problem” (Thurmond,
2001, p. 254). So far, the method section focused on the primary data collected through semistructured interviews. By multiplying data sources, triangulation led to collect secondary types of data,
which correspond to publicly available documents published by the stakeholders as well as
independent organizations and academic sources. The goal of data triangulation being to strengthen
the findings by identifying alignment or potential discrepancies between the different data sources
(Patton, 2002).
Another technique used to strengthen a study’s credibility is called member-checking, which was also
performed for this study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). This procedure consists of sending the interviews’
transcripts to the interviewees, who then certify (or request adjustments on) the accuracy and
resonance of the documents relative to their experience and perspective (Birt et al., 2016). In this
case, small adjustments were required, which were mostly on spelling mistakes that did not affect the
transcripts’ accuracy.
Finally, a process called reflexivity was applied, which simply consists in continuous analysis of the
personal predispositions that may interfere with the interpretations and cause potential biases
(Shenton, 2004).
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3.4.2 Dependability
Thereafter, the dependability captures the degree of consistency in the data, if those happened to be
collected in other settings or conditions (Polit & Beck, 2012). This criterion can thus be related to the
reliability described previously and it is dependent on the methodological description provided
(Shenton, 2004).
The study’s audit trial, which is a transparent description of the research process and the different
steps it involves, controls for this criterion (Shenton, 2004). For instance, the pre-determined
interview guide and questions’ list presented in the Appendices 1 and 2 aim at ensuring such
consistency.

3.4.3 Confirmability
The third criterion to evaluate a study’s quality is its confirmability, which refers to the influence of
personal values or beliefs of the researcher on the study’s findings (Polit & Beck, 2012). The degree of
confirmability is then directly correlated with the degree of neutrality of the researcher in the study
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Acknowledging these potential biases within the study is a first step in
controlling for this criterion. The study’s reflexivity serves this purpose (Shenton, 2004).
The details provided on the study’s axiology is an example of such effort. Additionally, the performed
triangulation is also a relevant technique to control for this quality criterion (Shenton, 2004). Finally,
the most fastidious task consists in an audit trial, which is a transparent description of the research
process and the different steps it involves (Shenton, 2004). This study emphasizes on its transparency
within its core body as well as when considering the Appendix section.

3.4.4 Transferability
The last criteria to consider is transferability. This criterion focuses on the contextualization of the
findings, and thus, the extent to which these findings would be applicable in another context (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985). To ensure the study’s transferability, a detailed description of the phenomenon and
background data were provided (Shenton, 2004). Moreover, the study’s investigation of IIE
characteristics takes a special attention to the role and influence of ecosystems’ context throughout
the whole research.
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4. Findings
This qualitative analysis aims to: (1) determine the location, and corresponding features of IIE in
developing countries, (2) investigate the factors affecting the emergence and vibrancy of Impact
Investing Ecosystems in low- and middle-income countries (3) explore the extent to which Roundy’s
(2019) propositions hold in the context of low- and middle-income countries
The interpretation of the data collected is highly valuable as it introduces unique insights from the
IIE actors interviewed.
The presentation of the result is based on the pattern analysis of the second-cycle coding and the
derived memos. As presented in the data analysis section, eight main categories were used as sections’
title for the Finding chapter. These sections’ titles were directly taken from the pattern analysis to
ensure clarity for the readers. Namely the sections’ title are: Origin; Location; Drivers of vibrancy;
Investment opportunities; Diversity of actors; Leadership and Culture. Sub-categories were also
derived from the analysis and included in some of the main categories. Once the researcher’s
interpretation of the data was presented within these sections, the last section of this chapter will
elaborate on Roundy’s propositions.

4.1 Origin
There is a relative consensus on the starting point of IIE emergence globally as 2010 is the reference
year among most interviewees even though high-income countries’ actors tend to identify the
beginning around 20 years ago (2000). Nonetheless, all interviewees stressed the fact that most IIE
are still in an on-going maturing phase as compared to more traditional economic ecosystems.

4.2 Location
The results indicate that five regions of expertise were considered based on the panel of interviewees:
Africa, South America, Europe, Middle East and North Africa (MENA), and North America.
Among them, Africa gathers the majority of identified IIE. The answers were consistent in designating
Kenya, South Africa and Nigeria at the country level and Nairobi, Cape Town, and Lagos at the city
level. Sao Paulo was the only IIE mentioned in South America. For the MENA region Cairo, Egypt was
mentioned once while an in-depth description of the Israeli ecosystem was offered by a local actor.
Interview 3 and 10 also mention the existence of secondary hubs, which are second most developed
IIE in countries that already present a vibrant IIE. Those are Abuja for Nigeria, Johannesburg for SouthAfrica, Alexandria for Egypt, and Rio de Janeiro for Brazil.
Contrastingly, in high-income countries, Interview 9, 2 and 16 focus on network/industry level’s
ecosystem. Hence, they describe their local IIE as: the Israeli ecosystem, the USA, or European impact
investing networks.
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Overall, identifying specific IIE at a city-level appears quite evident for actors in low- and middleincome countries, whereas those based in high-income would refer more at a country or regional
level.

4.3 Drivers of IIE vibrancy
According to interview 7, 11, 13, 15, the market and GDP size of countries largely explains the disparity
in IIE vibrancy, as each ecosystem mentioned so far is described as investment hub of their regional
market (e.g., West-Africa for Lagos, Nigeria). Following the same reasoning, Interview 4 indicates that
a larger market size can justify the imbalances in funds raised, which means that companies are able
to attract larger volumes of capital from investors when they operate in regions that present relatively
more prospects.
Similarly, Interview 3 reveals “a strong correlation between funding raised by start-ups and the GDP
of their market”. Interview 4, precises that market size can go beyond a country’s frontier if strong
economic ties exist with neighbouring countries, which partly explains the difference between Frenchspeaking African countries and English-speaking ones.
Hence, SMEs located in countries with a relatively large GDP and in regions of relatively large market
size have more chances to attract funding from investors.
A structure must support this economic environment and enable funds to flow freely from capital
suppliers to impact oriented business. Interview 4, 5 and 7 stressed the role played by local financial
industry development, supported by appropriate infrastructures. Interview 13 illustrates these claims
by taking Lagos as an example, where “infrastructures enable the movement and accessibility of all
players” and thanks to them, the local impact industry growth occurs despite the (policy) environment.
Nonetheless, negative outliers (e.g., Algeria) exist within the African (Interview 3 and 4). Among the
reasons evocated to justify the different dynamics, Interview 3 also considers the importance of the
education system and the resulting access to knowledge for local entrepreneurs. Building on this idea,
Interview 3, 7, and 16, emphasise the importance of “talents” for IIE to thrive, both in terms of talented
entrepreneurs and available workforce for SMEs. Interview 11 pictures this relationship by comparing
South American and African entrepreneurs in their access to education and knowledge, and the effect
both factors have on entrepreneurs’ ability to develop financially sophisticated businesses.
A last element mentioned as contributing to IIE growth is stability. A determining factor in low- and
middle-income countries, is the macro-economic environment in which impact-initiatives occur
(interview 11). As such, Interview 3, 7, 11, 17 indicate that political risk remains a crucial factor for
entrepreneurs and investors.
A consistency exists regarding the elements described and the capital invested in the mentioned IIE
relative to other locations. As for Africa, Interview 3 indicates that “the Big 4 (Kenya, Nigeria, SouthAfrica and Egypt)” capture over 80% of the funds flowing within and toward the continent. A common
ground can thus be found across most interviewees, as they consider IIE to be directly correlated with
places of relatively stable political environment, high GDP, and large market size, combined with
appropriate infrastructures.
One can deduct that IIE can emerge and vibrate when conditions are met regarding the political, social,
and economic environment, relative to their regional context.
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4.4 Investment opportunities
Sectors of investments
The following section will elaborate on the specific sectors that attract impact investors and the
investment opportunities impact investors are mostly focusing on. The goal being to investigate how
resources are being diffused.
A consensus is found across interviewees operating in low- and middle-income countries regarding
the sectors that attract most funding. Interview 3 lists them as such: “Fin-tech, Energy, Logistics,
Health-care, Education and E-commerce”. Interview 3 further describes that “in Nigeria, a very mature
ecosystem, more than half of funding is directed towards one specific sector: fin-tech”. The fact that
most investments flows are flowing towards one sector indicates a limited diversity in investment
opportunities but also raises the question of how fin-tech companies attracted the required resources
to develop their businesses.
The “Herd behaviour” observed by Interview 17 in financial markets explains these imbalances as
“Investors do not like to go off the beaten track”. Following the same idea, Interview 15 explains how
investors seek for business models they already know and have already invested in, leading to inequal
access to resources depending on sectors. Interview 11 notes that the attractivity of the fin-tech sector
can result in investors “fighting for deals because there is not enough supply”, where supply refers to
investment opportunities. Such imbalance between supply and demand is explained by the conditions
in which fin-tech companies evolve in Africa. Section 5.1 revealed a core feature of low- and middleincome countries IIE: their on-going maturation. Based on the conceptual model, it can be deducted
that these IIE do not offer an ideal access to resources and knowledge to supply- and demand-side
actors.
In terms of access to resources, the maturation process means that firms’ funding lifecycle is not fully
addressed in these IIE. Interview 11 described that fin-tech companies that have already penetrated
a market with their product and present a potential to scale are still relatively scarce when compared
to high-income countries. The resulting effect is that only few companies benefit from each phase of
funding leading them to attract larger volume of investments in late funding phases (see Appendix 5).
Infrastructures and innovation
Figure 2 shows that another component of ecosystems’ resource endowment is infrastructure, which
enables the development of private sector’s activities. In that sense, Interview 11 links the quantity of
investment opportunities to the level of local economic development (measured by the country’s GDP
and the existing infrastructure) when comparing African IIE to South American IIE.
When considering all resource endowment components of Figure 2, one can deduct the enabling
capacity of the M-Pesa product. M-Pesa is a great example of how innovations can answer social and
environmental challenges as well as generate knowledge spillovers from leading and incumbent firms
to other start-ups and SMEs in the ecosystem. Interview 3 used the expression of “rails”, to describe
this whole virtuous circle: how a product developed by a firm that invested in research and
development enabled the rise of a whole range of companies targeting financial inclusion.
In other words, for innovative solutions to social and environmental challenges to be developed by
the private sector, firms require a set of elements that facilitate the creation of these innovations as
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well as enable their transmission among ecosystem’s participants. For fin-tech companies this set of
elements is mainly made of technologies acting as innovation catalysts, which comprise: blockchain,
cloud computing, mobile technologies, big data analytics and social media (Lynn and Mooney, 2019).
The expression of “rails” thus illustrates how a minimum level of resource endowment is required for
companies to emerge and how this level differs depending on the sector of investment.
Reflecting on the disparity in investment flows, one can deduct that “rails” (i.e., resource
endowments) induce the rise of investments and business opportunities by sector. Interview 4
elaborates on the differences in funding allocated by sectors in terms of company’s size: “If there is
not enough of sufficiently large companies with sufficient capital to attract investors, there will be less
investments”. In other words, larger volume of investments can flow toward an ecosystem only when
local companies are large enough to receive these investments, and these companies require the socalled “rails” to progress through the different phases of funding. For instance, Interview 7 and 8
described how countries that lack basic infrastructures, render SMEs operations difficult when aiming
to deliver essential goods and services to the “BoP”. In turn, when innovative products operate as
solutions to these lacks (e.g., M-Pesa), companies can then use these innovations to access and
penetrate the BoP market.
So far, all cited elements can be related to risk mitigation: optimal political and economic conditions
attract investors as the perceived risk decreases and more opportunities for profitable and impactful
investments arise. Similarly, infrastructure creates an appropriate operating environment that
reduces uncertainties and barriers for III actors. Yet, Interview 11 explains how investing in a context
of low-resource endowment creates higher “additionality” relative to more favourable environments
because of the other investors that would be willing to fund the same companies otherwise.
Additionality refers to an additional impact of the investment when acknowledging the lack of capital
suppliers: an entity can retrieve a higher additionality from an investment if no other entities would
have made the same investment.
Summing up, impact investing activity increases when favourable conditions are met in an ecosystem
yet, the marginal impact of the investments diminishes when a large cohort of investors are willing to
participate in the IIE.
Apart from exogenous factors, the blended logics shared by III actors suggest that individual
characteristics can also influence the propensity to engage in impact investing. Therefore, the next
sections will elaborate on IIE actors’ characteristics that enable or restrain an optimal access to
resources and knowledge.

4.5 Diversity of actors
Investors’ type
In line with Table 1, the actors contributing to IIE vibrancy through the diffusion of resources are
diverse. First off, local, and foreign government.
A main difference between high- and low-income countries is the state capacity to fund primary
services to society, which is otherwise partly compensated by Official Development Assistance (ODA)
(Niyonkuru, 2016). Foreign government are then active donors and investors for economic
development in low- and middle-income countries through ODA (OECD, 2021). In that sense, Interview
1 describes how local governments can provide funding and enhance the development of specific
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sectors, companies, or products (e.g., technology-based start-ups in Nigeria). Foreign governments
can also participate in such activity through Development Finance Institutions, which operate in most
low- and middle-income countries (Interview 4 and 11).
Based on this funding capacity, Interviews 5 and 16 indicate that both local and foreign governments
can play a role in incubating the impact investing industry, by providing grants for early-stage startups, especially when there is not enough supply of philanthropic funding. Governments can thus act
as impact-first investors when adopting a non-risk averse strategy that promotes and supports impactoriented companies.
Interview 4 notes that another form through which high-risk taking investments occur is blended
finance, which consists of “mixing public entities and philanthropic finance with private funds”. For
instance, Interview 1 details how institutions financially supported by blended finance (venture
foundations, local and foreign government) such as the co-Creation Hub (https://cchubnigeria.com/)
or the Ventures Platform (https://www.venturesplatform.com/) in Nigeria are enabling young
entrepreneurs to develop their technology-based products. Interview 2, describes these organizations
as “Network of social enterprises”, gathering “Young founders with shared values for
social/environmental challenges” and capital suppliers.
These entrepreneurial networks are the result of a collaboration between public investors, impactfirst investors (e.g., “philanthropic venture funds” Interview 7) and finance-first investors (e.g.,
“private funds and investors investing in these solutions” Interview 2). Through this mechanism, a
collaboration between public and private entities can offer financial support to entrepreneurs by
taking a required risk for the development of innovative impact solutions. Hence, blended finance
catalyses the importance of coordination between diverse types of IIE actors for blended value
creation to occur.
Funding needs
The importance of diversity is also expressed in Interview 8’s view of the large range of investors’ type
“as a graduation program” where, entrepreneurs evolve from grant-based funding, which help them
structure and grow their businesses, all the way to “impact financing with returns” (i.e., finance-first
impact investors). This view is shared by interview 7 who describes vibrant IIE as offering an “entire
funding growth map” thanks to the density and diversity of capital-suppliers.
The funding graduation process can be pictured in interviewees’ description of the different capital
suppliers: The starting point is grant-based funding, which can be provided by foundations and
philanthropic organizations that are non-for profit (e.g., “Rockefeller foundation” Interview 9). The
next funding phase, are so-called “Missing middle” funding solutions, delivered by philanthropic
venture funds (e.g., Yunus social business) or crowdfunding platforms (e.g., PlusPlus) and correspond
to investment in the range of 10 000EUR and 1 000 000EUR (Interview 7 and Interview 8). The term
“missing middle” corresponds to the lack of supply for this specific range of amount invested in low
and middle-income countries. Those are “in between those allocated in microfinance and those for
traditional impact-finance” (Interview 8). Ultimately, capital suppliers targeting the “Missing middle”
shed light on another clear distinction with high-income countries in terms of access to resources for
entrepreneurs.
The challenge expressed by this term is to improve the access to finance for entrepreneurs that are
underserved and thus, to embody a role of “market makers” on the investors’ side (Interview 7). The
sense given to the term “market makers” here corresponds to the fact that investors operating in the
“missing middle” of the investment spectrum are key enablers of SMEs development in low- and
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middle-income countries. Knowing SMEs ability to access untapped markets (e.g., underserved
populations or geographic locations), the funding provided by “market makers” can lead SMEs to
create previously unreached markets.
Therefore, those market makers do not necessarily operate in vibrant IIE but contribute to the
emergence of new ones. Interview 16 aligns with interview 7 in the use of the term “market makers”
to illustrate how risk-taking impact investing creates opportunities for SMEs to address unmet
demand in underserved markets.
In parallel, Interview 17 stresses how DFI (Development Finance Institutions) can also be engaged in
these categories of investments in low- and middle-income countries, through their ability to assume
greater risk with their investment compared to private firms.
All actors mentioned so far correspond to impact-first types of capital suppliers as they do not
prioritize financial returns. For instance, Interview 7 explains: “We’re a philanthropic venture fund, we
want to recycle our capital, but we don’t have to create returns, which gives our operating model a
bit more flexibility to address target ranges that would not be addressed by (finance-first) impact
investors”.
For-profit impact investors conclude this graduation process for entrepreneurs by “trying to find a
balance between impact and financial returns”, when investing larger amounts of capital in the form,
for instance, of Private Equity (Interview 4).
Interview 10 illustrates the implications of diverse funding sources within an ecosystem by describing
that “It takes capital to attract capital”. In other words, grants and philanthropic funding are needed
for start-ups to emerge, grow, and attract impact investors with blended logics, which mostly operate
at later stage of companies’ growth. To conclude, Interview 7 emphasizes the importance of having
“sufficient investors at different stages and lifecycle of companies”.
Hence, both impact-first and finance-first investors play a crucial role in IIE, even though their pursuit
of generating social and financial returns may not be expressed in the same form because of the
different phases of funding lifecycle they operate at.
The reason being that overall, IIE actors are “fulfilling and addressing a gap in the market” (Interview
7). However, market gaps are different depending on the country or region which makes the III
fragmented. Interview 7 precises that “investment theses are country dependent” because “the
impact lens varies depending on the country”. Investment theses being documents produced by
supply-side actors to recommend sector of investments or companies to invest in, based on its overall
strategy.
Interview 4 further details that “the definition of social impact can be larger” in low- and middleincome countries because “A way out of poverty may have a larger impact than an opportunity to gain
more revenues”. In other words, there appears to be a common global framing of impact-investing,
yet a social impact provided in low- and middle-income countries answers relatively more essential
and urgent needs.
We can conclude that diversity in impact investors and impact investment opportunities is crucial for
IIE vibrancy. However, IIE vibrancy should be measured in relative terms with respect to the regional
conditions. In addition, one should consider impact-first investors as part of a graduation process
leading impact-oriented companies to funding phases where investors seeking to create a blended
value operate with larger volumes of investments. As such, all types of investors can engage in impact
investing when IIE present enough diversity of investment opportunities. These investment
37

Master’s Thesis in Economics

Rayane Defebvre (s1009783)

opportunities arise when IIE actors’ enable companies to develop themselves and be attractive for
larger volumes of investments.

4.6 Leadership
Institutions
The previous section presented how capital suppliers can collaborate, through blended finance, to
fund incubators, accelerators, and other network entities. However, apart from providing funding,
public, and private institutions can also take an integrant part in IIE’s enabling environment through
knowledge diffusion. The present section will elaborate on how an access to knowledge can be
These coordinating entities were also described in the supply-side actors’ section, as the result of
financing mechanisms that aim to incubate start-ups developing innovative solutions. This section
focuses on the role played by these entities as well as other contributors of IIE’s coordination and
coherence. The interviews conducted shed light on the different layers of coordinating entities,
starting with organizations that operate at the industry-level, that contribute to impact-oriented,
productive entrepreneurship.
Interview 9 stresses that independent organizations such as the GIIN, embody a leadership role by
enhancing coordination between all players “through the research they create”. The GIIN is based in
the US but aims at enhancing the overall coordination and coherence of any entity that has an interest
in impact investing.
The GIIN develops and shares information, tools, and networks that contribute to a better access to
knowledge. For instance, the GIIN knowledge base vulgarises what impact-investing is and how
different actors can contribute depending on the type of investment they specialize in. The figure
below mirrors Figure 3 and illustrates how the GIIN aims at gathering all types of investors in the III by
presenting appropriate solutions to each.
Figure 8: Asset class/Return rate spectrum (GIIN, 2021)

Furthermore, Interviews 6 and 13 indicate that other entities such as ANDE (Aspen Network of
Development Entrepreneurs- https://www.andeglobal.org/), an Indian Institution operating globally
or AVCA (https://www.avca-africa.org/), an African Institution, contribute to a similar effort of
diffusing knowledge and best practices.
At a country-level, Interview 16 founded the Global Impact Tech Alliance (GITA) in Israel to enhance
the diffusion of knowledge and coordinate actions towards a use of technology that creates a blended
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value. Similarly in Brazil, Interview 6 mentions the “Forum Brasileiro de Finanças Sociais e Negocios
de Impacto” as a wide effort to organize the local Impact Investing Industry, mirroring the Brazilian
collective taskforce described by Interview 10. The latter precises that the outcome of these
coordinated efforts would have been different in another region, which reveals the importance of
considering IIE’s regional context.
In addition, these entities may also contribute to more coherence in IIE by developing a common
framing and definition of the impact targeted. Interview 10 also considers these initiatives as
“branding exercises”, in a way that they lead impact-oriented companies to converge in their use of
specific terminologies (e.g., impact-companies), which in turn, contribute to present a more coherent
image for investors. Similarly, Interview 13 considers that these “network activities” shed light on the
industry and its purpose.
Supply-side actors
The entities described have the transmission of knowledge as a core element of their activity, but as
demonstrated in section 2.3, knowledge can also be transmitted through other channels. Among
those alternative channels, an interplay occurs between knowledge and resources when investing
(Branstetter, 2006).
As an entrepreneur, Interview 1 illustrates how the conditionalities imposed by capital suppliers
influence companies’ business plan: (he is) “trying to align his solutions with the stakeholders’ goals”,
in other words, to develop solutions that are attractive to investors. The case of Interview 1 illustrates
how the access to knowledge allows for such alignment between entrepreneurs’ and investors’
expectations.
In that regard, the expression of narratives is crucial in the transmission of knowledge and values
(Roundy,2019). Diving into interactions between IIEs actors that occur outside coordinating entities
may offer insights on the other channels contributing to IIE’s knowledge diffusion and the resulting
coordination and coherence. In line with the literature, interviewees considered that these narratives
often originate from successful stories of IIEs’ pioneers and leaders who applied the values associated
with impact investing.
For instance, Interview 10 considers that a pioneering investor or asset manager “sees the opportunity
or wants to bring something from abroad”. In other words, Impact-Investing pioneers and leaders are
those that benefit from an access to knowledge, developed through research, and operationalize
research findings in a new context. Another example is provided by interview 13, when reflecting on
Alitheia Capital’s strategic positioning during the firm’s early days, as: “Seeing what nobody else is
seeing”.
These testimonies illustrate the need of pioneering investors for impact investing principles to be
applied. Pioneers transmit knowledge by applying innovative knowledge and practices into new
context, which reveals a close relationship between knowledge diffusion and the context where the
related practices are applied.
Overall, Interview 16 describes impact investing actors as “setting the tone and the way. The engine
that is pulling the rest of the train”. In other words, the pioneering practices of impact investors enable
more actors to enter the industry and contribute to its growth by demonstrating the strategy’s viability
through measurable results.
Other than capital-suppliers, entrepreneurs, and the innovative products they develop can also be
leading ecosystems by proving that blending impact with commercial interest can represent market
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opportunities. As such, Interview 7 follows a “leaders and feeders’ model” to identify key players in
territories. Interview 7 further details that those successful entrepreneurs take a leadership role,
which inspires others to follow or duplicate the proven business model. In line with this analysis,
Interview 1 considers that key players of today were pioneers ten years ago. As these companies grow
and become attractive to investors, Interview 15 indicates that they embody this “leadership role both
in that setting (The one they are in at the moment the investment occurs) and in new settings (new
markets) so they can scale”. Along this line of reasoning, Interview 2 describes the emergence of
“impact unicorns (or Zebras)”, which are impact-oriented start-ups with a market valuation equal or
higher than one billion dollars.
These insights resonate with the KSTE theory, where knowledge spillovers occur in ecosystems that
benefit from the success of innovative solutions, practices or models adopted by local companies.
Ecosystems’ Pioneers and leaders can influence the creation of blended value through their enabling
capacity, as well as through the examples they set. This study stresses the role played by contextual
factors, among which cultural factors play a major role.

4.7 Culture
Communication
This study elaborates on the creation of blended value and the mechanisms that contribute to it.
Cultural factors then determine whether a population accepts and integrates this concept of blended
value, which may enhance or impede impact-oriented businesses to develop their solutions as well as
impact-investors to support them (Roundy, 2019).
Interview 4 sheds light on how cultural differences can result in variation of “the willingness of
founders to open their capital” depending on the region. In a similar fashion, the local market
willingness to accept innovation is also critical according to Interview 7.
Interview 1 reflects on these shared values for social impact and commercial viability when he
considers that “entrepreneurs have now understood the act of social enterprise” in Nigeria, where he
is based. This common understanding is then illustrated in the business models that emerge. Interview
3 states that, in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA): “most companies would not call themselves social
enterprises or impact-focused companies even though they are”. Moreover, he considers that the
notion of impact is engraved in their activity, despite not stating, measuring, or reporting it. Hence, in
SSA the notion of impact is intrinsic to almost all start-ups, which confirms the existence of a common
culture based on blending social and commercial purpose among entrepreneurs.
Nonetheless, challenges may persist when cultural barriers impede the transmission of impact-related
knowledge to local communities (or markets). Interview 1 stresses the role of “communication levers”
to develop a common understanding of the solutions provided by SMEs in the markets they aim to
penetrate. Demand-side actors’ entrepreneurial intentions may thus not be causally related to the
coherence perceived by capital suppliers and the consumer market if appropriate communication
levers are not in place.
To elaborate on the potential levers, the case of sub-Saharan Africa appears appropriate to focus on
due to the large disparity in terms of languages spoken, and religions present within the same region.
Interview 4 emphasises the persisting differences existing by regions when distinguishing French and
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English-speaking markets: “the culture of entrepreneurship is historically more important in the
latter”. An observation consistent with Interview 13 perception, who is based in West-Africa, where
both markets coexist. The prominence of the culture of entrepreneurship is illustrated on the
investors’ side, as Interview 4 describes how “funds will be mostly looking at opportunities in Englishspeaking countries to avoid a language/cultural barrier”.
These cultural differences and barriers can also exist within countries, which can affect companies’
ability to scale, as described by Interview 15: “in Kenya, they all speak the same language (Swahili), so
there is one unifying factor, even in East-Africa in general”. A characteristic that is not shared with the
South-African’s IIE for instance, which can restrain the penetration of South-African businesses in
some areas of the country.
For supply-side actors, Interview 16 reveals the importance of standardization, which could act as a
language that all III actors understand and share. Similarly, Interviews 4 and 16 stress the importance
of using the right communication levers with investors that are reluctant to engage in impactinvesting.
Governments
Another dimension through which cultural factors influence IIE comes from the regulations and
policies set by governments. The role of governments in enhancing local IIE appears to variate
depending on the location. In Europe, Interview 2 mentions a strong implication with measures such
as the European sustainable finance legislation which forces large investors to disclose their ESG
strategy. On the contrary, Interview 9 and 10 observed a much lesser importance of the role played
by governments in the USA and Brazil.
A third case is found in sub-Saharan Africa, where Interview 15 mentions a potential risk associated
with governmental affairs regarding unfavourable policies. Interview 18 takes Ethiopia as an example:
“For instance, in Ethiopia it was policies that made it difficult for venture capitalist/equity investors to
invest and repatriate money from the country”. Knowing the country’s political history, cultural
barriers may influence the policies set (Interview 7).
Even though policies can play an important role, Nigeria appears as an outlier in SSA, as Interview 13
reveals that the local III is growing despite unsupportive policies. This phenomenon sheds lights on
the relative effect of regulations compared to the previous factors (e.g., infrastructures or market
size). Overall, Interview 17 emphasises how governments can create an “operating environment” that
is welcoming for the private sector, without interfering detrimentally.

4.8 Roundy’s propositions
Roundy’s (2019) propositions are presented as direct correlations between dependent and
independent variables. The findings indicate that the first three propositions capture essential
features of IIE, yet the qualitative analysis reveals that a holistic perspective of IIE is lacking when
applying the propositions to low- and middle-income countries.
The findings support proposition 1 regarding IIE diversity in impact investors and impact investment
opportunities. However, the findings reveal that IIE vibrancy should be measured in relative terms
with respect to regional conditions to take contextual factors of influence into account.
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Proposition 1. Vibrant impact investing ecosystems exhibit diversity in impact investors and impact
investment opportunities.
Proposition 2 is also supported by the findings, but the “graduation process” that enables the creation
of blended value is not clearly expressed. Indeed, the proposition suggests that investors with
different intentions with regard to financial returns cannot contribute to IIE coherence altogether. In
addition, the findings suggest that coherence should be measured among all III actors, including
impact-oriented businesses.
Proposition 2. Vibrant impact investing ecosystems exhibit coherence: there is a subset of investors
who share a common pursuit of generating social and financial returns.
The findings support Proposition 3. A large range of IIE participants can contribute to IIE coordination
and, through mechanisms of resource and knowledge diffusion, mitigate the effects of barriers to
growth for SMEs. For instance, the findings suggest that appropriate infrastructures and access to
efficient technologies can have significant effects on IIE coordination.
In addition, the findings demonstrated that three different dynamics occur in Europe, (North and
South) America and sub-Saharan Africa regarding governments’ role in ecosystems’ development.
Therefore, vibrant IIE can exist without governments’ interventions in market activities. However,
when engaged in a deliberate effort to develop and support the ecosystem, governments can be a
major actor of IIE vibrancy by combining its funding, regulation and enabling capacities.
Proposition 3. Vibrant impact investing ecosystems exhibit coordination. Impact investors and
other ecosystem participants engage in deliberate and interconnected efforts to develop and
support the ecosystem.
All type of investors can engage in impact investing when IIE present enough diversity of investors and
investment opportunities. These investment opportunities arise when IIE actors’ enable companies to
develop themselves and reach a phase that fits with the amount of companies’ capital required for
larger volumes of investments. In that case, a larger diversity of investors’ type can engage in impact
investing, disregarding their original characteristics. Therefore, the findings do not support
Proposition 4.
Proposition 4. The characteristics of potential investors influence their likelihood of engaging in
impact investing and, in turn, impact investing ecosystem diversity.
Culture appears as a fundamental element of context-related effects on IIE, yet the findings do not
align with the framing of Proposition 5. Indeed, the findings stress that the effects of culture are
expressed in the communication among IIE participants as well as through governments role in IIE.
Language is part of the elements that can fluidify or impede communication whereas a country’s
political background can influence today’s IIE participants’ decisions and actions. A culture that values
both entrepreneurial success and social/environmental causes can then exist without enhancing the
ecosystem coherence, meaning that a direct correlation cannot be established, and the relationship
is subject to conditions. Furthermore, the findings also suggest that culture evolves, and impactinvesting concepts can be accepted and integrated over time when introduced through the right
communication levers.
Proposition 5. A culture based on values that emphasize the blending of economic and community
logics increases impact investing ecosystem coherence.
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Proposition 6 states that social impact support organizations increase impact investing ecosystem
coordination. The insights provided by interviewees gave a different perspective to the affirmation.
First off, these institutions often are the result of a coordinated effort, which demonstrates that an
ecosystem coordination does not rely on these organizations but is rather expressed through them.
In addition, the term of social support impact support organizations was not used at any point by
interviewees to describe IIE coordinating institutions. The framing may also be exclusive to the social
impact side of impact investment and disregard the role of similar institutions in enhancing
collaboration to solve both social and environmental challenges.
The findings indicate that the different levels at which these coordinating entities operate (industry,
regional, or country-level) affect both the III and ecosystems’ coordination. The diversity in support
organizations (e.g., the GIIN and the cocreation Hub) then aims at answering the different needs of IIE
participants and these organizations take a crucial part of the enabling environment required for IIE.
Proposition 6. The existence of social impact support organizations increases impact investing
ecosystem coordination.

4.9 Summary of the findings
The main goals of this qualitative analysis were to explore the specific territory identified as IIE by
diving into their characteristics and elaborate on whether Roundy’s propositions would align with the
insights gained from the interviews. The chapter presents interviewees’ perspectives and subjective
experiences of knowledge and resource diffusion within IIE.
The main patterns derived from the data were: The drivers of IIE vibrancy, the investment
opportunities, the diversity of actors, the notions of pioneers and leaders and the role of culture.
These patterns were directly derived from the data and used as sections and subsections titles in the
findings section.
The results indicate that five regions were considered: sub-Saharan Africa, South America, Europe,
MENA, and North America. In sub-Sharan Africa, the answers were consistent in designating Kenya,
South Africa and Nigeria at the country level and Nairobi, Cape Town, and Lagos at the city level. Sao
Paulo was the main IIE in South America, while no specific country was cited for Europe and nor city
in the USA. For the MENA region Egypt (Cairo) and Israel were described as IIE. Large variations were
observed in terms of ecosystems’ characteristics, yet common conditions for IIE vibrancy could be
found across the different contexts.
For instance, the supply of resources from diverse investment types and sources is crucial to address
local entrepreneurs and SMEs needs. In addition, the diffusion of knowledge from the entities that
create it (e.g., Universities and incumbent firms) to entities that operate it (e.g., start-ups) is also a key
element that drives innovation and growth in blended value creation. Finally, one can conclude that
all three IIE actors’ type (i.e., supply- and demand-side actors and the enabling environment) appear
to be interrelated by these notions of knowledge and resources and co-evolve depending on how they
are diffused.
In conclusion, the findings suggest that a holistic perspective of knowledge and resources diffusion is
required to understand how IIE are formed and how contextual factors influence IIE characteristics.
Hence, the conceptual model presented in section 2.5.3. captures the different dynamics at play:
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Supply- and demand-side actors and the enabling environment in which IIE entities evolve in are
interdependent. IIE entities evolve and influence each other by diffusing different types of resources
and knowledge. The context and IIE characteristics then determine the specific needs of ecosystems’
participants.
Having drawn these conclusions by inductive reasoning, Roundy’s (2019) propositions could either be
supported or contested when confronted to the findings. Overall, the first three propositions are
supported by the findings whereas the causal relationships suggested in propositions 4, 5 and 6 do
not reflect the complexity of IIE dynamics. Indeed, the determinants of diversity, coherence and
coordination appear to variate depending on IIE context, but the three attributes do reveal required
elements for IIE emergence and vibrancy.
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5. Discussion
The objectives of this qualitative research were to (1) explore the characteristics of Impact-Investing
ecosystems in low- and middle-income countries and (2) confront Roundy’s (2019) propositions to the
subjective experience of IIE actors. A conceptual framework guided the interview questions and is
reflected in the findings, by having all information articulated around the main elements of the
framework: The diffusion of resources and knowledge among IIE participants (i.e., supply-side, and
demand-side actors and the enabling environment). Nonetheless, the inductive research logic
adopted also allowed to let patterns and categories of themes emerge directly from the data. These
patterns were reflected in the sections and sub-sections titles.
Ultimately, this research aims at gaining a better understanding of influencing factors for IIE in lowand middle-income countries and joins a growing body of literature focusing on impact-investing.
Overall, the qualitative study substantiates the literature’s findings and brings further knowledge
about the phenomenon under investigation. The study also brings highly valuable insights of IIE
context in low- and middle-income countries. Finally, the qualitative research depicts Roundy’s
propositions as a strong basis to understand IIE’s factors of influence but leaves room for debate on
whether all six propositions hold in all contexts.
The previous chapter provided a structured presentations of the insights gained from semi-structured
interviews. The last section focused on the extent to which each proposition could be accepted for
low and middle-income countries. This chapter is designed to reflect on the outcome of this study
while analysing the findings presented previously.
The qualitative analysis indicates that the emergence of IIE is directly related to the diffusion of
resources and knowledge among IIE participants. Specifically, the findings suggest that IIE emergence
and vibrancy is depending on:
(1) The access to knowledge and resources for impact-oriented entrepreneurs and companies;
(2) The existence of an enabling environment that facilitates investors activities.
In parallel, Roundy’s (2019) first three propositions are supported by the findings but propositions 4,
5 and 6 are subject to adjustments and reformulations, especially when applied to low- and middleincome countries. In turn, attributes of diversity, coordination, and coherence were found for the IIE
investigated but their importance for IIE vibrancy varies.

5.1 The access to knowledge and resources for impact-oriented entrepreneurs and
companies
An optimal access to knowledge and resources can exist when a diverse pool of investors’ type
answers entrepreneurs’ needs by providing appropriate funding solutions at each phase of companies’
development. Therefore, when each funding need is answered, start-ups can target scaling with the
innovative, impact-oriented, solutions they develop. Otherwise, an uneven distribution of investors
across the impact intentions / return expectations spectrum (Appendix 5) leads to a funding gap,
described by interviewees as the so-called “missing middle”.
In that case, a dependence of companies to grant-based funding can impede IIE vibrancy because of
the lack of attractive investment opportunities for investors with financial return expectations. The
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“missing middle” exposes how an access to resources all along companies’ development benefits the
whole ecosystem vibrancy.
Diversity in impact investment opportunities is thus key to IIE vibrancy, as stated in Proposition 1.
However, the need for different sources and types of funding along companies’ funding lifecycle is
often unanswered in low and middle-income countries (Hornberger, et al., 2020). The discrepancy in
resource distribution causes funding gaps for SMEs, especially at early stage of their growth, which
mirrors both the idea of a graduation process and the “missing middle” mentioned earlier
(Hornberger, et al., 2020).
The interplay between resources and knowledge in companies’ funding lifecycle is clearly illustrated
when diving into the different categories of SGBs, which are SMEs presenting commercial viability and
growth perspectives (Hornberger & Chau, 2018). A large share of these companies suffers from the
missing middle financing gap, even though they are recognised as driving inclusive economic growth,
which is broadly defined as “economic growth that is distributed fairly across society and creates
opportunities for all” (OECD, 2021). Four types of SGB can be distinguished by their core
characteristics: High-growth Ventures; Niche Ventures; Dynamic Enterprises; and Livelihoodsustaining Enterprises (Appendix 6). The distinction sheds light on the variety of “financing needs, and
gaps or mismatches in the market between available investment options and the solutions that are
best suited to enterprise needs” (Hornberger & Chau, 2018, p.6).
Growth curves capture why these different types of SGBs require a variety of resources and
knowledge, each operated by investors through appropriate financing solutions over time (Appendix
7).

Figure 9: Growth curves of the four SGB categories (Hornberger & Chau, 2018).

For instance, high growth ventures with scale perspectives are potential ecosystems’ leaders because
of the innovative products, services, and/or business models they develop. Their growth curves thus
capture how innovations affect markets when they are commercialised (Hornberger & Chau 2018). In
other words, answering the “missing middle” financing needs of these enterprises can create
fundamental changes on the market where they operate. Hence, these start-ups are perfect examples
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of companies that would complete the whole graduation process of funding, from grants and seed
financing to “mainstream” investments of non-impact focused investors, when a mature ecosystem
presents the required diversity of investors.
However, all SGBs face unanswered financing needs due to inappropriate financing instruments or
mechanisms on the investors’ side regarding risk assessment, regulations, costs management, ensure
repayment insurance, or exit opportunities for equity investors (Hornberger, et al., 2020). This means
that Financial Institutions are not adapted to the conditions and needs of SMEs evolving in informal
operating environment, with scarce reliable data and very limited collateral (Bruhn, et al., 2017).
In total, the unmet MSMEs needs amount to a financial gap that reaches more than $5,2 trillion
globally for formal companies and an estimated $ 2,9 trillion for informal MSMEs in developing
countries (Alibhai, et al., 2017). Yet, the opportunities created when fulfilling this gap represent a
direct contribution to the SDGs due to the role played by MSMEs in low- and middle-income countries’
economy (Bruhn, et al., 2017).
Figure 10: Number of Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises by countries income (Bruhn, et al., 2017)

Therefore, the diffusion of appropriate resources to MSMEs and the IIE maturation are inherently
related variables. In turn, the access to knowledge for supply-side actors help mitigate risk when
investing and enable demand-side actors to comply with the requirements of each investors’ type
along their funding lifecycle.
The so-called “market makers” catalyses this interplay between appropriate resources and knowledge
for SMEs development and IIE maturation. In addition to the capital provided through early-stage
funding solutions, investors and other enabling entities can support SMEs development with “strategic
guidance, leadership development and business mentoring” (Mason & Brown, 2014, p.5). These
interactions are allowed by the conditionalities of the investments and cannot be operated by
providing grants or subsidies, which partly explains why those forms of funding are less efficient when
SMEs become more established (Brown, et al., 2014).
Hence, market makers are key in IIE maturation through the risk bared when investing and the support
provided to maximise the chances of SMEs commercial success. Ultimately, these activities contribute
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greatly to unlock IIE maturation, by building evidence of market viability for innovative business
models and attracting investors that operate at later stages of firms’ development.
A typical type of high growth ventures are fin-tech companies, which specificities were presented in
the findings chapter and illustrate how the sector contributed to IIE maturation by coping with the
funding gap (Anand et al., 2021).

Figure 11: Total funding raised by fintech companies by region over the last 5 years (Anand et al.,
2021)

Fin-tech companies attracted large volumes of investments (e.g., Paystack in Nigeria) by developing
so-called “proven business models”, which led other start-ups to duplicate these successful models
and attract the funding they required to grow (Anand et al., 2021). This process clearly depicts how
the diffusion and access to knowledge enables a better access to resources, and ultimately contributes
to IIE maturity. For instance: “Entrepreneurs who have built successful companies which they have
gone on to sell typically leave the company soon after it is sold. But critically, they remain involved in
the cluster, reinvesting their wealth and experience to create more entrepreneurial activity” (OECD,
2013, p. 10). Hence, these companies and entrepreneurs operate as leaders for their ecosystems, by
attracting resources and diffusing knowledge to other entrepreneurs. The expression of “rails”
presented in the Findings chapter is here clearly illustrated, as fin-tech companies benefit from
appropriate conditions and the spin offs associated with the presence of leaders in their ecosystems
(Isenberg, 2011).
Ultimately, these rails are depicted by the continuous increase in total funding attributed to fin-tech
companies. In addition, the increase appears to be relatively evenly distributed between the different
stage of the so-called graduation process: from angel and seed investors, which may correspond to
the so-called “missing middle” to investors’ focusing on Series B and C funding rounds worth over 100
million USD (Anand et al., 2021).
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Figure 12: Distribution of investors surveyed across locations and stage focus (Anand et al., 2021).

The opportunity for financial return offered by fintech companies may then lead non-impact focused
investors to invest in businesses that generate positive impact alongside the commercial results they
obtain. The term “market maker” is thus used to illustrate how risk-taking impact investing creates
opportunities for SMEs to address unmet demand in underserved markets. Ultimately the support of
market makers can lead SMEs to attract “mainstream investors” (Interview 16) as the risks bared
would decrease when SMEs are more established. Finally, by attracting non-impact focused investors,
IIE leaders contribute to advance toward a common understanding of businesses’ ability to solve
social/environmental challenges while being viable investment opportunities.
However, overall, low- and middle-income countries IIE have not achieved their full potential in terms
of addressing financing gaps across all sectors and can thus be considered at an evolving stage of
maturation (Cukier, et al., 2020).

5.2 An enabling environment, that facilitates investors and entrepreneurs’ activities
To reach a state of self-sustainability, the interaction between IIE supply and demand side actors as
well as their enabling environment must result in an optimal access and diffusion of knowledge and
resources. Accordingly, the role of the enabling environment would be to converge investors’
perception of all impact-oriented businesses as a source of profitable investments. The UNCTAD
(2015) defines the enabling environment as “primarily related to investment facilitation—that is,
making it easier for investors to establish or expand their investments, as well as to conduct their dayto-day business in host countries”. The enabling environment is thus not inherent to one specific
entity, but rather an evolving set of IIE participants whose collective actions benefit the whole
ecosystem maturation.
The findings chapter suggests that a holistic perspective of the entities taking part in the enabling
environment is required to be consistent with the complexity of IIE.
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The UNCTAD (2015) presented the type of strategies that could be adopted, while insisting on the
impossibility of a “one size fits all” approach due to contextual factors:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Formulating national entrepreneurship strategy
Facilitating technology exchange and innovation
Optimizing the regulatory environment
Enhancing entrepreneurship education and skills
Improving access to finance
Promoting awareness and networking

Point 1. and 3. are directly related to governments interventions. In IIE, governments can actively
participate in market activities through investments and regulations which both have an enabling
capacity (OECD, 2010). Yet, Isenberg (2011) argues that other entities can also act as enablers and
even be more efficient in enhancing and directing entrepreneurship if they benefit from the required
resources, knowledge (i.e., training and perspective) and recognition from public institutions (i.e.,
public mandate). Accordingly, in IIE, these entities should be composed of active ecosystem’s
participants that have both the motivation and competence to scale and orientate entrepreneurship
toward impactful activities (Isenberg, 2011). For IIE to mature, these enabling entities must then
promote and facilitate impact-investing in the corresponding territories, while the role of regulatory
entities is to implement “adequate regulation to minimize any risks associated with investment”
UNCTAD (2015, p. 47).
These risks are partly related to the context in which impact-oriented companies operate. Accessible
markets, human capital and funding & finance are three entrepreneurial ecosystems’ pillars that
capture essential features of the context required to reduce risk and enhance opportunities for high
and sustainable scaling (Drexler, et al., 2014). Hence, companies that benefit from these three pillars
have higher chances to become the ecosystems’ leaders that develop pioneering innovations which
are, through knowledge spillovers, direct contributors to point 2 and 4. Yet, the downward causation
in entrepreneurial ecosystems is only driven “by a relatively small percentage of companies that
achieve high and sustainable scaling” (p. 21), which means that these optimal conditions for SMEs
rarely exist (Drexler, et al., 2014).
In other words, ecosystems’ leaders drive ecosystems’ maturation but an adapted and supportive
context is required for these leaders to emerge. The notion of “rails” presented in the findings section
capture this interplay between the context and the drivers of companies’ success and IIE maturation.
Concretely, an innovative product (e.g., M-Pesa) launched by an incumbent firm (i.e., Vodafone) in a
favourable context (i.e., Nairobi, Kenya) can benefit a whole ecosystem and lead to its maturation.
The “rails” are thus both the context of operation (including the enabling environment) and the
innovative product or service created in that context. Ultimately these “rails” lead to further
innovation by enhancing opportunities for SMEs and can be illustrated by the metaphor of “sailing
with the wind in their sails” (p. 21) for SMEs (Drexler, et al., 2014).
Overall, these insights suggest that the social, economic and political context influence IIE leadership,
which affects SMEs funding attractivity and in turn, the diversity of funding providers willing to engage
in IIE. Reflecting on IIE enabling environment when acknowledging these dynamics comes to consider
entrepreneurs, policy-makers, capital providers and incumbent firms as active participants. This
holistic perspective of IIE enabling environment also demonstrates how access to finance can be
improved (point 5) and the key stakeholders that should be addressed (point 6).
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5.3 Roundy’s (2019) attributes of IIE vibrancy
Overall, the attributes presented by Roundy (2019) are reflected in the study, but the causal
relationship stated in the propositions do not reflect the complexity of IIE and the extent to which
context-related factors influence IIE dynamics.
Diversity
IIE diversity in investors type and impact-investment opportunities appears to be the central element
associated with IIE vibrancy. An even distribution of investors across the Asset class/Return rate
spectrum (Figure 8) enables an access to funding for companies at each stage of their development.
The degree of ecosystem maturation is then dependent on the extent to which funding is available for
all impact-oriented companies developing commercially viable solutions. The degree of diversity in
investors and investment opportunities then plays a large role in determining the blended value
created in an ecosystem.
Following Figure 2, the degree of diversity is dependent on how supply and demand -side actors coevolve in the ecosystem. Their evolution is dependent on the access to resources and knowledge they
benefit from, which is also dependent on the effort made by institutional arrangements. In turn, when
diversity leads to successful entrepreneurship, ecosystems mature towards self-sustainability,
meaning that institutional arrangements are then also influenced by the degree of entrepreneurship
(downward causation).
Yet, the ecosystem dynamics indicate that diversity of investors and investment opportunities are not
obtained without composing with the other elements that enable IIE maturation and vibrancy. For
instance, investors and investees may share common intentions and interests, barriers in terms of
SMEs valuation and impact measurement can impede their collaboration, especially in low- and
middle-income countries (Guézennec and Malochet, 2021).
Coordination
These barriers to IIE maturation can be reduced by IIE participants. The findings suggest that the
attribute of coordination is influenced by a whole enabling environment composed of different layers
and entities, that comprises governments and coordinating entities (Accelerators, incubators, network
organizations) interacting with supply- and demand-side actors. Their interactions then result in
“conventions, informal rules, and habits that coordinate economic actors under conditions of
uncertainty. These relations constitute region-specific assets in production" (Storper, 1995, p.5).
These assets are represented by the institutional arrangements and the resource endowment in Figure
2. Although, all IIE participants play a role in IIE vibrancy, a coordinated effort of all actors does not
seem to be required as suggested by Proposition 3. In that sense, leaders driving ecosystem growth
can have unintended effects on the coordination of ecosystem participants’ actions, through the
diffusion of knowledge and best practices (OECD, 2013). Ultimately, these spinoffs may also have more
effects on ecosystem vibrancy, than coordinating entities.
Overall, this study does not reveal that one specific type of entity determines the ecosystem
coordination. The attribute is rather subject to the dynamics of entrepreneurial ecosystems, and thus,
evolving throughout time.
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Coherence
In Roundy’s (2019) theory propositions, cultural features are made of logics such as the willingness to
accept innovation through entrepreneurship as well as blending profit seeking activities with social
and environmental targets. These logics are supposed to have a direct influence on the ecosystem
coherence for impact-investing according to proposition 5. In turn, these logics also help in
differentiating entrepreneurial ecosystems from impact-investing ecosystems. The attribute of
coherence relies on whether ecosystem participants have common intentions and behaviours, which
can then lead to the convergence of their actions (Manrubia, Mikhailov, & Zanette, 2004).
The overlap with the outcome of the coordination attribute has led interviewees to question the
relevance of placing coherence at an equal level of importance for ecosystem vibrancy.
Even though the cultural factor was well recognized as crucial for IIE, the notion of coherence appears
to confuse interviewees by being neither a measurable index, nor a concept commonly accepted in
the III. Yet, Figure 2 demonstrates how culture is part of the institutional arrangements, at the
foundation of entrepreneurial ecosystems. The three dynamics of ecosystem evolution (co-evolution,
upward causation, and downward causation) then indicate that culture evolves throughout time,
similarly to coordination. Another common feature is the co-influence with the degree of resource
endowment.
Hence, culture in IIE has a complex and evolving character that is only partially captured by the
attribute of coherence. The close relationship between culture and coherence then leads to question
the perspective adopted by Roundy (2019).

5.4 Limitations
Nevertheless, this research includes limitations putting the credibility, dependability, confirmability,
of the research in jeopardy.
Firstly, the research confirmability can be contested regarding the conclusions that have be drawn
from the findings. Even though the study dives into the relationship between different variables
affecting IIE and their participants, the strength and significance of the different relationships is not
specifically measured. Personal beliefs could thus have influenced the interpretations and conclusions.
Therefore, only a quantitative methodology could be used to deduct the relative importance of IIE
elements and contribute to establish IIE’s precise structure and dynamics. However, such effort faces
barriers of data availability, especially in the context of low- and middle-income countries, which
impede such study to be conducted.
Secondly, this study focused on low- and middle-income countries, which comprises 75% of the
world’s population only in middle-income countries (World Bank, 2021). Consequently, the credibility
and dependability of the study is questioned as eighteen interviewees cannot reflect the perspectives
of all IIE actors operating in these countries.
Finally, an unanticipated obstacle was found in the interview setting. These interviews occurred via
video call, which can prevent from getting to grips with non-verbal communication and grasp further
insights from interviewees. The online setting of the interviews also caused to technical discrepancies
during some of the calls, which may have interfered with interviewees’ understanding of the question
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being asked as well as the overall conversation. However, the member-checking procedure controlled
for this potential bias.

5.5 Recommendations
This study has presented several characteristics of IIE and contributed to a better understanding of
the different dynamics at play for IIE participants in low and middle-income countries.
In line with entrepreneurial ecosystems studies, the findings suggest that IIE depend on the access to
knowledge and resources, for both supply- and demand-side actors and the interplay between all IIE
participants. The interplay being subject to the regional context and the IIE enabling environment.
When IIE offer an optimal access to knowledge and resources, both supply- and demand-side actors
contribute to the ecosystem vibrancy. Yet, further research is required on the relation between the
so-called graduation process (i.e., the answer to MSMEs financing needs at each phase of their
development) and the progress towards social and environmental goals. Specifically, a focus is
required on the relation between IIE maturity and the SDGs at an ecosystem-level.
In parallel, further research should also focus on how IIE dynamics (co-evolution, upward causation,
and downward causation) are affecting IIE vibrancy in low- and middle-income countries and what
their effects are on impact-oriented entrepreneurship resource and knowledge needs.
Complementary studies could thus adopt a country- or region-specific focus to investigate the
strength and intensity of the relationship between IIE participants. Such studies could determine the
factors enhancing or restraining IIE from expanding their growth, while taking the regional context
into account. Furthermore, integrating the notion of leadership when investigating IIE dynamics could
help gain a better understanding of how private- and public-sector interventions should be shaped to
best address MSMEs finance gap.
Future research should investigate how cultural differences affect the propensity of ecosystem
participants to engage in impact investing initiatives and the extent to which cultural features
determine impact-oriented businesses success. Precisely, research should focus on how
communication levers and language can affect the success of impact-oriented businesses. As detailed,
the impact label emerges in IIE when local actors have a common understanding of its meaning and
integrate the terminology in their branding, communication and/or marketing strategy. In that regard,
the absence or inaccessibility of coordinating entities can impede the use of a coherent terminology.
Other than having a different focus, the blended logics can thus exist without being perceived
accurately from supply-side actors. Therefore, addressing the role of communication levers in IIE
maturity should also be a priority of future research. Similarly, scholars should also investigate how
communication levers can enhance IIE coordination and impact investing volume growth at country
or regional level.
Overall, this study suggests that a variety of IIE characteristics affects the reliability of Roundy’s (2019)
propositions in the context of low and middle-income countries. We suggest considering IIE relative
to their regional context and to the industry separately. In addition, based on the findings, we
recommend taking a holistic perspective of the enabling environment into account when analysing
the dynamics at play in IIE.
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6. Conclusion
This research aimed to investigate the following research question:
How do Impact Investing Ecosystem emerge and prosper in low- and middle-income countries?
The analysis aimed at investigating how resources and knowledge are being diffused across IIE
participants by diving into IIE characteristics and dynamics. Based on the qualitative analysis of III
actors’ experience, it can be concluded that the emergence and vibrancy of IIE depends on:
(1)

The access to knowledge and resources for impact-oriented entrepreneurs and companies;

(2)

The existence of an enabling environment that facilitates investors activities.

The study also concludes that Roundy’s (2019) first three propositions offer a strong foundation for
research on IIE structure and attributes. However, some adjustments are required in the framing of
the propositions 4, 5 and 6, especially when applied to low- and middle-income countries.
This research clearly depicts the characteristics of IIE and their participants but also the role of regional
context and the dynamics at play within IIE. The implications of this study are that IIE participants can
determine how the relationships between IIE actors can enhance or restrain ecosystems’ maturation.
The findings shed light on IIE participants interaction and evolution within IIE and throughout time.
These changes and interactions result in dynamics that are line with entrepreneurial ecosystem
theory: a co-evolution, an upward causation, and a downward causation.
These three dynamics determine how knowledge and resources are being diffused within IIE, which
have a direct effect on the volume of impact investments as well as the emergence of impact-oriented
companies. In terms of resource diffusion, the three dynamics affect the access to funding for impactoriented companies, at each stage of their development. The dynamics also affect the extent to which
supply-side actors engage in impact investing within a specific territory, through for instance, the
regulations implemented or the perceived risk. The access to knowledge is then both a result of the
resource diffusion process and a deterministic factor for IIE growth. For instance, IIE growth can be
enhanced when the knowledge created by entities able to invest in research (e.g., incumbent firms
investing in R&D), is then diffused by start-ups developing innovative products that leverage the
knowledge created.
The interaction between supply- and demand-side actors are then the result of an interplay between
the market potential and the potential impact of the solutions developed.
The study also confronted Roundy’s (2019) theory’s propositions to III actors’ experiences. The main
implication of this study’s findings for Roundy’s (2019) propositions is that causal relationships cannot
be established between proposition 4, 5 and 6 and IIE vibrancy, nor with the associated attributes.
The results indicate that low- and middle-income countries have different characteristics that affect
the extent to which the propositions match with the findings. Among those differences are the
influence of the regional context, which in the case of low-and middle-income countries can be much
larger due to political and economic instability as well as the varying degree of poverty of local
populations. Cultural barriers, such as language, were also found to have a significant influence on the
access to knowledge and resources for both supply and demand-side actors. Finally, the notion of
market makers that are integrated in a funding lifecycle and “rails” that allow companies’
development appear also crucial in the understanding of low- and middle-income countries IIE.
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Based on these conclusions, regulatory entities should consider the dynamics of IIE and the influence
of the regional context when aiming to affect IIE through policies and resource diffusion. In addition,
policy makers should enhance the collection and publication of data on IIE in low- and middle-income
countries. Data availability could then allow future studies to enrich the conclusions of this paper by
using quantitative methodology to determine the strength and significance of the dynamics occurring
within IIE.
Finally, when reflecting on the amount of time and energy spent for this study, one should also stress
the unexpected difficulties that could have been anticipated. The scope of the study has been
redefined several times, which forced the researcher to lengthen the process of data collection and
analysis. The precise scope of the study should have been defined more precisely from the beginning
of the research to avoid wasting time on unrelated research topics. Yet, this study brings a significant
contribution to the literature by filling a gap in knowledge regarding IIE characteristics and dynamics
in low- and middle-countries. Furthermore, it contributes to strengthen existing knowledge by
confronting Roundy’s (2019) theory propositions to the experience of IIE actors.
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Interview step by step guide
-

Presentation: Brief personal introduction followed by an introduction of the research question.
Introducing the interview: Interview purpose and introduction to Roundy’s (2019) propositions. The
goal is to make sure each interviewee grasps the study’s scope and elaborate on it during the interview.
Categories presentation: The interviewees are asked open ended questions, but the subjects
investigated are explained before diving into the questions.
Wrap-up the interview: Explanation of the data collection and analysis procedure

Appendix 2: Interview questions’ list

Category and subjects investigated
IIE context:
-Location
-Origin and actors

Questions
Where are the main IIE in your
region(s) of operation? (and what
motivates your involvement into it)?

Referring Roundy’s proposition
Proposition 1. Vibrant impact
investing ecosystems exhibit diversity
in impact investors and impact
investment opportunities.

When did they emerge, and which
entity embody a leadership role in it?

-Sectors driving IIE growth
Are there specific sectors more
prominent than others in these IIE?
(e.g. agriculture, energy, or fin-tech)
Role of IIE for III actors:
-Actors
-Structure
-Relation to knowledge and resources

Which specific entities would you
identify as part of IIE? (on the
enabling environment side, the
impact-oriented business side and
capital supplier side)
Trough what practices and narratives
are IIE specifically constructed as sites
for investment? (What makes IIE ideal
for investors?)
How is the enabling environment of
IIE allowing for a better access to
knowledge and resources?

Proposition 2. Vibrant impact
investing ecosystems exhibit
coherence: there is a subset of
investors who share a common
pursuit of generating social and
financial returns.
Proposition 3. Vibrant impact
investing ecosystems exhibit
coordination. Impact investors and
other ecosystem participants engage
in deliberate and interconnected
efforts to develop and support the
ecosystem.

How does that access to knowledge
translate into viable business (and
investment) opportunities for firms?
To what extent does the enabling
environment reduce risks when
investing?
Role of IIE actors within their
ecosystems

Does the inclusion of firms within IIE
influence their type of business
model?

Proposition 4. The characteristics of
potential investors influence their
likelihood of engaging in impact
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What role do the investors’
characteristics play in the IIE
enhancement (in terms of
engagement and diversity)?
How is the consumer market maturity
related to the degree of diversity
within an ecosystem? (Are highly
diverse ecosystems corelated with
mature consumer market?)

The financial, social, and
environmental impact of IIE

-Relation of knowledge and resources
on the solutions developed
-Access to knowledge and resources
and companies’ success

How is the notion of
social/environmental impact defined
and operationalised (e.g. within
Impact-oriented businesses)?
To what extent is the diffusion of
their impact dependent on their
presence within IIE?
How are community logics expressed
in IIE?

investing and, in turn, impact
investing ecosystem diversity.
Proposition 1. Vibrant impact
investing ecosystems exhibit diversity
in impact investors and impact
investment opportunities.

Proposition 5. A culture based on
values that emphasize the blending of
economic and community logics
increases impact investing ecosystem
coherence
Proposition 6. The existence of social
impact support organizations
increases impact investing ecosystem
coordination.

Does the degree of coherence and
coordination correlate with the
scaling opportunities firms benefit
from?
How is the diffusion of impact
dependent on firms’ scaling?
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Appendix 3: Description of interviewees’ role
Name
Adeshina
Adewumi

Position

Organization’s description

CEO/Co-Founder
at One Kiosk
Africa

One Kiosk Africa is an ecommerce solution with operations in Africa leveraging Geolocation and machine learning to empower the informal retail store owners by
giving them access to market and finance through sales data.

Partner at Aptive
Capital

Aptive Capital is a US based $1million portfolio Fund Company committed to
supporting entrepreneurs in capacity development and funding across Africa.

Maxime
Bayen

Senior Venture
Builder at BFA
Global

As part of BFA Global, Catalyst Fund is an inclusive tech accelerator that supports
innovative start-ups building affordable, accessible and appropriate solutions to
reach the world's 3 billion underserved, while accelerating innovation ecosystems
across emerging markets.

Jaqueline
Cariz

Investment
officer: Portfolio
management in
financial inclusion
and sustainable
projects at

Oikocredit is a social impact investor and worldwide cooperative with over four
decades of experience in promoting sustainable development through investments
in financial inclusion, agriculture and renewable energy.

Oikocredit Brazil.

As a social investor, Oikocredit's work is guided by the principle of empowering lowincome people to improve their livelihoods. To do this, Oikocredit supports partner
organisations in developing countries through loans, equity investments and capacity
building. Oikocredit prioritise social impact while safeguarding the environment and
generating fair financial returns.
Oikocredit has investments in over 70 countries worldwide, with its international
office based in Amersfoort, the Netherlands.

Hedwig
Siewertsen

Head Inclusive
Finance at
Alliance for a
Green Revolution
in Africa (AGRA)

AGRA is an alliance led by Africans with roots in farming communities across the
continent. AGRA understand that African farmers need uniquely African solutions
designed to meet their specific environmental and agricultural needs so they can
sustainably boost production and gain access to rapidly growing agriculture markets.
Hedwig is responsible for implementing and driving AGRA’s inclusive finance
strategy.

Sofia
Condes

Investor Outreach
Manager at FAIRR
Initiative

A global network of investors addressing ESG issues in protein supply chains. FAIRR
helps investors to identify and prioritise these factors through cutting-edge research
that investors can then integrate into their investment decision-making and active
stewardship processes.

Annie
Olszewski

Director,
Programs at
Impact Capital
Managers

Impact Capital Managers is a network that brings together the general partners of
market-rate funds deeply committed to impact investing in the United States and
Canada. Collectively representing over $12 billion in impact-focused capital, we work
together to accelerate impact and financial performance.

Dhanyal
Davidson

Chief Valuation
Officer and
Senior Investment
Associate at
Goodwell
Investments

Goodwell is an impact investment and advisory firm focused on financial inclusion
and sustainable development. Goodwell invests early-stage equity in Africa and India
and offers advisory services worldwide.

Natou
BambaColon

Head of
development
impact and
Sustainability at

Proparco – a subsidiary of the Agence Française de Développement (AFD) devoted to
private sector funding – has been supporting sustainable development for more than
40 years. It operates in 80 countries in Africa, Asia, Latin America and the Middle East
and helps finance and support financial institutions and corporate private-sector
projects. Proparco focuses on key development areas, such as renewable energybased infrastructure, agribusiness, financial sector, health and education.

PROPARCO
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Joost Gorter

Director at
NewForesight

NewForesight is a strategic consultancy firm dedicated to turning complex
sustainability problems into opportunities for all. Clients from the public and private
sector approach Newforesight to address challenges in their sector or supply chain,
either individually or with a group of like-minded organizations, because they want
to have a structural and positive impact on the way the market operates.

Daniel
Nowack

Managing
Director & Chief
Operating Officer
at Yunus Social
Business

Yunus Social Business’s Philanthropic Venture Funds grow local social businesses that
provide employment, education, healthcare, clean water and clean energy to over 5
million people in East Africa, Latin America & India. We turn donations into
investments in social businesses, which we reinvest over and over again, multiplying
the impact each time. Our long-term, patient loans and hands-on growth support are
delivered by our team of local professionals, allowing our social businesses to
flourish.

Temilade
Denton

Social Impact and
ESG Manager at
Alitheia Capital

Alitheia Capital is an impact investing firm, located in Lagos, Nigeria. Alitheia Capital
focuses on channelling capital into businesses that enhance access to essential goods
and services for small and growing businesses and low-income households.

Board Member at
PlusPlus
Investments

PlusPlus is the first NGO-backed crowdfunding platform in Europe and a unique
collaboration between four experienced partners. Solidaridad and ICCO Cooperation
are market-driven global NGO partners, Lendahand is a leading crowdfunding
platform for impact investments and Truvalu has extensive experience in supporting
and investing in early-stage companies in emerging countries.

Suzanne
Larsson

& Head
Corporate
Engagement &
Partnerships –
Europe at
Solidaridad
Network

Solidaridad is an international solution-oriented civil society organization.

Leonardo
Letelier

CEO at SITAWI
Finance for Good

SITAWI (to flourish/develop in Swahili) advances the "social capital market" by
delivering advice and innovative services - especially productive & finance related to support social enterprises achieve maximum impact in Brazil.

Els Boerhof

Managing Partner
/ co-owner at
Goodwell
Investments

Musoni is the leading digitalisation partner for microfinance. We support
organisations around the world with our award-winning cloud banking solutions.
Musoni’s software has been consistently proven to help organisations improve
efficiency, reduce costs, and grow rapidly. Aside from its award-winning core banking
system, Musoni specialises in helping organisations to digitalise their operations. The
system includes an SMS module for direct communication with clients, integration
with leading mobile wallets for digital payments, and a fully integrated digital field
application for loan officers.

& Member of the
Supervisory Board
at Musoni System

& Member at
Toniic

Cecile
Blilious

Head of Impact
and Sustainability

at Pitango
Venture Capital
Antonis
Schwarz

Founder at Good
Move Intiatives

Toniic's vision is a global financial ecosystem which operates to create positive social
and environmental impact. Its mission is to empower impact investors. In 2010, the
Toniic community was established by pioneers in impact investing. Today the
community continues to grow globally, bringing together over 400 investors from 25+
countries. Toniic members are business angels, individuals, families, family offices,
fund managers, institutional investors and foundations who are investing in
entrepreneurs, enterprises, funds, and bonds, striving to change the world for the
better. Collectively, members are seeking to deploy $20B into high impact
investments across asset classes.
Pitango is a Venture Capital & Private Equity firm based in Herzliya, Israël.
Pitango partners with founding teams via three parallel funds: Pitango First, Pitango
Growth and Pitango HealthTech
Good Move initiatives: Philantropy and impact investing
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&
Advisory
Board
Member at
Center
for
Sustainable
Finance
and
Private Wealth
& Founder
Guerrilla
Foundation

at

CSP is a one-of-a-kind university unit that leverages scientific research to drive social
change. At the Center for Sustainable Finance and Private Wealth (CSP), our work is
based on two important developments: 1. Sustainable Finance has emerged as a key
opportunity to deploy large amounts of capital for financial returns and positive social
and environmental outcomes. Sustainable Finance can become a key driver for
sustainable development. 2. Private Wealth has become highly concentrated. Today,
0.7% of the global population control more than 50% of total private wealth, as well
as many of the world’s largest conglomerates, companies and foundations. Many
wealth owners are deeply interested in Sustainable Finance, but lack the capacity to
engage.
The Guerrilla Foundation is a progressive foundation working towards systemic
change. We create positive impact by identifying outstanding social change
organizations in Europe and providing them with financial and non-financial support.

Appendix 4: Coding process
In this appendix, an illustration of the data analysis is given using Interview 10 as an example. The firstcycle codes were applied on short textual passages, which were highlighted using different colours,
each corresponding to different codes, as shown in Figure 13. This figure shows that overlaps can exist
between the first-cycle codes on the same textual passages.
Figure 13: First-cycle coding process example
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After assigning first-cycle codes, the researcher processed these codes into categories that correspond
to reoccurring patterns in the data. This step of the data analysis corresponds to the second-cycle
coding process, where the researcher identified relationship between the different codes and grouped
them coherently. The Figure below illustrates how these categories were built by grouping first cycles
codes into themes.
Figure 14: Second-cycle coding process example
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Once these categories were established, the researcher was able derive memos from these pattern.
The memos were directly associated to quotes from interviewees but synthesized larger portions of
the primary data into higher level of analysis (Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2014). Concretly, the
researcher was able to interpret the information provided by the interviewees because these
informations (designated by the codes) were grouped into categories. The memos are thus the
illustration of how the researchers’ interpretated the information.
The figure below is an example of the memos derived from this analytical process.
Figure 15: Memos example (Interview 10)
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When processed into a report generated by the Quirkos software, the memos take the form below.
Figure 16: Memos example (Interview 15)
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Appendix 5: Firms’ funding lifecycle (Wilson and Silva, 2013)
The Figure captures how an appropriate funding solution to entrepreneurs’ financing needs can lead
to companies’ development throughout time. Therefore, the different phases of companies’ growth
(i.e., Early phase, Expansion phase, Stock market, Public-to-private) mirror the graduation process
expressed in the study’s findings.
In terms of access to resources within IIE, when firms’ funding lifecycle is fully addressed by supplyside actors, the IIE can be considered mature or self-sustaining. The figure also highlights the
challenges for seed and early-stage financing, as the risk bared may restrain a large cohort of supplyside actors to get involved.
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Appendix 6: SGB categories and characteristics (Hornberger, et al. 2020).

Appendix 7: SGBs financing needs (Hornberger and Chau, 2020)
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