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Abstract 

Although social entrepreneurship is widely recognised around the world for its ability to create 

unique solutions to pressing unmet societal needs, some have questioned the claimed 

innovativeness of these social entrepreneurial initiatives. However, examining such innovativeness 

still remains this knowledge gap within both academia and practice. Meanwhile, the notion of social 

innovation appears to share similar characteristics to social entrepreneurship and explains 

innovative behaviour through a social innovation process. 

Thus, by questioning the innovativeness of social enterprises, this research explores to what extent 

and in which way social enterprises may be socially innovative by examining their innovation 

processes and social innovation characteristics. Moreover, it explains the connectedness between 

the concepts of social innovation and social entrepreneurship, as well as describes the influence of 

the local context. The study focuses particularly on the Western Cape of South Africa where the 

presence of social entrepreneurial activities is growing in an attempt to address the country’s many 

societal challenges. The increasing awareness of environmental development and sustainability has 

furthermore encouraged an environmental focus of social initiatives. Thereby, the research 

combines the fields of social entrepreneurship and social innovation in a context not previously 

studied in depth.  

In order to explore and understand the phenomenon of social innovation in a South African context, 

the research employed a multiple case study approach based on semi-structured interviews with 

seven environmental social enterprises in Cape Town conducted during a six months fieldwork in 

Cape Town. The empirical data was supported by secondary data of which all data was analysed 

using a qualitative content analysis. The limited amount of prior research in this field required an 

abductive research approach with a continuous movement between data and literature, to recognise 

linkages or gaps between theory and practice. A critical realist view was adopted which emphasised 

contextualisation in order to understand the changing dynamics of social realities. 

Findings revealed that all the social enterprises followed each phase of the social innovation process, 

though some more linear than others. Throughout the development of their initiative, the local 

context challenged them which encouraged innovative behaviour. Even though all the social 

enterprises (except one) reflected most of the social innovation characteristics, only half of them 

matched the local understanding. The research contributes to academia and practitioners by arguing 

the innovativeness of social enterprises, the concept connectedness and the importance of context.  
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1. Introduction 

The increased international attention and initiatives for environmental development have changed 

the way environmentalism is perceived today as no longer being this ‘green’, extremist movement 

but rather a more conventional development-based approach for developing countries to address 

socio-economic issues (Impumelelo, 2004). Over the past few decades there has been a growing 

recognition for collective responsibility to reduce harmful environmental and social impacts which 

is often referred to as sustainable development
1
 (Schaper, 2005). One may also observe a shift in 

developmental strategies
2
 towards addressing socio-economic issues with an increased focus on 

environmental development. Specific attention to the link between poverty reduction and 

environmental degradation was emphasised already at the UN conference on Human Environment 

in 1972, where it was argued that the environment cannot be protected as long as poverty levels 

remain this high, and thus eradicating poverty was an indispensable requirement for sustainable 

development (Impumelelo, 2004). At the same time people’s living conditions cannot improve if 

severe environmental degradation continues, and so socio-economic issues should be tackled by 

addressing the improvement and protection of the environment
3
.  

“Impoverished communities typically suffer the consequences of unsustainable resource use and 

disappearing resources earlier and more severely than those better positioned to adapt to changing 

conditions” (Impumelelo, 2010:5). Some of the numerous challenges that the poorest are currently 

facing often have several detrimental repercussions, such as increasing energy prices and rising 

food prices (affecting the bargaining power, access to energy resources and income spent on 

nutritious food), inadequate water supply and poor air quality (causing poor sanitation, spread of 

diseases, increased health expenses and reduced economic activity), loss of biodiversity and soil 

erosion (causing failure of ecosystems and productive farmland), and climate change effects from 

excessive greenhouse gas emissions (having severe negative effects on ecosystems and natural 

resources) (Impumelelo, 2010). Thus, by addressing environmental challenges like these, poverty 

related issues are expected to be improved (the UN Commission in Impumelelo, 2004). 

                                                 
1 According to the UN, “sustainable development meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of 

future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland Commission, 1987 in Gladwin et al., 1995:876). The interdependence 

between the dimensions of ecological, social and economic development (Cohen & Winn, 2007) is greatly emphasised as the 

complexity of current global problems require a holistic approach integrating all three aspects (Siebenhüner, 2001 in Gerlach, 2003). 

2 The increased focus on sustainable resource use as a precondition for poverty reduction is an interesting change of development 

strategy and in contrast to the developmental economists promoting economic development as a tool for tackling poverty issues 

(Swilling, 2008 in Impumelelo, 2010) 

3 As a part of this debate, the UN presented a collective action plan with guidelines and objectives as to how nations should address 

changing consumption patterns, behaviour and attitudes, reduce poverty levels while protecting natural resources (Impumelelo, 2004). 

Though changing behaviour towards better use of scarce natural resources requires a combination of governmental regulation, market 

behaviour and bottom-up approach with innovative initiatives on both national and local levels (Impumelelo, 2010). 
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In an attempt to address these pressing issues, the notion of social entrepreneurship (SE) has 

become widely acknowledged in both developed and developing countries as a way to approach 

serious socio-economic issues with unique and innovative solutions (Dees et al., 2001). Social 

entrepreneurs identify unmet needs and opportunities in market failures, make use of available 

resources in a creative manner to create social value, and tailor solutions for the specific local 

context (Mair & Martí, 2004). Lately there has been an increased tendency for starting up social 

entrepreneurial activities which tackle social and environmental problems and fill gaps that neither 

the public nor the private sector has been able to do successfully (Dees et al., 2001). Some even 

describe this change of behaviour as a paradigm shift towards a ‘social economy’ (Murray, 2009) 

which greatly emphasises the role of social values and missions, continuous collaboration, 

interaction and networking, as well as blurred boundaries between production and consumption. 

Social entrepreneurship is perceived as one way to catalyse social transformations and create social 

change well beyond solutions to the initial root of the problem (Alvord et al., 2004). 

The idea of implementing innovative solutions for a social and developmental purpose to create 

social change is also recognised by the concept of social innovation (SI), which emphasises the 

need for collectiveness, partnerships, value creation, shared goals and ownership to meet social 

needs (Dawson & Daniel, 2010; Murray et al., 2010). Some perceive SI as a prerequisite and 

process to achieve societal transformation and social change (Howaldt & Schwartz, 2010). The role 

of social innovation for sustainable development is furthermore emphasised
4
, especially for new 

environmental practices, systems and behavioural change (Howaldt & Schwartz, 2010). As there 

appears to be similarities though also differences between social entrepreneurship and social 

innovation (Mulgan et al., 2007), it could be interesting to investigate to what extent social 

entrepreneurs are socially innovative and in which ways.  

1.1. Research field and justification 

In South Africa, the focus on the environmental development has now also reached the agenda, 

which is reflected in national and regional policies
5
, strategies and action plans as well the many 

initiatives put forward by both the public and private sector (OECD, 2011; Impumelelo, 2004). 

                                                 
4 Lately, there has been an increased focus on the connection between social innovations and sustainable development and how the 

two are dependent on each other to bring about social change (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). 

5 Although several national policies and strategies address eco-innovation have been introduced, it will still take time before these are 

fully implemented, and so government departments, research institutions and the private sector have already taken the initiatives 

themselves by developing own strategies, policies and eco-standards (OECD, 2011). Currently, SA has a three-tiered focus on eco-

innovation: R&D for environmental protection, regulation and standards for green innovation, and eco-innovation impact 

measurements (OECD, 2011). 
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Influenced by international thinking on sustainable development, a South African perspective and 

vision
6
 was presented in the National Environmental Management Act

7
 as “the integration of social, 

economic and environmental factors into planning, implementation and decision making to ensure 

that development serves present and future generations” (CDM SA, 2004:1). South Africa (SA) 

needs to build its eco-innovation capabilities, in order to ensure a continuous improvement of living 

standards, green economic development and the conservation of natural resources (OECD, 2011). 

The increased focus on environmental development in SA is also noticeable by the numerous 

initiatives mushrooming, driven by all sorts of actors ranging from green profit-oriented private 

businesses, to social enterprises, individual actors, to public sector initiatives, to environmental 

movements etc. These initiatives not only demonstrate greater awareness of ecological thresholds 

but also acknowledge collective responsibility and that sustainable development relies on the 

interdependence between economic, social and environmental development (Impumelelo, 2010). 

Although having an environmental focus, these initiatives also address the many socio-economic 

challenges that South Africa is currently facing, such as income inequality
8
, high unemployment 

and poverty levels, food insecurity, skills inequality, unequal access to resources
9
, social exclusion 

and diseases etc. (Jahed, 2009 in Fox & Ntiyana, 2010). However, social entrepreneurship in South 

Africa is not only socially driven by the increasing complexity and magnitude of social issues; but 

also politically and institutionally driven by the inability of government initiatives
10

 to meet societal 

needs and ensure the presence of important institutions; as well as economically driven by the 

reduction of public funding jeopardising the existence of many NGOs (Urban, 2008). Considering 

these driving forces, the increasing trend for becoming involved with or start up social businesses in 

SA has grown significantly within the last decade and has gained noteworthy recognition (ASEN, 

                                                 
6 SA’s vision for sustainable development is “the aspiration to be a sustainable, economically prosperous and self-reliant nation state 

that safeguards its democracy by meeting the fundamental human needs of its people, by managing its limited ecological resources 

responsibly for current and future generations, and by advancing efficient and effective integrated planning and governance through 

national, regional and global collaboration” (the National Framework for Sustainable Development in SA, 2008 in OECD, 2011:8). 

7 Since 1998, NEMA has remained the most vital piece of political framework for environmental policies and implementation in SA. 

It emphasises how environmental management must also serve physical, psychological, developmental, cultural and social interests 

equitably. Development must be socially, environmentally and economically sustainable and integrate community participation, 

empowerment, environmental education, local knowledge, and involvement of marginalised groups (Impumelelo, 2004). 

8 Even though South Africa is described as a middle-income country, it is one of the countries with the highest level of income 

inequality in the world (CIA World Factbook, 2012). 

9 The unequal distribution and consumption of resources is particularly striking in SA, as it is only a minority which benefits from 

these resources and have high living standards while the negative environmental effects touch the poor majority (Impumelelo, 2010). 

In 2010, SA had a high ecological footprint of 2.3 GHP (below 1.8 it is reasonable) and illustrates a resource gap between consumers: 

In Cape Town the wealthiest households (top 7% of the population) had an ecological footprint of 14.8 GHP, the upper middle-class 

(9%) consumed 5.8 GHP, while the bottom 4 categories (51%) consumed 1 GHP or less (Impumelelo, 2010). 

10  During the past decades, both government and philanthropic initiatives have been described as inefficient, ineffective and 
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2009; Urban, 2008). Social initiatives are also becoming more present among economically and 

socially-oriented hybrid social enterprises (Terjesen et al., 2011). Although the exact number of 

existing social enterprises is still unknown, it was nevertheless estimated that 2.3% of the South 

African working population in 2009 was involved in social entrepreneurship (Terjesen et al., 2011). 

Despite the previous reluctance from the Government of South Africa to engage with and support 

social entrepreneurs partly due to their risky behaviour (Urban, 2008), the Government has now 

acknowledged the need for innovative approaches to address these issues, and is therefore 

encouraging the presence of social enterprises as a vital developmental instrument (Jahed, 2009 in 

Fox & Ntiyana, 2010). Although some policy directives have been put forward in SA, it will still 

take a while to lay ground for an enabling environment for social businesses to flourish and 

contribute to the economy (Steinman, 2010). Currently, both public and private institutions are 

supporting the development of social enterprises in SA, through government agencies (providing 

financial and non-financial support), university research centres, social networks for entrepreneurs, 

business development agencies and intermediaries (providing consulting and financial services) etc. 

However, the development of an enabling environment is still facing challenges institutionally and 

politically (e.g. a more supportive regulatory framework tailored for social enterprises and the 

presence of supportive institutions); economically and financially (e.g. resource scarcity, especially 

the limited access to financial means); as well as socially (e.g. the struggle for recognition from 

both the private and public sector) (Steinman, 2010). In an attempt to address such socio-economic, 

political, institutional and environmental challenges, social entrepreneurs
11

 are known for their 

creative and innovative solutions. However, many social enterprises tend to claim that they provide 

innovative solutions when in fact they might not (Mulgan et al., 2007). Thus, more research has 

been encouraged in the field of SE as it remains rather unexplored in SA (Urban, 2008).  

Social innovation, on the other hand, is still a concept that is only at the verge of taking shape in SA 

and so far only few initiatives have been referred to as social innovations
12

 (Murray et al., 2010). 

According to literature, several similarities could however be observed between SE and SI which 

makes it interesting to look more into the link between these two concepts in a South African 

context. By combining the two research fields of SE and SI, this research aims to provide more 

                                                                                                                                                                  
unresponsive in addressing pressing societal needs (Urban, 2008). 
11 Despite many authors advocating the responsibility of the entrepreneur, some still question the extent to which the entrepreneur is 

in fact able to address these pressing issues and create sustainable economies (Hall et al., 2010). “Sustainable development and 

entrepreneurship is often more prescriptive than descriptive and, perhaps, overly optimistic” (Hall et al., 2010:440). 

12 E.g. the Big Issue, which is a magazine sold by under-privileged people, and Room 13, a visual arts studio run by students (Murray 

et al., 2010). 
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knowledge in the possible social innovativeness of environmental social enterprises. The focus on 

environmental social enterprises in SA
13

 is explained by the increased presence of environmental 

social enterprises, the growing attention on the link between environmental development and socio-

economic development in SA, and the need to integrate environmental development into economic 

and social development initiatives (Impumelelo, 2010). 

1.2. Research question  

Based on the discussion above, this research aims to explore the following question: 

  

Sub-questions 

 Based on the social innovation process and characteristics of social innovations, to what 

extent and in which way are environmental social enterprises in the Western Cape then 

socially innovative? 

 In which way does the local context influence the social innovation process? 

 What is the possible connection between social entrepreneurship and social innovation? 

The social innovativeness of the organisations will be evaluated according to the social innovation 

process by Murray et al. (2010) as well as characteristics and criteria presented by the European 

Social Innovation Research (2012) and the Impumelelo Social Innovations Centre (2013). As the 

various regions of South Africa represent numerous of interesting ‘green’ initiatives, this research 

will focus on the Western Cape due to time and geographic availability of data collection, the 

presence of social enterprises as well as supportive initiatives. In doing so, challenges or supportive 

factors in the surrounding environment could be discovered in and around Cape Town. As social 

value driven initiatives are influenced by political, institutional and social settings (Howaldt & 

Schwarz, 2010), one must take into account the various influential factors in the external 

environment (e.g. institutions, stakeholders, networks, systems etc.) and contextualise in order to 

better comprehend the innovation process (Mulgan et al., 2007). Throughout the research a possible 

link between SE and SI will be touched upon which will finally be used for the discussion. 

                                                 
13 The chosen case studies deal with issues concerning waste management and recycling, planting and permaculture, food security, 

awareness creation and skills development, farming and agriculture, fair trade, employment and income generating activities. 

To what extent are environmental social enterprises in the Western Cape of South Africa 

socially innovative and in which way? 

 



 

      10 

1.3. Structure of the thesis 

With the introduction, a brief presentation of the research field and research question has been 

provided as well as the purpose of the thesis. In order to understand the research approach taken to 

answer the research question, the methodological considerations will be explained to clarify the 

choice of research design, philosophical view and techniques used to analyse the empirical data. 

Followed by this, the existing debates in the literature will be reviewed to understand the current 

conceptualisation of the phenomena studied in the research question. Thereafter, the analytical 

framework will be introduced followed by a brief case presentation of the selected organisations. 

Then, the analysis will integrate and evaluate the empirical data in relation to the literature and the 

analytical framework, leading up to a discussion of findings and applicability of framework as well 

as a reflection on the methodological approach chosen. Finally, a conclusion will sum-up the 

research before opening up a debate around future research. 
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2. Methodology 

The following chapter will present and describe the purpose of research, the research approach 

taken, the methods applied for data collection, and the analytical framework used in order to answer 

the research question. 

2.1. Purpose of research 

As indicated in the research field and literature review, this research aims to better understand the 

social innovativeness and various activities of social enterprises in Cape Town. Since only a limited 

amount of the existing literature actually combines and examines the concepts of social innovation 

and social entrepreneurship, this research will be exploratory as it aims to seek new insights into 

how the understanding of social innovation may be applied to a social entrepreneurial field and 

specifically a South African context. Thereby, it aims to apply these concepts to a context not 

previously studied. Moreover, the research will also address the need for improved understanding of 

what intuitively happens in the social innovation process (Lettice & Parekh, 2010). An exploratory 

approach is particularly valuable when there is limited knowledge in the field and when the research 

question aims to provide a better understanding of concepts or particular contexts (Field & Morse, 

1985 in Mair & Martí, 2004; Willis, 2007; Yin, 2009). The lack of available frameworks and 

theories on social innovation has been a challenge, as previous research is based mainly on case 

studies and exploratory research and has yet not provided any theories, extensive data sets or 

practical learning experiences
14

 (Lettice and Parekh, 2010).  

The study also has an explanatory element in the sense that it tries to understand the relationship 

between the concepts of social entrepreneurship and social innovation. However, this is neither a 

hypothesis- nor theory testing research and will therefore not be subject to a quantitative statistical 

analysis but rather be a qualitative, descriptive study. Descriptive parts will also be used when 

presenting the South African context and the respective case studies.  

2.2. Philosophy of science    

When looking for understanding in a particular context, in this case the South African, a critical 

realist approach is applicable as it emphasises the importance of social structures and 

contextualisation in order to understand and interpret what shaped or created certain phenomena or 

                                                 
14  This study will therefore contribute with an extensive data set as well as a presentation of practical learning experiences, 

supportive factors as well as challenges  (Appendices F & H). 
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concepts (Saunders et al., 2007). The purpose of this research is to generate an understanding of the 

particular setting, concepts and local perception rather than establishing universal laws and rules 

(Willis, 2007). With critical realism it is acknowledged that the social world, contexts and concepts 

are constantly changing and too complex to be generalised and described by definite ‘laws’ or 

principles (Saunders et al., 2007). Thus, the continuous changes in the internal and external 

environments entail that these findings and perceptions might not apply in six months’ time and so 

the value of generalisation would be lost. When contextualising, it is crucial to understand as well 

as accept the uniqueness and differences between social actors, organisations, countries, contexts 

etc. There is also an importance of a multi-level approach when understanding the social structures 

influencing these phenomena (the entrepreneurs, the organisation, institutions etc.) (Saunders et al., 

2007) as “a complex reality demands use of multiple perspectives” (Bechara & Van De Ven, 

2007:38). The researcher’s understanding of the subject studied may be influenced by the respective 

views but it remains important to reflect critically on the different views as well as the role as a 

researcher (reflexivity) (Saunders et al., 2007; Bechara & Van De Ven, 2007).  

With critical realism, it is acknowledged that the nature of reality examined is objective (ontology), 

in other words, reality and knowledge about the world is viewed as external to the human mind 

(experiences are sensations or reflections of the real world) (Bechara & Van De Ven, 2007). As 

truth exists independently of our minds and perception, as do the concepts and phenomena 

investigated, our understanding of the real world is limited. Perceptions are only a part of the truth 

and bigger picture, not the truth itself (Saunders et al., 2007), and so this research is only able to 

capture a part of the truth. However, critical realism takes a subjective approach to discover and 

understand the external reality (epistemology) and with an openness towards a wide range of 

research methods (Bechara & Van De Ven, 2007). Like social constructivists, critical realists 

acknowledge that the world is socially constructed but also emphasise that knowledge creation and 

a meaning of reality is more an interpretation than an actual construction (Sayer, 2000 in Easton, 

2010). One must be aware and critical of the perception conveyed by the interviewees as this only 

reflects their understanding of reality or the concepts, which is only a part of the truth (Saunders et 

al., 2007; Willis, 2007). Thus, after the initial understanding of the findings and what is said about 

reality, the critical reflection is deemed important by questioning and evaluating the knowledge 

gathered (Willis, 2007). Views often reflect experiences and social interaction which is why 

contextualising and including a local understanding is so important (Willis, 2007), as well as the 

fact that the knowledge gathered of reality cannot be understood independently or outside its 

context as it is a result of its surroundings (Saunders et al., 2007). 
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2.3. Research approach 

Considering the limited existing literature and lack of theories within this research field, the 

approach applied is mainly inductive as it explores and explains the field without necessarily trying 

to test an already existing theory. Instead data is gathered, analysed and reflected upon and then 

linked to literature (Saunders et al., 2007). Furthermore, an inductive approach is also particularly 

appropriate for contextualising and using a small sample of cases (Saunders et al., 2007). On the 

other hand, by implementing an already existing conceptual framework on social innovation though 

in a new field as well as looking at specific predetermined characteristics, there is a deductive 

aspect which integrates and relates to literature throughout the research process (in the literature 

review, framework creation, data collection and analysing). By combining induction with deduction, 

this continuous movement between the theory and empirical data demonstrates an abductive 

approach. Abductive research is very applicable for exploring new contexts and understanding 

possible links between literature and empirical data, as well as how this together with the cases and 

the framework influence each other and encourage a movement between all of them (Dubois & 

Gadde, 2002).  

2.4. Research strategy 

As the research strives to understand a particular contemporary social phenomenon within its real-

life context, case studies
15

 were very well suited to address this (Willis, 2007; Yin, 2009). Case 

studies involve an in-depth understanding of bounded and complex phenomena and the reflection 

thereof is very appropriate for critical realists (Easton, 2010; Dubois & Gadde, 2002). It is a great 

source of qualitative data by providing a thorough and holistic understanding of a phenomenon 

(Willis, 2007) and a great advantage of this method is its flexibility and comprehensiveness (Easton, 

2010). Furthermore, an inductive reasoning is often applied which may gear the development of 

concepts, hypotheses or generalisations, as well as extend or confirm the researcher’s knowledge 

(Merriam, 1988 in Willis, 2007). This research is a combination of historical organisational case 

studies, descriptive and interpretive case studies (Willis, 2007). When using case studies, the 

boundaries between the phenomena and the context studied may be unclear and challenging to 

explain exactly how they influence each other (Yin, 2009). In line with the research purpose, case 

studies are commonly used for exploratory and explanatory research (Saunders et al., 2007). Thus, 

multiple case studies were selected within different sectors (though all with an environmental focus) 

                                                 
15 “Case studies can be defined as a research method that involves investigating one or a small number of social entities or situations 

about which data is collected using multiple sources of data and developing a holistic description through an iterative research 

process” (Easton, 2010:119). 
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in order to illustrate their respective uniqueness but also possible similarities or differences; 

although not with the intention to generalise as Yin (2009) would otherwise suggest. A holistic 

approach was taken by considering the organisations as a whole (unit of analysis), their activities 

and processes (Saunders et al., 2007; Yin, 2009).  

2.5. Research design 

Focusing on qualitative data has been particularly valuable when existing knowledge about the 

phenomenon was limited and a greater insight was needed (especially considering context, 

complexity, dynamics, influential factors and development over a certain period of time), emphasis 

was given to interpretation rather than quantification, and flexibility was needed (Saunders et al., 

2007; Mair & Martí, 2004). The use of qualitative data is also in line with the view of critical 

realism and inductive research (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002 in Saunders et al., 2007). 

For the data collection, a multi-method qualitative study method was applied (Saunders et al., 2007) 

where several qualitative data collection techniques were used (in-depth interviews, follow-up 

questions through written correspondence, field observations during interviews and project visits, as 

well as qualitative data collection through documents, websites, booklets etc. (herein minor 

quantitative data with numerical figures to show measurable development). This was then combined 

with a qualitative data analysis procedure when categorising and analysing the data. “Multiple 

methods are useful if they provide better opportunities for one to answer the research question and 

they allow one to better evaluate the extent to which the research findings can be trusted and 

inferences made from them” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003 in Saunders et al., 2007:146). Moreover, 

the various methods employed were useful at different stages of the research (background 

information initially gathered to understand the organisations and what to focus in this research and 

during interview) (descriptive, exploratory), the interviews and project visits were a great insight 

and deeper knowledge of organisational activities, challenges and impacts (exploratory, explanatory, 

descriptive), and follow-up questions for clarification and elaboration (exploratory, explanatory). 

Although no quantitative data collection or analysis was conducted, the use of different qualitative 

data collection techniques provided great insight, combined several sources of evidence, as well as 

helped ensure that the data is actually telling us what we think it is. By gathering different sources 

of information (triangulation), this ensured both consistency and confirmation in the findings as 

well as, in some cases interestingly showed different views on the same matter. “Robust knowledge 

is a product of theoretical and methodological triangulation where evidence is not necessarily 

convergent but might also be inconsistent or even contradictory” (Bechara & Van De Ven, 2007:38).  
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The data gathered was mainly qualitative, though with minor quantitative data (some of the 

numerical impact measurements in figures). The primary data was made of semi-structured in-

depth interviews
16

 and follow-up questions through written correspondence. As for the secondary 

data, this was the gathering of organisational documents and internal reports, website information, 

published booklets from Impumelelo Social Innovations Centre (case studies and governmental 

initiatives), independent ‘green’ magazines with articles on the organisations, supportive 

governmental and municipal documents (both on regulations, initiatives and involvement with the 

organisations), as well as the literature on SI, SE and SD (herein the Open Book of Social 

Innovation (Murray et al., 2010) with examples of SI). All information was gathered through 

desktop research, information and documents provided by the organisations, Impumelelo and third 

parties, as well as information gathered at the Green Expo conference 2012 in Cape Town.  

2.6. Data collection 

In order to get a comprehensive understanding of the organisations and the local context, the data 

was derived during a 6 month fieldwork in Cape Town, South Africa, from August 2012 until end 

of January 2013. Semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted with social enterprises with 

the purpose of providing extensive knowledge on each case, the context and individual perspectives. 

This approach is specifically appropriate for both exploratory and explanatory studies as it helps to 

seek new insights, discover what is happening and understand possible relationships (Saunders et al., 

2007). It furthermore allows more flexibility and openness, it may highlight things not previously 

considered
17

, as well as provide a greater understanding of the interviewee’s perspective. The semi-

structured style allowed to explore new insights arising influencing the direction, having greater 

adaptability and flexibility, which all together created variation in the respective interviews. Key 

themes and questions had been formulated prior to the interview as well as background case 

templates of the organisations.  

Due to the growing presence of social enterprises in Cape Town within various fields (e.g. health, 

education, food security, care-taking, farming, arts and craft, sports etc.) (the exact number of social 

enterprises is unfortunately still unknown), the case studies were selected according to several 

criteria: 1) The social enterprise characteristics (herein the financial viability with income-

                                                 
16 During in-depth interviews, all sorts of question may be posed by the interviewer (facts as well as descriptions about events), 

which was very appropriate as it allowed to ask the respondent about personal insights, experiences of developing the initiative and 

understandings about the concepts of matter (Yin, 2009). 

17 Although this research looked at specific development phases that could have influenced the innovation process, other influential 

factors were also considered and explored through open-ended questions. 
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generating activities as explained in Appendices C & E); 2) environmental focus (having integrated 

an environmental aspect into the social value proposition); 3) innovation and implementation 

(whether the organisation or the actor had developed and implemented an innovation for that 

particular local context); 4) geographical periphery and proximity (focusing on the Western Cape 

specifically to understand that particular context (providing the possibility to identify similar 

challenges or supporting factors) and the accessibility to interview the organisations face-to-face); 

and 5) sectoral variation (selecting organisations from different sectors to represent various 

innovations though all with an environmental orientation). Initially ten organisations were 

interviewed though unfortunately a few were deselected later on as findings revealed that they did 

not meet the selection criteria after all
18

. The organisations selected and analysed, however, were 

Greenpop (GP), TrashBack (TB), Open Africa (OA), FoodPods (FP), Abalimi Bezekhaya (AB), 

Wonderbag (WB) and CocoáFair (CF) (full list of interviews provided in Appendix D). Most often 

the founder(s) was interviewed who held great knowledge about the organisation and experience 

from being a part of the process from the very beginning. In some cases two representatives were 

interviewed (either together or separately), which created nice dynamism and different perspectives.  

The organisations were found through various methods: desktop research and investigation, 

personal connections and networking (through the HUB, the African Social Entrepreneurs’ Network 

(ASEN) and the Green Expo 2012) and snowballing effect (organisations suggesting other 

organisation). An interesting meeting with the Evaluation Manager, Chris Mingo, from the 

Impumelelo Social Innovations Centre also provided suggestions to different organisations (from 

case study booklets and award winners announced online, however, only a few met the selection 

criteria) as well as some very useful background knowledge on the South African context. The 

choice of investigating several different cases was made with the intention of representing diverse 

sectors, getting a thorough understanding of uniqueness, similarities and differences
19

, as well as 

having an explorative research approach to gather some in-depth knowledge in an unexplored field. 

After a variety of cases had been chosen (representing different projects, sectors, maturity, size, 

location etc.), initial formal contact was made (herein providing the respondent with a description of 

the purpose of the research) as well as background information prepared (case study templates). 

Interviews were conducted with firstly a short presentation explaining the purpose of research and 

                                                 
18 Foodbank South Africa and the Schools Environmental Education and Development (SEED) appeared to be purely NPOs/NGOs 

(thus not meeting the SE description) while Living Wealth had not yet implemented its innovation. 

19 According to Yin (2009), a sampling logic should not be used for multiple-case studies as the typical criteria regarding sample size 

does not apply; rather the chosen cases should be a reflection of existing cases, referring to ‘literal’ (similar) or ‘theoretical’ 

(contrasting) replications. 
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main themes of the interview. Then, the respondent started out by introducing themselves, their 

background and incentive to become involved with their initiative, briefly about the development of 

the initiative and where it stands today. Thereafter, the interview was carried out where the one 

interviewer was a careful listener, asking both open and probing questions with appropriate 

language
20

, adapting to the direction of the interview and summarising understanding, while the 

other interviewer
21

 took notes (as Saunders et al. (2007) suggest). Each and every respondent was 

very open, interested and excited to participate and share experiences, and so interviews were easily 

set up. Interviews were later followed up on with written questions for the respondents to elaborate 

or clarify certain answers. The interviews were conducted in Cape Town generally at the 

organisation’s head office, at an available office space or in the field which provided greater insight 

by actually seeing the initiatives implemented as well as considering the respondents availability 

and comfort in their own environment (Yin, 2009). Due to availability, one interview was done in 

Copenhagen, Denmark, with Thor Thorøe (co-founder of CocoáFair). Being present and conducting 

interviews face-to-face allowed the respondents to open up, feel comfortable, and establish personal 

contact and trust. All interviews were conducted in English as this was the first language of most 

interviewees. The interviews generally lasted an hour or two and were all recorded (Appendix G) 

and listened through afterwards where notes and citations were kept in a detailed case study data 

base (Appendix G). This data base was kept during and after the fieldwork to maintain a thorough 

overview of the findings and ensure the reliability (Yin, 2009). 

2.7. Data analysis 

In order to analyse the data collected in a systematic, thorough and encompassing manner, the 

analytical technique used was a qualitative content analysis combining deductive and inductive 

coding (Mayring, 2000). The data was analysed according to predetermined categories derived from 

literature and the analytical framework (deductive) (Saunders et al., 2007), yet were subject to 

change throughout the process when linking empirical data to theory. Although most categories 

remained the same, few were added along the way or joined due to findings (inductive), which were 

later reviewed in relation to literature again (deductive). The action of going back and forth between 

the empirical data and theory is in line with the abductive research approach. 

                                                 
20 Effort was made to ‘speak their language’ and avoid academic terms as much as possible, to avoid lack of understanding, 

misunderstandings and misrepresentation of data (where the respondent is inclined to either pretend to know what the interviewer is 

asking about and then going along, or trying to provide the answers that the respondents assume the interviewer is seeking). However, 

in some cases the respondents actually used academic terms themselves where after the interview language became more academic. 

21 Most interviews were carried out with another researcher, Lilian Schulze, from the same Master’s Programme at CBS. 
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These prior formulated categories provided a system for analysing and a valuable overview of the 

extensive amount of qualitative data gathered to comprehend, integrate and identify key themes and 

patterns (Saunders et al., 2007) (Appendix G). Furthermore, by following these categories each 

phase of the innovation process could be dealt with separately and understood in depth. This step-

by-step manner was also used to evaluate whether the social innovation process (the analytical 

framework) was actually applicable to the context of social entrepreneurship. From this data, 

criteria defining social innovations
22

 were derived and used as additional categories to assess is 

these social entrepreneurial projects could be perceived as socially innovations. Moreover, it 

allowed to identify possible differences or similarities between the organisations, if the process was 

linear or not, if themes or alike were identified by the respondents etc. An interesting point to 

mention is how some of the interviewees unknowingly followed the categories chronologically by 

themselves when answering; while others stressed another order of the innovation phases, which 

could indicate a non-linear process.  

2.8. Delimitations 

As social entrepreneurs aim to create social change, it could have been interesting to look closer at 

in which way these social enterprises are actually having an impact and contributing to sustainable 

development through innovation. However, this is without the scope of this research as it would 

require an extensive in-depth data collection over a longer period of time as well as analytical 

parameters for sustainable development which currently do not exist. Furthermore, “assessing social 

performance and impact is one of the greatest challenges for practitioners and researchers in social 

entrepreneurship. The real problem may not be the measurement per se, but how these measures 

may be used to “quantify” the performance and impact of social entrepreneurship. Many consider it 

very difficult, if not impossible, to quantify socio-economic, environmental and social effects” 

(Mair & Martí, 2004:14). Furthermore, “most elements of social value stand beyond measurement 

and quantification” (Emerson, 2003:40 in Mair & Martí, 2004). Although different impact 

measurements do exist, it remains extremely difficult to measure and evaluate social impact 

(Murray et al., 2010), even though there is a need for more knowledge on value creation, how social 

change actually takes place, as well as the extent to which social entrepreneurs are actually having a 

social or environmental impact (Mulgan et al., 2007; Desa, 2010). Nevertheless, it is possible to say 

something about their outcome but only to a certain extent something about their impact. 

                                                 
22 As explained later on, the social enterprises were evaluated according criteria from to the understanding of SI in literature and a 

more contextualised local perspective (by Impumelelo Social Innovations Centre and the entrepreneurs). 
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2.9. Time horizon 

Due to the time constraint of this research, this is cross-sectional study as it examines a particular 

phenomenon at a specific point in time, for which case study interviews are recommended 

(Saunders et al., 2007). In order to understand the previous development phases of the respective 

innovations, the data will rely on the background knowledge, history and development provided by 

each organisation (during the interview and organisational documents provided). 

2.10. Reliability and validity 

Considering the reliability of this research, it should be acknowledged that this research would 

likely yield different results if done at a later point in time (the same findings may not apply in say 6 

months’ time, which also weakens the ability to generalise) as the social structures in this 

environment are highly dynamic, complex and continuously changing
23

 (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002 

in Saunders et al., 2007). However, it should be possible for other researchers to reach the same 

findings if conducted at the same point in time and by following the same procedure
24

 and applying 

the same research methods in a step-by-step manner as explained in the methodology (Yin, 2009). 

By having a structured overview of the empirical data (Appendix G), this should help illustrate how 

sense was made from the raw data (transparency of data) (Saunders et al., 2007). Bearing in mind 

some possible threats to reliability, the issue of participant error was addressed by choosing a 

‘neutral’ time when conducting the interviews (i.e. considering the most appropriate time and 

location for the respondents). Participant bias was avoided by interviewing the founders or project 

leaders who could speak rather freely by without necessarily being under pressure to express certain 

views or avoid probing questions
25

. Thus, in this way it was assured that the informants were 

actually freely expressing their own views (Saunders et al., 2007). As for observer error, this was a 

bit more difficult avoid due to three things: 1) the semi-structured interviews allowed flexibility and 

adaptability which let some interviews take a different direction than others; 2) two interviewers 

conducted the research with different interview styles
26

; and 3) the relationship and behaviour 

                                                 
23 These organisations may be at a different stage of the innovation process, face other challenges or not existing any longer, or new 

players may have entered the field, or the innovative environment may also likely have changed. 

24 Such procedure would include keeping a similar data base with extensive interview notes and organisational information, making 

field notes and observations, recording interviews, following up with elaborating questions, as well as analysing in the same manner. 

25 Anonymity (and no recording) was offered though it was not a special request from any of the respondents and the neutral and 

independent role as a researcher had also been clarified (findings only to be used for personal research and to inform the participants). 

26 In an attempt to reduce this observer bias, effort was made to keep a similar neutral tone by both interviewers and allowing the 

other interviewer (the note taker) to intervene or ask additional questions if needed. 
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between the two interviewers may also have influenced the findings. As argued by critical realists, 

the research process is not entirely value-free or objective but is influenced by the personal values 

and beliefs of the researcher (Willis, 2007; Bechara & Van De Ven, 2007). Thus, observer bias was 

addressed by discussing findings, impressions and interpretations after each interview as well as 

discussing all the case studies in relation to each other once all the interviews had been conducted to 

see if the researchers had different interpretations (Saunders et al., 2007). 

In terms of validity
27

, this refers to whether the findings are actually about what they appear to be 

(Saunders et al., 2007). Within critical realism, Sayer (2000) refers to ‘practical adequacy’
28

, where 

the adequacy of knowledge depends on the context and situation it is applied to. In other words, the 

adequacy relies on comprehensiveness, relationship and contextualisation; and not the amount of 

cases included, as positivists would otherwise argue strengthen the validity and representativeness 

(often with the intention of generalising findings). Thus, although only few cases are represented in 

this research the adequacy of the knowledge and findings are strengthened through its 

comprehensiveness of in-depth knowledge, the relationship building between the two concepts 

(from studying the abstract phenomenon of social innovation in relation to practical cases of social 

enterprises), and the contextualising to the unique Western Cape context. Regarding the latter, 

contextualisation is greatly emphasised since it is acknowledged that what may be practically 

adequate about this particular local context may not yield similar results in another context (in other 

words, these findings are context-dependent).  

Within critical realism, Sayer (2000) describes research as being ‘intensive’, trying to understand, 

explain and interpret relations between abstract and concrete within a specific context, or/and 

‘extensive’, holding more quantitative dimensions describing relations rather than explaining 

(building on a previously established causal relationship to find regularities, similarities or 

differences). This research applies both methods as they complement each other in this study. On 

the one hand, it is intensive as it seeks to understand and interpret a possible relationship and 

applicability of the concept of social innovation (abstract) to a selection of social enterprises 

(concrete and practical) within the Western Cape (context). The intensive method is valuable to the 

exploratory and explanatory purpose of the research as it aims to understand the connectedness 

between the two concepts (SE & SI), as well as the relation between the development of the 

                                                 
27 Although it is recognised that validity and reliability are terms used within positivism, they will be used for reference in this 

research as Sayer’s ‘practical adequacy’ (2000) is not sufficient for the time being to provide thorough explanations and justifications.  

28 “Truth might better be understood as ‘practical adequacy’, that is in terms of the extent to which it generates expectations about the 

world and about results of our actions which are realised” (Sayer, 2000: 43). In other words, the practical adequacy of knowledge 

depends on to where and what it is applied (Sayer, 2000). 



 

      21 

organisations and the influence of the surrounding environment in which they operate and interact. 

By studying a group of organisations, their qualitative nature and how they operate and develop 

(Sayer, 2000) this helped illuminate the influence of certain factors on the social innovation process. 

The in-depth nature of these case studies makes it possible to explore other influential factors
29

 

which could have contributed to the development of the initiatives (Easton, 2010). By examining 

the various SI processes, the research furthermore looks at the occurrence of social innovativeness 

(why some social enterprises may be socially innovative while others are not), and is therefore 

“concerned with what makes things happen in specific cases or contexts” (Sayer, 2000:20). 

On the other hand, this research also has an element of ‘extensive’ design by the way it seeks to 

map certain patterns of similarities and differences between the various social innovation processes. 

In doing so, multiple cases are used to discover patterns of similarities and differences (uniqueness 

and distinguishing features) in innovation processes. By having multiple case studies, Easton (2010) 

argues that this strengthens a study of causal explanations which is a fundamental aim of critical 

realism, though this research more focuses on relationship building and not causality. Moreover, the 

purpose of this research is not to generalise the findings from multiple case studies
30

 but rather to 

emphasise the uniqueness of each organisation and the specific context, which is in line with a 

critical realist approach. Although “actual concrete patterns and contingent relations discovered in 

intensive research are unlikely to be representative, average or generalisable” (Sayer, 2000:21), the 

extensive aspect of the research meanwhile argues that the findings can somewhat be empirically 

generalised between the cases on their similarities and differences, though such generalisations are 

only applicable to this specific group of cases and unlikely to other cases or contexts (Sayer, 2000).  

The choice of multiple case studies serves the intention of this research which is to provide a first-

hand (practical) in-depth knowledge of the social innovation process in a social entrepreneurial 

context as well as in a South African context (‘intensive’ research), and in doing so understand their 

unique features, if some may be socially innovative while others are not and why that might be the 

case. Using multiple cases this helps identify certain patterns of similarities and differences between 

the cases (‘extensive’ research), which can open up for further research on the investigation of other 

                                                 
29 Both Easton (2010) and Yin (2009) emphasise the importance of investigating ‘competing explanations’ or ‘rival factors’ which 

could have influenced the outcome of the findings and consequently resulted in a different interpretation. 

30 Although critical realism rejects the idea of generalisation, Easton (2010) argues that generalisation is possible to some extent by 

using multiple case studies. More specifically, he explains that although each case is considered unique, it may still be similar to 

other cases (characteristics, factors etc.), assuming that they are not significantly unique, which can be uncovered with multiple case 

studies. Since defining and proving uniqueness can be difficult, this, however, leaves an element of uncertainty to any generalisations 

made. Yin (2009) also supports the use of multiple case studies for generalisation (as they may be equivalent to multiple 

experiments), while Saunders et al. (2007) argue that one cannot generalise from qualitative semi-structured interviews. 
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or similar patterns within the same context, in another context or between contexts, as well as on the 

development of the SI framework. This research can be valuable knowledge to both academia 

(understanding the connection between the two concepts in practice and in a new context, and 

taking into account the complexity of reality when creating models and frameworks) and 

practitioners (understanding the role of context, seizing different ways to form social innovations, 

and learning from other organisations’ past experiences).  

The validity of the research is supported by using multiple sources of evidence (triangulation), 

having an iterative research process (continuously going back and forth between literature, 

analytical framework and empirical data) and employing multiple case studies, which not only 

provides in-depth knowledge and allows for exploration of possible similarities and differences, but 

can also support the explanation of a possible relationship between the two concepts.  

2.11. Ethics 

When conducting research, ethics is considered a very important matter and should be taken into 

account throughout the research process (Saunders et al., 2007). Even though ethics may be 

particularly challenging or sensitive in a different culture, this never really became an issue. As 

suggested by Brydon (2006, in Desai & Potter, 2006) and Yin (2009), informed consent was agreed 

upon orally prior to the interview, where the participants were well informed about the research 

purpose, use of data, voluntary nature of participation, and later also received a listing of the 

findings. Anonymity and confidentiality was offered to ensure privacy, though none of the 

informants felt a desire to do so despite the recording and still spoke very freely. If the respondent 

was an acquaintance, objectivity was ensured by letting the other researcher interview instead. 

2.12. Definitions 

Based on the literature review, these definitions have been formulated to clarify the understanding 

of these concepts as used throughout the thesis. Although contextualising and acknowledging the 

local understanding of these concepts are deemed important, the South African (Western Cape) 

perspective is introduced in the analysis as this is a part of the findings. 

2.12.1. Social entrepreneurship 

Social entrepreneurship is the ability to find unique solutions to pressing social or environmental 

problems by renewing or using scarce resources in a creative way and making them sustainable. 

Driven by a social mission, social entrepreneurs apply business practices for social purposes and 
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their initiatives often address needs not currently met by the public or private sector. In an attempt 

to become financially sustainable, social enterprises often engage in different networks and 

partnerships to strengthen their resource mobilisation. Social enterprises may take shape into many 

different hybrid organisational forms when trying to balance social value creation with profit 

generation (which Appendices B & C also show). 

2.12.2. Social innovation 

Social innovation is the sharedness of a potential goal, effort and ownership through a dynamic 

interplay across technical, social, economic and political dimensions. It is a group of different actors 

sharing the same visions, interests and ideas who then collectively generate, select and implement 

an innovation that resolves a societal challenge. They aim to challenge the dynamics, roles and 

relationships between actors by developing new concepts, strategies and tools that improve social, 

economic or environmental well-being. Social innovations embrace openness, collaborativeness, 

mutualism, bottom-up approaches, as well as cross-sectorial involvement and partnerships. The 

initiative should furthermore bring about systemic change by influencing mind-sets, perceptions, 

attitudes, behaviour, structures and power relations. Social innovations may take many various 

forms, such as a new program, product, law, institution, idea, relationship, platform and pattern of 

interaction etc. and may be created by individual actors, organisations, institutions, movements etc.  

2.12.3. Context 

Context is often described as the economic, political, institutional, environmental and social settings 

which are made up by formal structures (systems, regulations etc.) and informal structures 

(networks, culture, norms, values etc.) which influence the behaviour and environment in which 

actors operate in. Context can be described on an international, national, regional and local level, 

though in this research the understanding of context will specifically refer to the local setting of the 

Western Cape in South Africa, unless else is specified.  
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3. Literature review 

The purpose of the following section is to provide an overview of the existing literature covering 

the concepts dealt with in this thesis. By presenting and explaining the current conceptualisation of 

social entrepreneurship and social innovation, this lays ground for understanding their relevance 

and interconnectedness. 

3.1. Social entrepreneurship 

Although a universal conceptualisation of social entrepreneurship (SE) does not yet exist (Desa, 

2010; Douglas, 2010), it is generally perceived as the ability to identify pressing societal needs and 

find unique solutions to these social problems, by mobilising scarce resources innovatively, make 

them sustainable and create social change (Weerawardena & Mort, 2006; Alvord et al., 2004; Dees 

et al., 2001; Robinson, 2006; Thompson et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2010). Social entrepreneurs 

identify, exploit and recombine the available resources at hand in a creative and risk-taking manner 

(Gundry et al., 2011). These actors often operate in challenging environments marked by 

institutional failures though nevertheless are able to navigate these barriers by seeing opportunities 

in them
31

 (Mair & Martí, 2009; Robinson, 2006), and in some cases fill the gaps by creating new 

institutions or catalysing social change (Perrini & Vurro, 2006; Alvord et al., 2004). Social 

entrepreneurs have a strong social mission to address unmet social or environmental
32

 needs and 

operate within the field of social inclusiveness and empowerment, improvements in standards of 

living, poverty reduction, microfinance, health care provision, education and training, employment 

creation etc.
33

  

In terms of resource mobilisation, social entrepreneurs often face great challenges as they operate in 

resource scarce environments which require great amount creativity (Gundry et al., 2011; Mair & 

Martí, 2004; Sharir & Lerner, 2006 in Hockerts et al., 2010). When applying a resource-based view 

in a SE context, one should look at the financial resources, physical resources, human resources and 

                                                 
31 Gundry et al. (2011) refer to the surrounding environment as the ‘innovation ecology’ and based on empirical studies, they claim 

that there is a positive relationship between innovation ecology and entrepreneurial ‘bricolage ‘(coined by Lévi-Strauss in 1967), 

which mediates catalytic innovations (explanation provided later on). 

32  Several similarities between environmental social enterprises and environmental enterprises have been described (the 

entrepreneurial mind, opportunity recognition, innovative behaviour and a strong environmental focus); yet, although some 

ecopreneurs can also be both socially and profit-oriented (Pastakia, 1998), social enterprises tend to have a greater emphasis on non-

profit objectives (Brinckerhoff, 2000 in Gerlach, 2003).  Environmental entrepreneurship also shows the ability to address market 

failures and overcome barriers by making efficient use of environmental resources (Dean & McMullen, 2007; Schaltegger, 2000) and 

a better understanding of opportunity recognition and impact evaluation has been encouraged in both the fields (Hall et al., 2010). 

33 Some well-known examples of social entrepreneurship are the Grameen Bank (Bangladesh), Aravind Eye Care (India), SEKEM 

(Egypt), the Self-Employed Women’s Association (SEWA) (India), Barefoot College (India), Aidchild (Uganda) etc.  
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social networks (Haugh, 2009). The latter is particularly important to social ventures as networks 

provide access to different resources, increase information flows, provide support from institutional 

networks, shape and influence strategic choices and establish close links with the local community
34

. 

Specific knowledge of the context as well as legitimacy can also be achieved through social 

networks and stakeholder involvement, which are deemed essential for success and long-term 

survivability (Nicholls, 2009; Sharir & Lerner, 2006 in Hockerts et al., 2010; Haugh, 2009). By 

extending the network approach, importance is given to cross-organisational relationships, 

collaborations and partnerships as core exchanges of potential and actual value and resources as 

well as connections with local actors and communities (Haugh, 2009; Perrini & Vurro, 2006).  

The changing dynamics in the social and economic environment has created blurred boundaries 

between public, private and civil society (Mair & Noboa, 2003), and SE is often described as 

existing next to traditional market, state and civil society (Hockerts et al., 2010; Thompson et al., 

2011). In an attempt to balance social values with profitable objectives
35

, SE often takes shape in a 

multitude of new ‘hybrid’ organisational forms (Hockerts, 2010; Douglas, 2010; Gundry et al., 

2011). When describing the different levels of hybridity
36

, Dees et al. (2001) present the social 

enterprise spectrum ranging from purely philanthropic organisations (non-profit) to hybrids (a 

combination of social and economic value) to purely commercial organisations (for-profit), which 

are characterised by their motives, methods, goals and stakeholders (Appendix B). According to 

Social Velocity (2009), the SE spectrum spans from Non Profit Organisations (NPOs) with some 

income-generating activities to commercially-driven organisations with integrated social values in 

the business model (excluding pure NPOs and profit-maximising businesses) (Appendix C). 

Although social enterprises aim to contribute to social change, they are often challenged when 

trying to prove this through social impact performance measurements (Nicholls, 2009; Dees & 

Anderson, 2003; Alvord et al., 2004). Standardised impact measurements do not exist yet within 

                                                 
34 With these resources, social enterprises can develop firm-specific capabilities (knowledge of the community, goals of the founders, 

social impact strategies) and distinctive capabilities (deep knowledge of the community needs, how to meet these needs, flexibility, 

community trust, NPO status, independence from private and public structures) (Haugh, 2009). 

35 Even though SE emphasises creativity when mobilising resources, there still remains a real concern as to the financial viability, 

independence and thus organisational sustainability of these new organisational forms (Dees & Anderson, 2003). Another concern 

relates to the threat of mission drift, as market pressures may force social enterprises to compromise the social value creation aspect.  

36 All ventures demonstrate some degree of hybridity and may be categorised according to their social and economic mission or 

impact, e.g. traditional ventures, non-profit organisations, social purpose ventures, and social consequence ventures (Meyskens et al., 

2011). A distinction can also be made between altruistic voluntary associations, philanthropic firms, non-profit social organisations, 

entrepreneurial social ventures, socially responsible enterprises, commercial businesses – where the first and the latter are not 

considered as social enterprises (Douglas, 2010).  
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this field
37

 (Nicholls, 2009) and social enterprises often neither have the resources nor the systems 

needed for measuring (and often struggle with what exactly to measure and how). Yet, an 

increasing demand from stakeholders to show impact seems to have triggered more organisations to 

try to carry out some social impact measurement
38

 (Dees & Anderson, 2003; Nicholls, 2009).  

As innovative behaviour is often used to describe SE (Perrini & Vurro, 2006), the understanding of 

innovation
39

 in this field more relates to need identification, creative use of scarce and under-

utilised resources and an ability to meet a pressing societal need with a unique solution (product, 

process or service) and combine this with a business model (Gerlach, 2003). Among the various 

types of innovation
40

, increasing attention has particularly been given to catalytic innovations, 

which provide good enough solutions to societal challenges that are ineffectively or inadequately 

addressed by existing organisations using traditional approaches (Christensen et al., 2006; Gundry 

et al., 2011). Besides meeting an underserved need with simpler and less costly solutions, these 

innovators are said to create systemic social change through scaling and replication, and the 

mobilisation of human and financial resources in creative ways that their competitors find less 

appealing (Christensen et al., 2006). However, social enterprises often tend to claim that they are 

innovative when in fact they might not be (Mulgan et al., 2007). Thus, considering the similarities 

with social innovation one could question to what extent social enterprises are socially innovative.  

3.2. Social innovation 

Around the world the interest in social innovation (SI) is continuously growing among individuals, 

organisations, foundations, policymakers, researchers and academia, though there is yet no 

commonly agreed definition but differences in understandings, as it takes various forms depending 

on the field, sector and country
41

. The conceptualisation of SI often refers to a group of different 

                                                 
37 The vastly different and complex factors to measure in terms of input (grants, volunteers, social capital, beneficiaries etc.), output 

(amount of people receiving training, jobs created, people fed etc.) and outcome factors (health improved, women empowered, 

awareness created), makes it incredibly difficult to create a universal impact measurement system, thus each organisation ought to 

implement its own system. Moreover, social and financial outcomes often require separate impact measurements. 

38 As a result, some of the factors being measured now include social return on investment, social auditing, balanced scorecard and 

the triple bottom line (social, environmental and economic returns) (Abrahamsson, 2007; Nicholls, 2009). 

39 The innovation-theorist Schumpeter defined innovation in 1934 as new products, new methods of production, new sources of 

supply, exploitation of new markets and new ways to organise business (Hellstrom, 2007; Fagerberg, 2003). Others describe 

innovation as the ability to creatively generate and implement a new idea through new combinations of existing resources, skills, 

knowledge and technology aiming at market success and economic growth (Mumford, 2002; Fagerberg, 2010; Gerlach, 2003). 

40 Some types of innovation aim to bring about improvement (sustaining, incremental and marginal innovations); while others, aim to 

provide fundamental new alternatives (disruptive, catalytic and radical innovations) (Hellstrom, 2007; Christensen et al., 2006; 

Gundry et al., 2001; Cohen & Winn, 2007; Fagerberg, 2009; Charitou & Markides, 2003). 

41 Moreover, it is a practice-led field, where the understanding has only emerged after the actual implementation of new ideas (either 
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actors sharing the same visions, interests and ideas who then collectively generate, select and 

implement an innovation that resolves a societal challenge (Murray et al., 2010; Dawson and Daniel, 

2010; Mumford, 2002; Oliveira and Breda-Vásquez, 2012). It reflects a sharedness of a potential 

goal, effort and ownership through a dynamic interplay across technical, social, economic and 

political dimensions (Dawson and Daniel, 2010). Furthermore, SI focuses on developing new 

concepts, strategies and tools that improved social, economic or environmental well-being by 

addressing needs not previously provided by the market (Forum on Social Innovation, 2000 in Pol 

& Ville, 2009; European Social Innovation Research, 2012; Dawson & Daniel, 2010; Howaldt & 

Schwarz, 2010). It may take many various forms depending on its breath and impact, such as a new 

idea, programme, product, process, service, platform, institution, market, regulatory framework, 

organisational form, business model, relationship, pattern of interaction or a combination of these
42

 

(Preskill & Beer, 2012; Mumford, 2002; European Social Innovation Research, 2012). It may not 

necessarily be tied to a fixed entity but instead appears as an open and social phenomenon with 

shared ownership, thereby encouraging input from all stakeholders, including the beneficiaries and 

experts at all levels, as well as establishing platforms for actors to share knowledge, experiences 

and resources (Murray et al., 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007). 

By gathering various views, definitions, research and practice from around the world, SI could be 

characterised by its novelty (new to the field, sector, region, market or user), actual implementation, 

aim to meet social and/or environmental needs, effectiveness (more than existing solutions), and the 

ability to enhance society’s capacity to act (empowering beneficiaries through new or better use of 

assets and capabilities, creating new relationships and roles) (European Social Innovation Research, 

2012). Furthermore, it emphasises openness, collaborativeness and experimental nature involving a 

cross-sectoral approach
43

 for better expertise and resource mobilisation, a focus on ‘prosumption’ 

and co-production (the beneficiaries being both consumers and consumers), a bottom-up approach, 

the gathering actors from many different fields, mutualism (individual and collective well-being is 

obtained by mutual dependence), as well as a development of unique capabilities and assets 

                                                                                                                                                                  
with intentional or accidental outcome) where reflections or evaluations of the concept have then taken place, rather than having an 

academic or theoretical approach (European Social Innovation Research, 2012). 

42 Initially, SI was introduced as a radical innovation within social policy and service (e.g. national health care systems). Today, it 

includes collective initiatives ranging from social movements (fighting for civil rights, worker rights, feminism, ecology etc.), mutual 

self-help and microfinance , community development and social care, open universities and kindergartens, creation of welfare state 

institutions (e.g. schooling systems, healthcare, credit banking etc.), public policy implementation, public-private partnerships, social 

enterprises, co-ops and mutual combining economic and social goals, social media, networking and online-platforms, to purely 

technological innovations accidently triggering other SIs (e.g. the cell phone leading to mobile banking) (Mulgan et al., 2007). 

43 This cross-sectoral collaboration often entails the creation of new processes and procedures as well as new social practices or 

business practices (Mumford, 2002; Murray et al., 2010). Hence, social innovations occur at many different levels: individual, 

organisational, sectoral, locally, regional, national and international (Dawson and Daniel, 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007). 
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(illustrated in Model 2, p. 31) (European Social Innovation Research, 2012). Along those lines, 

though perhaps with a more developmental focus, a local understanding of SI in South Africa 

particularly emphasises innovativeness (the development of creative and new procedures addressing 

poverty-related issues), effectiveness (the achievement of objectives and desirable outcomes), 

poverty impact (the demonstration of improved quality of life in poorer communities), sustainability 

(successfully working within its resource constraints) and replication (ability to inspire and replicate 

the idea) (the Impumelelo Social Innovations Centre in Cape Town, 2013). 

Although the intentions behind a certain innovation may vary for the different actors involved 

(business, economic, political, social, environmental etc.), it usually has a social objective and often 

implements existing or new technology and knowledge to meet these social goals (Mulgan et al., 

2007; Dawson & Daniel, 2010). Moreover, SI is considered as providing a more effective, efficient, 

sustainable solution to social value creation addressing the whole society and not only individuals 

(Center for Social Innovation at Stanford Graduate School of Business, in Preskill & Beer, 2012). 

The innovation often involves “changing the dynamics, roles and relationships between actors, 

thereby challenging conventional wisdom about the nature of the problem and its solutions” 

(Preskill & Beer, 2012:2). Some argue that SI is an effective way to bring about change as it seeks 

to influence regulative systems (regulations, institutions and systems), normative systems (social 

values and norms) or cultural systems (mental paradigms and cognitive behaviour) (Hamalainen & 

Heiscala, 2007 in Pol & Ville, 2009). The development of a SI is highly influenced by the 

surrounding external environment context (such as institutions, markets, networks and 

embeddedness) which explains its path-dependency and consequently often determines the 

innovation’s emergence and ability to thrive (Oliveira & Breda-Vázquez, 2012). The innovative 

ability and success of SI is moreover highly dependent on its collective ability, which could explain 

the great need for collaboration across sectors
44

 (Dawson & Daniel, 2010). Furthermore, 

collaboration can provide the necessary support otherwise lacking from present or non-existing 

institutions, thereby filling institutional gaps by connecting actors and assets, as well as by 

spreading information and resources (Murray et al., 2010).  

Regarding the development process of social innovations, several suggestions have been proposed 

                                                 
44  The sense of collectiveness from partnerships and networks gathers expertise and resources from all different fields (e.g. 

commissioners in the public sector, providers in social enterprises, advocators in social movements and entrepreneurs in private 

businesses) and may provide many forms of valuable support, especially when connecting actors from both the top and bottom (this 

interdependence is crucial as social change is rarely only top-down or bottom-up (Murray et al., 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007). These 

alliances are important interactions between the individual entrepreneurs, small organisations or groups (with the ideas, creativity, 

drive and mobility), and the large influential institutions (with the indispensable resources for implementation and scaling of 

initiatives) (Mulgan et al, 2007). The critical resources of SI are not profit-oriented but rather social in nature as they are sourced 

from many different fields, such as voluntary labour, philanthropic commitment, networks, collaborations etc. (Mulgan et al., 2007). 
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as to how these innovation stages might take shape, though they tend follow more or less the same 

phases. In general, it is recognised that most social innovations initially stem from an understanding 

of the context and the identification of an unmet need which then leads to the idea formulation and 

creation of a potential solution (Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010; Lettice & Perekh, 2010; 

Bacon et al., 2008 in Oliveira & Breda-Vázquez, 2012). Then, resources are mobilised in order to 

turn the idea into a prototype or a pilot from which the innovation can be tested and later assessed 

(Murray et al., 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007; Bacon et al., 2008 in Oliveira & Breda-Vázquez, 2012). 

In doing so, it is possible to evaluate its survivability along the way and whether improvement is 

needed. Once those steps have occurred, sustaining the innovation should be ensured by sharpening 

and streamlining it as well as considering its long-term survivability (Murray et al., 2010; Bacon, 

2008). Then, the innovation can eventually be scaled up, replicated and diffused
45

 across sectors 

and into new contexts (Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010; Preskill & Beer, 2012; Bacon, 

2008 in Oliveira & Breda-Vázquez, 2012). The scaling up and expansion of a social innovation may 

involve more nonconforming ways
46

, such as through inspiration and emulation, the spread and 

adaptation of social ideas, or sharing experiences and know-how that support others in replicating 

and growing the innovation (Murray et al., 2010). It should be noted, however, that although the 

steps of SI processes might appear rather straight-forward, it should be emphasised that these 

processes are often non-linear
47

 and unpredictable (Preskill & Beer, 2012). As explained in the 

following chapter, the social innovation process by Murray et al. (2010) (illustrated in Appendix A 

and Model 1) will be used as the analytical framework in this thesis. 

As any social innovation aims to generate systemic change
48

 (Murray et al., 2010), the impact 

evaluation of the initiative is deemed high importance. In fact, some view social innovation as a 

                                                 
45 The diffusion rarely happens in a controlled way, but may be via the market, technology, networks, social movements, actors etc. 

The adaptation of SI not only depends on the individual or target group, but also on its integration and acceptance into a socially 

formed context (Hochgerner, 2009 & Gerber, 2006 in Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). Some of the crucial factors for dissemination 

depend on scalability, diversity of actors, power relations, resources and communication (Oliveira & Breda-Vázquez, 2012). 

46  The diffusion of a social innovation aims to spread and share its idea with as many as possible through collaborative networking; 

whereas a business innovation, on the other hand, tries to protect its idea and knowledge from competitors through intellectual 

property rights and only shares it with partners, franchisees, licensees etc. (Murray et al., 2010). 

47 Some steps of the process may be more important to some social innovators than others. Feedback loops between each step are 

quite common, thereby making the process look more like a spiral than linear (Mulgan et al., 2007). Furthermore, trying to strictly 

follow a linear process will most likely inhibit potential creative ideas and input that would otherwise have strengthened the its 

development (Mulgan et al., 2007). “The linear approach fails to take account of the social factors that shape innovation including 

market factors and social demands, as well as the synergic advantages of networks and clusters” (Mulgan et al., 2007:26). 

48 Thus, one ought to question to what extent that specific social innovation has brought about systemic change by altering mind-sets, 

perceptions, attitudes, behaviour, structures, concepts, power relations in the public sector, private sector, grant economy and 

households (Murray et al., 2010; Center for Social Innovation at Stanford Graduate School of Business, in Preskill & Beer, 2012)? 
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prerequisite or a crucial component for social change
49

 (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). Some contend 

that the social impact is an important distinctive of SI; while others argue that it can still be a social 

innovation even if it does not bring about social change (Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010; 

European Social Innovation Research, 2012). Moreover, some may even be socially innovative 

without even knowing it or referring to it as a social innovation. The difference between social 

innovation and social change, however, is that the first one is often planned, intended and 

coordinated (to a certain extent), whereas the latter is the outcome of societal processes and 

changing structures (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). Although, the importance of evaluating impact 

and social change are greatly emphasised, it is unfortunately beyond the scope of this research.  

                                                 
49 “In the long term, social efficiency can go beyond the initial socially innovative project, tackling social equilibrium to become a 

source of social transformation contributing to the emergence of a new model of development” (Cloutier, 2003:1 in Valéau, 2011:3). 
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4. Analytical framework 

Since the field of social entrepreneurship also uses innovation to achieve social and environmental 

goals, it could be interesting to examine to what extent and in which way social enterprises are 

socially innovative, as well as the applicability of a social innovation framework to SE. Based on 

Murray et al.’s social innovation process
50

 (2010) (illustrated in Appendix A) a modified model has 

been created as the analytical framework (Model 1) to encompass the different perspectives in the 

SI literature. As indicated with the previous chapter, there appears to be similarities between the SI 

and SE literature (e.g. need identification, opportunity recognition, resource mobilisation and social 

networks, multi-stakeholder involvement, replicability and scalability, impact evaluation, systemic 

change etc.), and thus the SE literature is considered somewhat integrated in this framework. 

Model 1: The Social Innovation Process 

 

Source: the author 

The framework illustrates the different development phases that social innovations often go through, 

starting with an initial understanding of the local context and the identification of a need, an idea is 

formulated and resources are gathered, the initiative is then implemented and later evaluated, where 

after it may be scaled up and replicated, have an outcome and eventually some social and/or 

                                                 
50 Murray et al. (2010) suggest a six phase innovation process: 1) Understanding of context and needs (prompts, inspiration and 

diagnosis); 2) Initial idea development phase (proposal and idea); 3) Actual implementation (prototyping and piloting); 4) 

Survivability of innovation (sustaining, sharpening and streamlining); 5) Diffusion of the idea (scaling and replication); 6) Social 

impact and change creation (systemic change). 
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environmental impact
51

. In the midst of this, one should not neglect the dynamic forces in the 

external environment that continuously change throughout the innovation process, which require 

great adaptability and flexibility from these organisations and actors. If the innovation has resulted 

in a positive societal impact, then this would imply that the context has changed and thus a re-

evaluation of the context would be needed to understand the new challenges. Furthermore, one 

should also keep in mind that the phases of the SI process may also be non-linear.  

By breaking down the different phases above, this should help illuminate and identify possible 

social innovation characteristics. Based on the SI characteristics presented in the literature review 

(Section 3.2.), the organisations will evaluated according to the definition of SI (Section 2.12.2) and 

the criteria presented by the European Social Innovation Research (2012) (Model 2). 

Model 2: Core elements and common features of social innovations 

 

Source: European Social Innovation Research (2012), TEPSIE Project 1.1. by Julie Caulier-Grice et al. 

The European Social Innovation Research (2012) explains these core characteristics as 1) novelty 

(new to the field, sector, region, market or user, or applied in a new way); 2) idea to implementation 

(the actual implementation and application of new ideas (process), rather than ‘just’ developing new 

ideas (invention)); 3) meeting a social and/or environmental need (explicitly designed to meet a 

social need); 4) effectiveness (trying to be more effective than existing solutions); and 5) enhancing 

                                                 
51 As already explained in delimitations, it is outside the scope of this research to evaluate the social and/or environmental impact of 

these initiatives, though their outcomes will still be presented and analysed. 
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society’s capacity to act (empowering beneficiaries by creating new roles and relationships, 

developing assets and capabilities and a better use of these). The more common features of SI 

involve openness and collaborativeness, ‘prosumption’ and co-production, grassroot/bottom-up 

approach, mutualism, development of capabilities and assets, better use of assets and resources, 

cross-sectoral approach and establishment of new relationships. 

The analysis (Chapter 6) will therefore first evaluate whether these social enterprises are in fact 

socially innovative according to the abovementioned social innovation process (Model 1), while 

also integrating the literature and definition of SI (presented in Section 2.12.2). The influence of 

context and challenges arising will be discussed throughout the SI process and in depth in Section 

6.1.7. Then, the social innovation characteristics will be evaluated according to the European Social 

Innovation Research (2012) (Model 2) where after the local understanding of social innovation will 

be taken into account. In doing so, the criteria presented by the Impumelelo Social Innovations 

Centre in Cape Town (2013) (innovativeness, effectiveness, poverty impact, sustainability and 

replication) will be discussed in relation to findings and the respondents’ personal understanding of 

SI will also be considered. These findings will be summed-up in Table 4, p. 62. 

Though before looking at the social innovativeness of the social enterprises, Chapter 5 will 

introduce the different organisations and justify why they are considered as social enterprises by 

relating to the SE literature and definition. More specifically, the cases will be assessed according to 

the social enterprise spectrums by Dees et al. (2001) and Social Velocity (2009) (Table 2 & 3 p. 37).   
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5. Case presentation 

The following section includes a brief presentation of the organisations (please see Table 1 below), 

their SE characteristics and current outcomes. For further explanations please see Appendix E 

which also provides a presentation of the entrepreneurs’ understanding of SE, challenges faced so 

far, future goals and strategies. To sum-up, Table 2 and 3 on p. 38 illustrate the placement of the 

different organisations along the social enterprise spectrum.  

Table 1: Overview of social enterprises interviewed 

ORGANISATION SECTOR/AREA LOCATED SIZE AGE 
TYPE OF SE 

According to Dees et al. (2001) and Social 
Velocity (2009) (Appendices B & C) 

TrashBack (TB) 
Waste 

management & 
recycling 

Hout Bay 

4 permanent part-time 
staff, a recycling team 
and 590 community 

members (beneficiaries) 

2 years 
Social enterprise with hybrid structure 

working towards being financially 
sustainable (with some grants) 

Wonderbag (WB) 
Energy-saving 

cooking 

Newlands 
(Head office 
in Durban) 

Small group of full-time 
permanent staff, 

distribution agents and 
manufacturers 

5 years 
Social enterprise with hybrid structure 
where profits are re-invested into the 

mission 

Abalimi Bezekhaya 
(AB) 

Organic urban 
micro-farming 

Philippi, 
Khayelitsha & 

Gugulethu 

17 full-time and part-
time staff, 14 volunteers, 

3000 microfarmers 
31 years 

Starting as an NPO, today a social 
enterprise with hybrid structure, 

continuously working towards financial 
sustainability (though still dependent on 

grants) 

FoodPods (FP) 
Organic urban 
micro-farming 

Philippi 

A small team of full-time 
staff, volunteers and 

franchisees 
(beneficiaries) 

2 years 

Social enterprise with hybrid structure 
where profits are re-invested into the 
mission. However, some future profits 
will be distributed to social investors 

Open Africa (OA) Rural tourism Claremont 

10 permanent full-time 
staff, a board of 5 

members and 2000 
participants 

(beneficiaries) 

18 years 

Once purely philanthropic, now more 
towards commercial thus some 

hybridity. A NPO with trading activities 
but still a social enterprise. 

Greenpop (GP) 
Treeplanting 

(permaculture) 
City Center 

8 permanent full-time 
staff, interns and 2800 

volunteers 
3 years 

Social enterprise with hybrid structure 
where profits made are re-invested back 

into mission 

CocoáFair (CF) 
Organic fairtrade 

chocolate 
Observatory 

8 permanent  
full-time staff 

3 years 

Social enterprise leaning towards the 
commercial side (some hybridity). 

Commercial, competitive and profit 
maximising with some social value 

propositions in business model 

Source: the author 

5.1. TrashBack 

TrashBack (TB) is an incentivised recycling project in the informal settlement Imizamo Yethu in 

Hout Bay, which encourages community members to collect trash by rewarding them with vouchers 

in an attempt to increase environmental awareness and create cleaner surroundings. It was formed 

in 2011 by Andrew McNaught as a social enterprise and today involves 590 community members. 
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TB provides an innovative solution to waste management with its fingerprint waste delivery system 

combined with a voucher system to address pressing social, environmental and economic problems. 

Driven by a social mission to create a cleaner society through economic and social upliftment and 

environmental awareness creation, TB balances social impact and profit generation and addresses a 

need not previously met. The business model is based on capital accumulated from income-

generating activities (creating value from recycled materials and a second-hand clothing project) 

and donations to cross-subsidise the voucher system. Different partnerships and social networks are 

used to mobilise resources while trying to become financially sustainable. To date, TB has collected 

37 032 kg of recyclables (about 400kg each week or 415 cubic meters of recyclables) and 

exchanged 1019 vouchers of a total value of R25 238. The voucher system has created greater 

awareness around waste management and recycling, cleaner surroundings, and an increased income 

for beneficiaries from vouchers redeemed.  

5.2. Wonderbag 

Wonderbag (WB) is an environmental cooking bag addressing the challenges of carbon emissions, 

limited natural resources and increasing prices, job creation and social development. It enables 

households and organisations to cook more environmentally friendly while making great economic 

and energy savings. WB was introduced in 2008 by Sarah Collins as a financially self-sustainable 

social enterprise and is run by the turnover from bags sold. WB is a unique solution with a resource-

saving cooking bag to address pressing economic, social and environmental needs (energy saving, 

cost-reduction of expensive resources, health and safety issues etc.). WB is mainly socially mission 

driven but also market driven and aims to create social and economic value where the only income 

generated is to financially self-sustain the business. Partnerships and social networks have been 

crucial for the spread of the bag both nationally and internationally. So far, 500 000 bags have been 

distributed in SA and 2000 jobs have been created. It has reduced households’ use of electricity, 

paraffin, wood and fuel costs with 30% (thereby also CO2 emissions). It has reduced cooking 

fumes, the risk of fires and injuries, less wood and charcoal used, reduced water consumption, less 

food wasted and time spent on cooking. 

5.3. Abalimi Bezekhaya 

Abalimi Bezekhaya (AB) is a farming development programme aiming to improve sustainable food 

production and nature conservation by supporting organic urban micro-farms and skills 

development amongst disadvantaged and impoverished communities in Cape Town. Founded in 

1982 as a NPO with the Department of Social Development and initially entirely dependent on 



 

      36 

external funding, AB introduced an income-generating strategy in 2008, Harvest of Hope (100 

micro-farmers producing 350 veggie boxes weekly to families in Cape Town), which brings income 

directly to the farmers (50%) (R500-R3000 p/500m2 plot per month) and cross-subsidises 

Abalimi’s other activities (though it still relies on social networks, partnerships and funding). AB is 

strongly mission driven and provides a unique solution to pressing and unmet economic, social and 

environmental needs of food insecurity and economic poverty. Abalimi supports 1500-2500 home 

based organic vegetable gardens, 50-100 community projects which in total involves 3000 farmers.  

5.4. FoodPods 

FoodPods (FP) is a micro-agro business model addressing unemployment and food insecurity in the 

developing communities by providing training, support and infrastructure to grow and sell own 

organic vegetables through a pod system. Franchisees are able to support family, neighbours and 

surrounding community members with affordable and fresh vegetables while generating income. FP 

was founded in 2011 by Heinrich Ungerer as a social enterprise generating profit through a ‘hub 

and spokes’
52

 model. Although it is still dependent on funding from social investors during early 

days, it has proven to be a financially viable model. The micro-gardening pod system addresses 

food insecurity, economic poverty and access to affordable organic produce by using the scarce 

resources in a creative and sustainable way that is aligned with the cycle of nature. Although driven 

by a social mission, the business model supports its generation of economic value. The model has 

proven that one foodpod alone can support 10 families. The Hub started with 70 crates which have 

grown into 2400 crates. Although only two franchisees are currently linked to the Hub (more were 

trained), the recently introduced agent model will employ 60 agents in the next few months. 

5.5. Open Africa 

Open Africa (OA) is an online platform supporting rural development by offering off-road travel 

destinations throughout Southern Africa. By focusing on cultural and natural abundance through 

tourism, trade and conservation, the rural communities are connected and uplifted through 

employment creation, cultural development, nature and wildlife conservation, agriculture etc. 

Thereby the visitors support economic, social and ecological development. It was established in 

1995 by Noel De Villiers as a NPO though is currently working on introducing more income 

                                                 
52 A Hub (a community project, school, NGO or church) provides training to individuals (franchisees and agents), grows, distributes 

and sales crates when veggies are 90% ready-to-sell. Each franchisee and agent grows veggies for households and sells excess 

produce to neighbours. Once a pod is consumed, it can be exchanged for a new one at the Hub. The business model is financially 

viable as the franchisee generates income from the excess produce sold and the Hub from the pods sold, while FoodPods the 

company provides the Hubs with resources needed for the planting, training and support (FP Interview, HU 2013; FP Website, 2013). 
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streams. In an attempt to become financially sustainable, it has engaged in various partnerships and 

networks to strengthen their resource mobilisation. By using the abundant resources available in the 

respective communities, this supports creative and sustainable initiatives. OA is mainly socially 

mission driven and only little market-driven (creating market access for beneficiaries, corporate 

involvement and marketing activities) and creates social, economic and environmental value 

through enterprise development, employment creation, nature conservation, arts and craft, and 

agricultural development etc. OA supports 2626 community-based businesses, employs 30 640 

people through 65 routes across 6 countries in Southern Africa. 

5.6. Greenpop 

Greenpop (GP) is a tree-evolution based on volunteerism and corporate involvement for the 

development of more sustainable and greener communities. It creates greater environmental 

awareness through tree planting projects, green events, education, social media and volunteerism. 

GP kicked off in 2010 by Misha Teasdale, Lauren O'Donnell and Jeremy Hewitt as a social 

enterprise with a business model having several income streams and strong environmental value 

propositions. Driven by a mission to create social change, business practices have been applied to 

be financially self-sustainable. In order to strengthen its resource mobilisation, Greenpop is greatly 

involved in tons of partnerships and social networks. GP offers a solution to an environmental and 

social problem (deforestation and lack of green areas in developing communities) by starting a 

treevolution and using available resources. So far, 17 876 trees have been planted in 234 locations 

in and around Cape Town, involving 2798 volunteers and benefitting 100 500 people.  

5.7. CocoáFair 

CocoáFair (CF) is the first fairtrade and organic chocolate factory with the entire bean-to-bar 

process in Africa. It offers affordable chocolate and supports social entrepreneurial initiatives with a 

particular focus on people, planet and processes. CF was established in 2010 by Thor Thorøe and 

Antonino Allegra as a Close Corporation (CC) (soon to be a private owned company (Pty Ltd)). It 

is financially sustainable by generating profit from chocolate sold and chocolate-making courses, of 

which income is partly re-invested in social projects. By sourcing organically from around Africa 

(and Central America), this supports farmer development, the environment, creates employment 

while offering affordable organic chocolate. CF has created a business model that is both profit and 

socially mission driven and has introduced a product and process not currently provided by the 

market. By employing only previously disadvantaged and unskilled people, CF has trained them to 
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become chocolatiers and one of them with her own chocolate selection. CF also runs a SE project 

with school children decorating cardboard as an art project (Children's Recycled Tube Art Project).  

As indicated in this case presentation, all these organisations demonstrate some SE characteristics 

though have unique features and could therefore be placed differently along the social enterprise 

spectrum (see Table 2 and 3 below as well as Appendix E for elaboration). 

Table 2: The Social Enterprise Spectrum 

CHARITIES / 
NON-

PROFITS 
SOCIAL ENTERPRISES 

FOR-PROFITS 
/ 

TRADITIONAL 
BUSINESSES 

Pure non-profit 

Non-profit 
with trading 

/ business 
activity as 

part of 
delivery 

model 
 

OPEN 
AFRICA 

Organisation 
working 
toward 

financial 
sustainability 

business 
(some grants) 

 

TRASHBACK 
ABALIMI B. 

Breakeven - 
all revenues 

from 
trading 

activities 

Profits made 
but not 

distributed - 
back into 
mission 

 

WONDERBAG 
FOODPODS 
GREENPOP 

Profits made 
and (some) 
distributed 

to investors; 
profits likely 
to be lower 

due to social 
mission 

 
(FoodPods in 

the future) 

Commercial, 
competitive 

and profit 
maximising; 
social value 
proposition 

built into 
business 

model 
 

COCOÁFAIR 

Profit 
maximising 

  Subsidised Trade-off 
Lock-step / 

social 
business 

  

Source: Social Velocity (2009) with added comments from the author 

Table 3: The Social Enterprise Spectrum 

  
PURE 

PHILANTHROPY 
 ←     SOCIAL ENTERPRISE (HYBRID)     → 

PURE 
COMMERCIAL 

Motives,  
methods & 

goals 

  
TRASHBACK, WONDERBAG, ABALIMI, FOODPODS, OPEN AFRICA, 

GREENPOP, COCOÁFAIR 
  

Beneficiaries 
TRASHBACK,  
OPEN AFRICA 

WONDERBAG, ABALIMI, FOODPODS, GREENPOP, COCOÁFAIR   

Capital   TRASHBACK, ABALIMI, FOODPODS, OPEN AFRICA 
WONDERBAG,  

GREENPOP, 
COCOÁFAIR 

Workforce   
TRASHBACK, WONDERBAG, ABALIMI, FOODPODS, OPEN AFRICA, 

GREENPOP 
COCOÁFAIR 

Suppliers   
TRASHBACK, WONDERBAG, ABALIMI, FOODPODS, OPEN AFRICA, 

GREENPOP 
COCOÁFAIR 

Source: the author, based on Dees et al. (2001) 
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6. Analysis  

The following chapter will present and analyse the findings gathered from the fieldwork and 

integrate the literature previously reviewed. Based on the research question, the analysis will be 

structured around the concept of social innovation and its applicability to social entrepreneurship. In 

order to understand and evaluate in which way these social enterprises may be socially innovative, 

the analysis will firstly look at the extent to which the social enterprises have followed the social 

innovation process. Based on these findings their social innovation characteristics will be examined. 

A critical reflection will be deemed important when understanding and analysing the findings and 

the local perception of the concepts (Willis, 2007).  

6.1. The social innovation process 

As described in the analytical framework (Model 1, p. 30) this section will examine in which way 

the social enterprises understood the specific context and identified a need, formulated an idea and 

gathered resources, then implemented their initiative, evaluated and refined the processes, scaled 

and replicated the idea, to finally have an outcome and potentially a social impact. As some of the 

social enterprises experienced a similar innovation process, some of the sections will instead 

provide a few examples to highlight differences and similarities between them (for further 

explanation, please see Appendix G). 

6.1.1. The South African context 

It is acknowledged that most social innovations initially stem from an understanding of the local 

context (Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010; Lettice and Perekh, 2010), thus it is deemed 

important for entrepreneurs to recognise the present societal, economic, institutional, political and 

environmental challenges as these are often greater in developing countries and emerging markets. 

Moreover, the development of a social innovation is highly influenced by the context which 

consequently determines an innovation’s emergence and ability to thrive (Oliveira and Breda-

Vázquez, 2012). 

TrashBack recognised an environmental issue in the townships in the Western Cape with poor 

infrastructure for waste systems which had resulted in unclean areas and bad health (TB Interview, 

AM and JH 2012). “More often than not, the previously disadvantaged communities
53

 bear the 

                                                 
53 The apartheid system forced the reallocation of people to more crowded, degraded and disadvantaged communities, where people 

are still suffering the most from the negative consequences of the environmental exploitation of resources (e.g. issues of toxic waste, 

mercury poisoning, soil erosion, poverty and food insecurity, lack of access to energy and clean water etc.) (Impumelelo, 2004).  
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greatest social and environmental costs of inadequate waste management through the contamination 

of water and soil, poor sanitation and dirty surroundings” (Impumelelo, 2004:20). Meanwhile, the 

high-income households are indeed the greatest waste sinners whereas the waste of low-income 

residents in Cape Town consists of 80% disposable organic waste and recyclables (Bowden, 2006). 

Thus, the recognised need to reduce and recycle the hazardous amount of waste going to landfills
54

 

has led to several local cross-sectoral collaborations between private and public sector
55

 and the 

civil society (Impumelelo 2004 & 2010; UNEP, 2010; City of Cape Town, 2013).  

The limited access to and increasing prices of energy resources in the developing communities was 

identified by Wonderbag. Within the past few years the electricity tariffs have increased to around 

20-30% in the Western Cape as well as price increases in petrol (SABC, 2013), thereby limiting 

poorer people’s access to resources (NERSA, 2011; IOL News, 2011). The use of energy resources 

was previously efficient but over the years there has been a decrease in supply and a need to reduce 

GHG emissions which have resulted in a continuous price increase of energy resources (eThekwini 

Municipality, 2012). Moreover, there were also health issues caused by air pollution and injuries 

from fuel fires, and high carbon pollution from basic cooking methods (WB Website, 2013).  

In the Cape Flats, Abalimi Bezekhaya observed an extremely high level of poverty and crime, 

predominantly populated by economic refugees from previous apartheid homelands (AB Interview, 

RS 2013). The suppression of blacks and coloureds during Apartheid created widespread economic 

and social poverty that SA is still struggling with (AB document, 2012). Thus, Abalimi identified 

significant high levels of unemployment (24.2% in 2010 in the Western Cape (City of Cape Town, 

2010)), food insecurity (80% of the population considered as food insecure
2 

in the developing 

communities in Cape Town), unused land and water supply opportunities
56

.  

FoodPods also identified issues of food insecurity
57

, high unemployment, the abundance of natural 

                                                 
54 The City of Cape Town currently has three landfill sites for solid waste (Belville, Coastal Park and Vissershok) of which all are 

already half full and thus stipulating closure in 2013 and the others 2016 - 2022 (three others closed in 2008) (City of Cape Town, 

2012). Despite many waste schemes introduced, the amount of waste going to landfills increased with 7% in 2002 (Bowden, 2006). 

Alone in 2012 the total waste generated in Cape Town was 1,890.737 tons of which 10% was recycled (City of Cape Town, 2012). 

“Empowering communities to manage their own environmental resources is the first step but not enough” (Impumelelo, 2004:21). 

55 E.g. the White Paper on Integrated Pollution and Waste Management 2000, the National Waste Management Strategy, the City of 

Cape Town’s Integrated Waste Management (IWM) Policy and Programme 2006 etc. (City of Cape Town, 2013). These initiatives 

aim to ensure safe disposal of all sorts of waste to also prevent and limit the spread of poor sanitation and bad health in the 

communities (City of Cape Town, 2012). 

56 “Cape Town has always been a place of sudden and extreme weather changes and thus the micro-farmers know how to farm under 

extreme circumstances and survive, even thrive, with only a scrap of wasteland, some fertiliser, and a bit of water and seed” (AB 

Interview, RS 2013). 

57 A study on food insecurity in the surrounding developing communities of Cape Town by the African Food Security Urban 

Network from 2008, reveal that 80% of the sampled households could be considered as moderately or severely food insecure 
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resources and available land for farming (FP Interview, HU 2013). “The lack of consistent and 

affordable access to proper nutrition is a harsh reality for millions of people living in disadvantaged 

communities. Since the poor purchase most of their vegetables from commercial supermarkets they 

are subject to escalating food prices and hefty travel costs”
 
(FP Website, 2013). Poor households 

continue to pay significantly higher prices for food
58

 and have become “the biggest victims of the 

sharp increase in food-price inflation” (Payne, 2011) (from 1% to 10.3% in 2011 (NAMC, 2012)). 

This increase was partly caused by increased electricity and fuel prices, and directly affected the 

country’s food production and resulted in violent labour strikes in the Western Cape (Transvaal 

Agricultural Union SA in Booyens, 2013). 

In light of the 1990s political issues, Open Africa realised how the economic and social 

underdevelopment had influenced the disadvantaged people living in rural areas. Despite high 

unemployment, poverty and migration levels, these communities meanwhile hold great natural and 

cultural wealth and thus the conservation of biodiversity is critical for social and economic capital 

(OA Website, 2013).  

Greenpop described the nature of the Western Cape as challenged with the lack of green, fertile and 

fruitful areas in the developing communities. The landscape had been affected by Apartheid when 

people were reallocated to under-privileged areas creating a disparity between privileged ‘leafy’ 

areas and under-greened areas (GP Interview, MT 2012; Impumelelo, 2010; Pollack, 2009). “In the 

last 30 years, biodiversity and the availability of natural resources in Cape Town has declined by 

33%” (City of Cape Town, 2006) which has led to several greening initiatives, especially in the 

developing communities, to raise awareness of the importance of indigenous nature (Pollack, 2010). 

Although CocoáFair had no initial thorough understanding of the local context, great business 

opportunities were identified from a growing chocolate market of 5-6% annually (CF Interview, AA 

2013). A mental switch was noticed from profit-oriented businesses wanting to add more value 

throughout their processes (CF Interview, AA 2013) as well as a growing middle-class consumers 

(WealthWise, 2011; O’Carroll in Nieburg, 2013). Besides from supporting fair trade and organic 

                                                                                                                                                                  
(Battersby, 2011). Food insecurity is not only a matter of availability but also access (e.g. financial resources) which limits dietary 

diversity and nutritional levels. Thus, the increase in food prices in 2008 affected households economically by leaving 31% worse off 

and 45% much worse off (Battersby, 2011). Moreover, the more food insecure and income poor a household is, the higher the 

tendency to use informal food markets, which could indicate a market failure in the formal food system (Battersby, 2011).  

58 Between in 2011 and 2012 the cost of the food basket for the poorest 30% of the population increased to 38.7%, compared to only 

2.9% for the wealthiest 30% (the National Agricultural Marketing Council, 2012). According to the Food Pricing Monitoring 

Committee (2003), the average food price inflation in South Africa has been 23.1% for poor households while 19% for richer 

households (Battersby, 2011). However, “the poor are likely considerably worse affected by food price inflation than the official 

government data suggests” (Battersby, 2011:551). 
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produce (a growing trend in the Western Cape
59

 though still only with few competitors), CocoáFair 

realised the importance of promoting social values (CF Interview, AA and TT 2013).  

Not only did these social enterprises start out by having an understanding of the local context and 

the societal challenges that needed to be addressed (except CocoáFair), they also questioned the 

root of the problem (Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010). Different market failures were 

identified in which existing providers had yet not been able to meet the needs (all the cases, except 

CocoáFair); nor to create value or ensure positive externalities for their beneficiaries throughout 

their processes (CocoáFair, Wonderbag, Open Africa); nor to recognise and take into consideration 

the value and limits of natural resources (Open Africa, FoodPods, Abalimi, Wonderbag, TrashBack) 

(Cohen and Winn, 2007). Most of the organisations recognised and experienced resource scarcity 

(Abalimi, FoodPods, Open Africa, Wonderbag, Greenpop) and had to deal with institutional voids 

and lacking structures (TrashBack, Wonderbag, Open Africa) (Mair and Martí, 2009; Naudé, 2011; 

Khanna and Palepu, 2006; Fagerberg, 2003). Thus, the social enterprises showed an understanding 

of the social, economic, political and environmental challenges in the local context which led them 

to identify specific needs. 

6.1.2. Need identification and idea formulation 

Within the specific context entrepreneurs identify unmet needs not previously addressed by others 

which then leads to the opportunity recognition specifically present in those market failures (Dean 

& McMullen, 2007; Dimov, 2007 and Woodman et al., 1993 in Hansen et al., 2002) and the idea 

formulation of possible solutions (Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010; Lettice & Perekh, 2010; 

Hansen et al, 2002; Bacon et al., 2008 in Oliveira & Breda-Vázquez, 2012).  

In the townships around Cape Town, TrashBack identified a need for cleaner surroundings and an 

improvement in the lacking infrastructure for waste management. In order to uplift the community 

environmentally, socially and economically, the entire community needed to be involved through 

participation, self-activism and ownership
60

 (TB Interview, AM and JH 2012). In doing so, apathy 

was changed into action through a participatory approach by making the beneficiaries the change-

makers and managing their own waste system, as well as bringing value to resources previously 

                                                 
59 The Western Cape is one of the main areas for both certified and non-certified organic produce in SA (in retailing, farmer’s 

markets, box schemes, health shops etc.) (Barrow, 2006). 

60 “Environmental education and awareness creation are powerful tools for project developers and policy makers. Not only is 

environmental education crucial to getting community buy-in to projects and a sense of ownership, it also enables the local 

communities and partner organisations to understand the environmental issues and participate actively in problem-solving and 

planning” (Impumelelo, 2004:39). 
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considered worthless (TB Website, 2012). TB recognised an opportunity in a market failure (poor 

infrastructure and lacking recycling system, unused resources, no presence of other systems) to 

develop an incentivised recycling system with a unique voucher and tracking system of investments, 

which rewards participants for recyclables collected (TB Interview, AM and JH 2012).  

In the developing communities, the founder of Wonderbag identified several needs: high poverty 

and unemployment levels, the shortage of energy resources supply and increasing prices, the need 

to reduce the use of valuable energy resources, safety and house fires, valuable time, energy-saving 

cooking and the reduction of GHG emissions (WB Interview, PS 2013). Those needs became an 

incentive to introduce a more sustainable and innovative alternative. By having previously 

developed various business ideas for rural communities around South Africa, the founder created an 

environmentally friendly and economically cooking bag which could save energy, money and time 

as well as create employment. 

With a focus on food security, both Abalimi and FoodPods described several economic, social and 

ecological needs that demanded attention: economic poverty, unemployment, racial opportunity 

gaps, food insecurity, low consumer power, increasing food prices and lack of access to nutritious 

food (AB Interview, RS 2013; FP Interview, HU 2013). “Millions of people living in disadvantaged 

communities in Cape Town suffer from poor nutrition and need easy access to affordable, fresh, 

organic vegetables on an on-going basis. The ideal scenario would be for people living at the 

bottom of the pyramid to grow their own food to consume and sell” (FP Website, 2013). Thus, both 

AB and FP recognised an opportunity to encourage micro-farming but through different models
61

. 

Being the front-runner of micro-farming in the Cape Flats, Abalimi identified an opportunity to 

grow small-scale organic produce with the land and resources available, and train beneficiaries to 

grow their own food and support them throughout the ‘development chain’ to generate income and 

ensure a greener surrounding. Some farmers are eventually able to produce enough veggies to sell 

their produce to Harvest of Hope (HoH), a box scheme supplying families in the city with this 

organically grown produce (AB Interview, RS, 2013; AB documents, 2012). Along the same lines, 

FoodPods created an urban micro-farming food pod system (a hub and spokes model, as explained 

in the case presentation) which trains beneficiaries to become agents with their own veggie pods. 

 

                                                 
61 Both Abalimi and FoodPods actually chose to locate themselves in the same developing community, Philippi, which is known for 

being the area of greatest potential for urban agricultural activities (both in terms of resources, market and receptive attitude) (AB 

Interview, RS 2013; FP Interview, HU 2013). Moreover, research shows that the produce grown in this area enters just as much the 

formal sector as the informal, which shows complex and interdependent connections (Jackson, 2010 in Battersby, 2011). 
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Open Africa identified a need for ecological conservation, job creation and capacity building, as 

well as uplifting rural development and better support to black citizens (OA Interview, NDV 2012). 

OA recognised an opportunity to build an online platform to connect these communities, build 

markets through tourism, infrastructure, capacity building and trade. In fact, ecotourism has been 

recognised as a significant driver for economic, environmental and cultural development
62

. “By 

promoting trade through tourism, this initiates connectivity, cooperation, collaboration, discovery, 

invention, and innovation. This will support job creation, poverty alleviation, capacity building, 

investment, infrastructure, entrepreneurship and competitiveness” (NDV on OA Website, 2013). 

Driven by the love for trees and an understanding of the environmental landscape of the Western 

Cape (deforestation and poor green areas), Greenpop identified an opportunity to spread 

environmental awareness on natural conservation by planting indigenous trees, thereby creating 

cohesion and connection between different groups of society. “There is so much natural resistance 

which disallows for collaboration and cohesion to actually take place among Capetonians” (GP 

Interview, MT 2012). Based on that vision, GP created a ‘green’ movement involving everyone in 

weekly planting, company and school planting, biodiversity courses, tree gifts, deforestation 

projects, water recycling programmes etc. (GP Website, 2012; GP Interview, MT, 2012). 

Although already having an idea before identifying the need, CocoáFair recognised a desire in Cape 

Town for affordable high quality chocolate (CF Interview, AA 2013; CF Website, 2012). With a 

social value creation approach (people, planet and profit), CF decided to become the first fair trade 

and organic bean-to-bar chocolate factory in Africa (CF Interview, AA 2013). By using the profit 

generated in the business for different social entrepreneurial initiatives, profits would be balanced 

with social value creation (CF Interview, TT 2013; CF Website, 2012). 

Summing up, these social enterprises identified pressing social, economic and environmental needs 

and through discovery and assessment turned these into opportunities to create greater social value 

(Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010; Robinson, 2006; Dees et al., 2001; Thompson et al., 2011; 

Smith et al., 2010). They evaluated an opportunity to thereafter formulate and modify an idea with a 

social vision and mission (Hansen et al., 2002). All of them identified a need and opportunity in the 

given context, except CocoáFair which already had a business idea and then looked at how this 

could be combined with a social value proposition fitting that particular context. The fact that 

                                                 
62 “The Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism in South Africa is now promoting growth in ecotourism, which allows 

each region to make the most of its unique environmental and cultural heritage, create employment and increase economic expansion” 

(Dixon and Pretorius, 2001:15). “At the G20 summit in Mexico 2012, tourism was recognised as one of the biggest job creators in 

the world and a driver of economic growth. Local enterprises desperately need a traveller market to connect to in order for this to 

work and for jobs to not only be created, but sustained” (Claire Allison, OA Website, 2012). 



 

      45 

CocoáFair had a different order of their initial development process, however, does not make their 

innovation process less interesting compared to the other cases; on the contrary, it is still very valid 

and valuable for the findings of the differences in innovation processes.  

Like social innovations, their solutions could all be considered as being much more than merely a 

product or process in the sense that they understood not only the context and their beneficiaries, but 

even encouraged positive behavioural change for the long-term (Dawson & Daniel, 2010; Mumford, 

2002). All of them focused on developing new concepts, strategies and tools that could support 

improved social, economic or environmental well-being by addressing needs not previously met by 

the market, which is distinctive for both SI and SE (Dawson & Daniel, 2010; Howaldt & Schwarz, 

2010; Forum on Social Innovation, 2000 in Pol & Ville, 2009; European Social Innovation 

Research, 2012).  

6.1.3. Resource mobilisation 

Once the need has been identified and the idea formulated, the entrepreneur must consider the 

resource mobilisation, i.e. how to gather available and needed resources in a creative manner 

(Gundry et al., 2011). Successful sustainable and environmental entrepreneurship is said to depend 

on the ability to overcome barriers by making efficient use of environmental resources (Dean & 

McMullen, 2007). One must consider the financial, physical, and human resources as well as social 

networks (Haugh, 2009). Partnerships and collaborations may be established to gather the necessary 

resources, just like networks and interaction with multi-level stakeholders may provide this (Murray 

et al., 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007; Dawson & Daniel, 2010). Based on the resources and mission, the 

organisational form
63

 often takes shape (Murray et al., 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007). 

By looking at the creative approaches taken for mobilising resources, each of them considered their 

human, physical and financial resources and social networks which were of particular importance to 

them during the initial steps of development (Haugh, 2009). Most organisations found very valuable 

resources available in that particular local community which could provide them with both human 

and physical resources. TrashBack, Abalimi, FoodPods, Open Africa and Greenpop all gathered 

their human resources by having their beneficiaries participate and drive the initiatives themselves 

(participatory approach and local ownership), and most of the physical resources were also 

available to them (recyclables, land for farming, water systems, seedlings, local businesses and 

skills, local produce, craft etc.); meanwhile, others needed to gather their physical resources a bit 

                                                 
63 These can take various forms such as private and social enterprises, social movements, associations, public agencies and policies, 

public-private partnerships, mutual and co-ops, non-profit organisations, informal structures and hybrids (Murray et al., 2010). 
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further away (e.g. CocoáFair importing additional fair trade organic raw material or Wonderbag 

having the bags made in another province). Several of them built their physical resources, 

infrastructure and logistics through partnerships, NGOs, municipalities and social investors 

(Abalimi, TrashBack, Wonderbag and FoodPods).  

As for the financial resources, this was gathered from social investors (FoodPods), donations 

(TrashBack, Abalimi, Open Africa) and mutually beneficial partnerships (with corporates, 

municipalities, NPOs, schools, youth groups etc.) (Wonderbag, Abalimi, Greenpop). Thus, due to 

the limited resources, partnerships and cross-organisational relationships and close links with the 

community were established (Murray et al., 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007; Dawson & Daniel, 2010; 

Haugh, 2009; Perrini & Vurro, 2006; Hockerts et al., 2010; Dees et al., 2001). The only one 

gathering financial capital in a more conventional way was CocoáFair, which already held some 

start-up capital and the rest was supported through bank loans. Nevertheless, when it came to 

sustaining the financial capital, some organisations implemented income generating activities to 

cross-subsidize their core initiative (Abalimi and Open Africa); while others integrated and built 

their initiative around a profit-generating business model (Wonderbag, CocoáFair, Greenpop and 

FoodPods). TrashBack was in fact the only one struggling with its initial profit-generating model 

which forced them to add a cross-subsidising income activity. These findings show that actually it 

was the former NGOs that had adapted income-generating activities (to survive financially when 

public funding was cut down some years back); while the rather newly-established organisations 

had integrated the profit-generating side as a part of the business model from the very beginning, 

and could therefore be perceived as social enterprises at the outset of their initiative. In other words, 

their organisational form took shape based on their vision, mission and resource mobilisation 

(Murray et al., 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007). 

In relation to social networks and connections with the local communities, this was often the most 

important factor for the organisations when introducing, implementing and sustaining their 

initiatives. Both formal and informal networks (with municipalities, corporations, NGOs, schools, 

community centres, local spokespersons, social media, word of mouth etc.) were pivotal for all the 

social enterprises, where some were even on national and international levels (Wonderbag, 

CocoáFair, Open Africa, Greenpop). These social networks along with stakeholder engagement 

moreover often provide organisations with specific knowledge of the context as well as legitimacy 

among community members (Nicholls, 2009; Sharir & Lerner, 2006 in Hockerts et al., 2010; Haugh, 

2009), which was absolutely crucial for Open Africa, Abalimi and TrashBack. In general, the 

critical resources were not profit-oriented but rather social (e.g. voluntary labour, philanthropic 
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commitment, networks, collaborations and government support) (Mulgan et al., 2007), with a minor 

exception of CocoáFair. The most important stakeholders were identified as the beneficiaries and 

participants, staff and volunteers, partners and investors, local government and municipalities, 

NGOs, suppliers and clients. All these stakeholders played important roles for the mobilisation of 

resources and the organisation’s existence. Thus, one could argue that most resource barriers were 

overcome with a multi-level stakeholder approach (Gundry et al., 2011; Weerawardena & Mort, 

2006; Alvord et al., 2004; Gerlach, 2003; Dean & McMullen, 2007). 

Although these organisations managed to gather their resources in various creative ways, they of 

course all struggled during this process and some even continue to do so. For some it was the 

development of human resources that was particularly challenging (TrashBack, Abalimi, Open 

Africa, CocoáFair and FoodPods), while others needed to ensure the physical resources (CocoáFair, 

Abalimi, Wonderbag and FoodPods), or struggled gathering financial capital (TrashBack, Open 

Africa and Abalimi), or establishing strong social networks (Open Africa and FoodPods). 

6.1.4. Implementation and evaluation  

Regarding the implementation of the social innovation, this often involves the testing and execution 

through prototyping or piloting (Murray et al., 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007; Bacon et al., 2008 in 

Oliveira and Breda-Vásquez, 2012; Preskill & Beer, 2012) where after the initiative can be assessed 

and evaluated on whether improvements and refinements are needed. Once those steps have 

occurred, sustaining the innovation should be ensured by sharpening and streamlining it as well as 

considering its long-term survivability (Murray et al., 2010; Bacon, 2008). 

Findings show that only a few of the social enterprises actually started out with testing the social 

initiative on a small scale before having the pilot phase. Wonderbag, for example, tested its 

innovation in a social context with a family in a township as well as had lab test to prove its 

economic, environmental and social positive results (to thereafter implement it large-scale) (WB 

Interview, PS 2013). FoodPods first tested and evaluated the pod system on a small scale 

production before opening up food pod labs and virtual Hubs, to later evaluate and refine the ‘hub 

and spokes’ business model (FP Interview, HU 2013). TrashBack also tested, evaluated and refined 

ideas for a few months with the local community before actually introducing the pilot through its 

social networks (TB Interview, JH 2012). Meanwhile, some of the organisations started directly 

with the pilot, e.g. Open Africa which piloted its first self-drive travel route in the Western Cape 

with such a great success that it decided to expand to the rest of South Africa (OA Interview, NDV 

2012). Abalimi initially introduced the micro-farming pilot in Khayelitsha but too many challenges 
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were encountered which instead became a valuable learning experience for starting up in Philippi 

and Nyanga (AB Interview, RS 2013). In fact, only one organisation boldly skipped the testing and 

piloting completely (except with its SE projects), namely CocoáFair, by establishing the 

organisation in only one week. However, looking back it is acknowledged that this could have been 

valuable lesson, e.g. to get a better feeling of the market forces (CF Interview, TT 2013). Although 

some argue that organisations go through a testing and piloting phase before implementing the 

project at full scale (Murray et al., 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007; Bacon et al., 2008), findings indicate 

that this does not necessarily have to be the case (e.g. CocoáFair). 

As for the implementation phases, these appeared to be slightly different to the respective social 

enterprises, though nevertheless of great importance for their further development and challenges 

faced. Some still remain in the pilot phase which now consider this as their initial implementation 

phase (TrashBack and FoodPods), while others started small-scale and have grown significantly 

since then (Abalimi, Greenpop, Open Africa and CocoáFair). Only one organisation, Wonderbag, 

launched its product straightaway extensively in South Africa with both low-level and high-level 

approaches (contracting with municipalities, partnering with multinational corporations, 

cooperating with NGOs, schools, individuals, schools etc. (especially in the Western Cape and 

Kwazulu-Natal) (WB Interview, PS 2013).  

Although each organisation had some sort of monitoring or evaluation system in place, this was 

more important to some than others (which could partly be explained by their resources to prioritise 

such monitoring, the request from various stakeholders to justify any changes made, the difficulty 

of deciding what to monitor and how etc.). E.g. Abalimi monitored its activities through its “Farmer 

Development Chain”, Sustainability Index and annual evaluation, while Wonderbag has adapted 

various evaluation systems and monitoring programmes carried out by themselves and government 

officials. On the other hand, the rest (FoodPods, Greenpop, TrashBack, Open Africa and CocoáFair) 

only had minor (quantitative) evaluation systems to receive feedback while other factors were 

considered through direct (non-documented) interaction with stakeholders. Despite only little 

monitoring, this was still enough for e.g. TrashBack to realise it needed changes in resource 

allocation and logistics, data gathering, network approach, competitive element, its voucher and 

fingerprint system. All organisations used the monitoring to assess whether or not changes or 

refinements were needed to improve their output and to prepare if similar challenges would occur. 

Often, it was also used to get a feeling of the organisation’s possible impact. It was furthermore 

acknowledged that operating in a dynamic environment requires adaptability and flexibility, which 

could perhaps explain why these initiatives continue to go through a never ending feedback loop. 
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After evaluating and refining, the long-term survivability of the innovation should be considered, 

which depends on simplifying and organising the innovation in such a way that all resources and 

activities support the core vision (if not, they should be removed) (Murray et al., 2010; Bacon, 

2008). Such considerations were particularly important to e.g. TrashBack which realised the need to 

sharpen its business model and align activities with vision. “As opportunities arise and people show 

interest in moulding your project to suit their need, you start scattering all over the place in an 

attempt to survive financially. But in doing so, consolidation becomes crucial for maintaining your 

focus and vision” (TB Interview, JH 2012).  

When considering survivability, another important point aspect is the financial viability of the 

innovation (Murray et al., 2010), which each organisation to some extent tried to justify. Although 

they all have some income-generating activities integrated in their model, and some may appear 

financially stronger or more self-sustainable than others (e.g. Wonderbag is financially independent 

compared to Open Africa which still relies on external funding). However, the fact is that such 

assessment is impossible to make due to the lack of financial data provided for this research, and 

thus a thorough evaluation of their financial viability cannot be presented. Nevertheless, another 

point could perhaps still be made in relation to financial viability. According to Murray et al. (2010) 

the survivability and financial viability of an initiative should always be considered before taking 

the next step and scaling up, however, this may not have been the case for FoodPods, Open Africa 

and Abalimi (as well as TrashBack which hopes to ensure its viability through scaling up). 

6.1.5. Diffusion 

After the social innovation has been implemented, diffusion and dissemination should be considered 

(Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010; Preskill & Beer, 2012; Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010) as 

well as its adaptation and acceptance (Hochgerner, 2009 and Gerber, 2006, both in Howaldt & 

Schwarz, 2010). This often involves the spread and scaling up of the idea and even the replicating it 

to another context (Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010).  

By looking at the various cases, it appears that each of the social enterprises has managed to scale 

up its social initiative, though of course in very different ways. For some it has been an expansion 

of the model itself (the pilot) by reaching out to more beneficiaries or increasing product production 

(TrashBack, FoodPods and CocoáFair); while others have expanded to nearby areas within the same 

province (Abalimi, Greenpop and Open Africa). For example, FoodPods is now moving from the 

pilot phase to the upscale phase by expanding its production in the Hub in Philippi (pilot) to 5000 

crates and 3000 trees in the next year, thereby hopefully also increasing sales. Likewise, Abalimi 
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has proven its scalability by expanding its pilot model into several surrounding areas in the Cape 

Flats (Khayelitsha, Nyanga, Philippi, Brown's Farm, Crossroads and Guguletu) to now represent 

2500 micro-farmers and 500 community gardens. However, just like social innovations rarely 

diffuse in a controlled way (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010), which for these organisations happened via 

the market (Wonderbag, CocoáFair, Abalimi), through networks (Greenpop, Abalimi, TrashBack
64

, 

Wonderbag), through social movements (Greenpop) and via technology (TrashBack). 

As for the replication of these initiatives, findings show that only a few of the organisations had 

reached this stage nationally and internationally (Wonderbag, Open Africa, FoodPods and to some 

extent Greenpop). So far, Wonderbag has sold 500.000 bags and employed 2000 people alone in 

South Africa by partnering with corporates, local municipalities, NGOs, schools and development 

projects. It has been replicated in several countries like the UK, Germany, Ireland, Rwanda and 

Turkey, and is planning to extend its outreach globally (Nigeria, Kenya, Ethiopia, Somaliland, 

Djibouti, Sri Lanka, India and Indonesia) by focusing on strong partnerships
65

 with governments, 

multilateral organisations etc. to hopefully reach 100 million bags by 2015 (WB Interview, PS 2013; 

Business Green article, Nichols, 2012). To give another example of a scalable and replicable model, 

Open Africa today offers 65 routes across 6 African countries (South Africa, Zambia, Namibia, 

Mozambique, Lesotho and Swaziland) supporting 2626 community-based businesses that employ 

30 640 people (OA Interview, NDV 2012). 

Like social innovations, these initiatives were diffused through scaling up and replicating to other 

contexts (other provinces, regions or countries) (Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray et al., 2010; Preskill & 

Beer, 2012; Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010) and were generally well received by beneficiaries 

(Hochgerner, 2009 and Gerber, 2006, both in Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010). The positive outcomes 

have been a great incentive and driving force for some organisations to continue scaling up or 

replicating (Wonderbag, Open Africa, Greenpop) and have perhaps also let them set rather 

ambitious goals; while others are still facing challenges with replicating (TrashBack and Abalimi) 

or even just scaling up (FoodPods and CocoáFair). It is moreover argued that some of the influential 

and crucial factors for the success of the diffusion often depend on scalability, diversity of actors, 

power relations, resources and communication (Oliveira & Breda-Vázquez, 2002). One could say 

                                                 
64 E.g. TrashBack experienced the power of word-of-mouth and how the increase in community members participating and the 

spread of environmental awareness had happen organically from within without direct interference of TrashBack, which was quite 

similar to Greenpop’s treevolution movement.  

65 “With the help of our partners (Unilever, Microsoft, JP Morgan), we’re on a mission to see 100 million Wonderbags in homes 

around the world, saving more than 100 million tonnes of carbon over the life of those bags. That’s equivalent to over 200 million 

people avoiding long-haul flights” (Sarah Collins, Wonderbag founder). 
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that this was the case for Wonderbag and Abalimi which both involved various types of actors and 

power relations in their execution, as well as the ability to scale up massively through different 

social networks and communication channels, and a creativeness when mobilising resources. 

6.1.6. Outcome and impact 

Finally, the social innovation should be assessed on its current outcome and potential social impact 

(Preskill & Beer 2012; Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010; Hazel & Onaga 2003). This encompasses 

looking at if any changes have been achieved, if these were as expected or accidental (Alvord et al., 

2004; Isaak, 2002). Furthermore, it should be examined if social and systemic change was created, 

such as altering mind-sets, perceptions, attitudes, behaviour, structures, concepts, power relations 

(Murray et al., 2010). The following section is based on the outcomes of each organisation 

(Appendix E) and lay ground for the discussion of possible impact that these organisations may 

have had. However, as this research does not include its own impact measurement to assess the 

performance of the organisations, the discussion of impact is based on the data and information 

provided by the organisations, their impact measurement systems and observations
66

. 

Although most of the organisations could give some impression of their current outcome (except 

CocoáFair), only two of the social enterprises had actually implemented some sort of impact 

measurements to evaluate their output and potential impact, which consequently left it problematic 

to assess the impact of the other organisations. Wonderbag was one of the social enterprises which 

had monitored and quantified its extensive outreach with own measurement systems, the use of 

various databases as well as official evaluation reporting by the government and the UN (WB 

Interview, PS 2013). These proved significant positive results of great economic, environmental and 

social impacts achieved (reduced fossil fuels and CO2 emissions, reduced risk for fires and injuries, 

reduced wood, charcoal and water consumption, economic savings, less food wasted and time spent 

on cooking, and employments creation) (WB Website, 2013). Although only some exact figures 

were provided, which made it somewhat difficult to thoroughly assess this claimed impact, the data 

published did however give the impression that their output had had some environmental, economic 

and social impact. The other organisation was Abalimi, which measured and evaluated its outcome 

and impact with the “Farmer’s Development Chain” (evaluating training and skills development, 

production outcome and income generated) and their own Sustainability Index Measurement system 

                                                 
66 As the discussion of impact is based entirely on the organisations’ own findings and measurements, and without involvement of an 

external third party (except for Wonderbag), the risk of bias is acknowledged and for that reason this requires an even more critical 

perspective on what they actually claim. Each of the organisations could definitely have been analysed more in depth and according 

to an impact measurement, however, this was not within the scope of this research. 
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(though not yet publicly available) (AB document, 2012). However, these figures mainly showed 

economic benefits achieved and skills improvement and hardly anything on social or environmental 

impact (e.g. increased level of self-activism, higher entrepreneurial activity and employment 

creation, improved health from nutritious produce etc.). Thus, one could question their proven 

environmental and social impact, despite their own impression of positive outreach through on-

ground interaction and feedback from beneficiaries.  

On the other hand, Open Africa and TrashBack were still in the process of developing their 

evaluation methods but struggled in terms of monitoring resources available as well as figuring out 

which factors to measure and how to measure intangible factors (OA Interview, NDV 2012; TB 

Interview, JH & AM 2012). Meanwhile, CocoáFair, FoodPods and Greenpop were not really 

prioritising such impact measurements at their early stage of development. As the founder of 

FoodPods expressed it: “Statistics are great but in this field you need to focus on your priorities, 

which in this case are food security and employment” (FP Interview, HU 2013). The fact that only 

so few had implemented impact measurement tools was actually quite surprising, as one would 

expect that such systems could not only show the outreach and impact but also indicate if certain 

changes are needed (thereby be a part of the evaluation process and feedback loop). Moreover, 

social impact measurement is emphasised as crucial within the fields of social entrepreneurship and 

social innovation, and the increasing demands from stakeholders to justify their impact could indeed 

also be an incentive for integrating these tools.  

Regarding the creation of social and systemic change, some of the organisations described how they 

believed to have altered mind-sets, perceptions, attitudes, behaviour, structures or power relations 

(Murray et al., 2010). For example, Wonderbag has changed the behaviour and roles in households 

with more environmentally friendly cooking, created more awareness around resource scarcity, and 

influenced governmental development programmes – both nationally and internationally (WB 

Interview, RS 2013). Abalimi has influenced consumer behaviour by encouraging micro-farming, 

changed mind-sets around nutritious and affordable organic produce, production structures (formal 

and informal) and to some extent power relations in these communities (AB Interview, RS 2013). 

Although no data could prove this, TrashBack believed to have contributed positively to 

behavioural change and the mind-set around recycling, stimulated greater environmental awareness, 

and influenced decentralised waste management structures (TB Written Interview, JH 2013). 

Likewise, Open Africa believed to have changed socio-economic structures and power relations by 

empowering the skills and mind-sets of the rural poor and by creating a network based on tourism 

and trade (OA Interview, NDV 2012). Although many of them argued to have created some sort of 
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systemic change, only few were actually able to document such claimed change. 

Because the purpose of social innovation is to generate some social and systemic change on a local, 

national and eventually international level (Murray et al., 2010; Christensen et al., 2006), the impact 

evaluation of the social initiative is deemed important. However, only few organisations actually 

had impact assessments in place and not just outcome measurements (Wonderbag and Abalimi). 

Some were still developing their evaluation methods (Open Africa and TrashBack), while others 

were not prioritising it for the moment being (CocoáFair, FoodPods and Greenpop). Therefore, 

although something could be said about their output
67

 (Appendix E), it remains difficult to assert 

anything about their social, environmental and economic impact (even if it may be there). Like 

social innovations, most of these social enterprises also proclaimed to create some systemic change 

(Murray et al., 2010), although none of them could actually document this (except Wonderbag).  

6.1.7. Sub-conclusion SI process 

Based on the findings presented above, it shows that all of the social enterprises actually followed 

each phase of the social innovation process. When considering the context, all of them described 

different environmental and social issues that needed to be addressed (some of greater importance 

to certain organisations than others) and some referred to economic issues, institutional gaps and 

market failures. Even though some of the organisations identified similar needs, they chose 

different approaches and focus to address these and so different solutions were formulated. All of 

them acknowledged the great challenges with resource mobilisation which encouraged them to 

gather their resources in creative ways. The importance of social networks and having a multiple 

stakeholder approach were also greatly emphasised by everyone. As for the implementation, all of 

them were ‘successfully’
68

 implemented and could therefore also be recognised as social 

innovations (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010; Hazel & Onaga, 2003). However, they had different 

approaches to implementation and one of them even skipped both the testing and piloting. Although 

only some of the social enterprises had formal evaluation measurements in place, they all had some 

sort of feedback system which helped them improve and refine their initiative along the way. Most 

of them had scaled-up and replicated their idea, while few were still in the process of scaling up and 

waiting to be replicated. All the cases had proven some sort of outcome (mostly quantitatively 

                                                 
67 As Alvord et al. (2004) and Isaak (2002) point out, social innovations may involve changes that are both expected and accidental, 

which was also the case for some of these social enterprises. E.g. the development and outcome of CocoáFair happened in a very 

planned and expected way; whereas the creation and spread of Greenpop happened in a very organic, accidental and unexpected way. 

68 A ‘successful’ implementation of an innovation depends on both an effective supply (proving that it works and has the ability to 

grow) and an effective demand (the willingness of investors or beneficiaries to pay) (Murray et al., 2010). 
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measured) and only few had considered their impact and contribution to systemic change. 

More interesting was the fact that most of them appeared to have followed a rather linear order of 

innovation phases (TrashBack, Abalimi, Wonderbag, Open Africa, Greenpop and FoodPods) and 

only one experienced a clear non-linear process (CocoáFair)
69

. However, the findings revealed 

differences and similarities between the organisations within each phase of development, which 

made the choice of case studies relevant for comparisons as well as supported the argument that all 

innovation processes are unique. Moreover, this raises the question if these differences in 

implementation could be of relevance to a ‘successful’ outcome
70

 and future developments, and if 

so, to what extent? 

Still, one could question the extent to which they actually followed these steps in such a controlled 

order. Although the steps of the SI process might appear rather straight-forward, it is important to 

emphasise that these processes are very often non-linear and unpredictable (Preskill & Beer, 2012; 

Mulgan et al, 2007). In fact, all of the social enterprises acknowledged that they had gone back and 

forth through feedback loops between the different phases, which makes one question the rigidness 

of this framework. To what extent is this model actually valid or applicable to real-life cases if it 

simply cannot encompass the complexity and dynamic forces occurring during an innovation 

process? Thus, based on these findings, it could be proposed that the SI process could perhaps be 

better illustrated with a spider’s web, thereby reflecting a never ending process and a continuous 

movement between the different phases. Moreover, Mulgan et al. (2007) also argue, that strictly 

following a linear process will most likely inhibit potential creative ideas and input that would 

otherwise have strengthened the innovation.  

During these innovation processes, several challenges were faced by the respective social 

enterprises relating to mobilising resources, balancing social mission with profit generation, having 

a multi-level stakeholder approach, scaling up and replicating, and adapting to the context (please 

see more in Appendix G). All of them faced different challenges with gathering the resources 

needed (human, physical, financial resources
71

 and social networks
72

), which pushed some to think 

                                                 
69 CocoáFair experienced a slightly different non-linear process (idea, resources, context, need, implementation and evaluation, 

scalability, though not yet replicability nor social impact). 

70  That discussion, however, would require a clarification of what ‘successful’ outcome means, a deeper examination of the 

organisations’ outcomes, and perhaps a comparison with other similar cases (not comparing apples with pears). However, that 

research and debate is without the scope of this thesis. 

71 Findings also showed how the organisations balanced social value creation with profit generation differently depending on their 

initial outset. Some adopted income generating activities along the way, while others integrated these from the beginning. 

72 All the organisations recognised how crucial social networks were for their development and ability to interact and receive support 
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more creatively than others with the few resources available (‘bricolage’) (e.g. Abalimi and 

TrashBack, compared to CocoáFair and Wonderbag). As Gundry et al. (2011) argue, there appears 

to be a positive relationship between innovation ecology (the surrounding environment) and 

‘bricolage’. Based on the findings, one could argue that the innovativeness and creativeness of these 

organisations were and still are influenced by the surrounding environment which shaped them into 

what they are today. The greater challenges and dynamic forces faced (e.g. resources available, 

mind-sets and attitudes, level of self-activism, market failures, municipal support etc.), the more 

creatively the organisations were forced to think. Simply put, the innovativeness was influenced by 

context. The context triggered them to take initiative and find unique and creative solutions for that 

particular context that might not have occurred in or been applicable to another context. In fact, all 

the social enterprises were influenced by context in one way or another throughout the development 

of their initiative. Even from the very beginning when identifying a need, when deciding to 

prioritise a social mission, when becoming a social enterprise and so on. However, as challenges 

arose, several of them also realised the need to balance their social mission with profit generation 

(e.g. Abalimi, TrashBack and Open Africa).  

Having a multi-level approach and involving various groups of stakeholders was indeed also 

acknowledged as a challenge, especially when trying to find a middle-way combining all 

stakeholders’ interests, knowledge, experiences and expectations (Abalimi, TrashBack, Wonderbag 

and Open Africa). However, the involvement of many different stakeholders was generally 

considered as a valuable support when scaling up and replicating, as all these held important 

resources (Wonderbag, Abalimi and Greenpop). As Oliviera & Breda-Vásquez (2012) also argue, 

some of the critical factors for the sustainability of dissemination depended on scalability, diversity 

of actors, power relations, resources and communication (e.g. Wonderbag and Abalimi). Some 

organisations were still in the process of finding partners that show the same commitment, are 

aligned with their vision and have the resources to support the diffusion (TrashBack, FoodPods, 

Abalimi and CocoáFair). Some of them even described such process as more challenging and time-

consuming in the Western Cape than in other regions (CocoáFair, FoodPods and Wonderbag). 

As Oliveira & Breda-Vázquez (2012) furthermore argue, the development of a social innovation is 

highly influenced by the context which consequently determines the innovation’s emergence and 

ability to thrive. Several of the organisations described how overcoming cultural barriers, adapting 

to specific local needs and demands, and changing the mind-sets were major challenges which 

consequently slowed down the integration of the innovation (Open Africa, TrashBack, FoodPods, 

                                                                                                                                                                  
from various stakeholders, as well as providing them with specific knowledge and legitimacy. 
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Abalimi and Wonderbag). Overcoming the scepticism towards external involvement and increasing 

the level of participation and ownership, was ensured by communicating with humbleness, 

introducing participatory approach and convincing the beneficiaries of their unique skills and 

potential (Open Africa and Abalimi). Nevertheless, such cultural barriers must undoubtedly also 

have added valuable learning experiences to ensure better adaptability of and acceptance into that 

local context, which Hochgerner (2009 in Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010) also argue. These 

organisations were influenced by many factors such as market dynamics, societal demands and 

synergic advantages of networks, as Mulgan et al. (2007) also stress, which consequently shaped 

their innovations. Greenpop explained that in an attempt to adapt to arising changes in the 

environment and seize any opportunity given, ideas and business plans are continuously 

reformulated and only a few of them are actually carried out (GP Interview, MT 2012).  

Altogether, one could say that great challenges were faced in this dynamic environment, and while 

some inhibited or slowed down their development (e.g. FoodPods and TrashBack); others helped 

them thrive and adapt better to changes (e.g. Abalimi, Wonderbag and Open Africa). Although 

some of the organisations would perhaps have preferred to avoid certain bumps on the road, these 

nevertheless strengthened and shaped them into what they are today, and hopefully made them 

more prepared for future challenges. Yet, one is still left wondering whether they could have thrived 

more if these challenges had not been faced, which is quite a hypothetical debate. The fact is, each 

of them learned important lessons along the way and increased their level of adaptability and 

flexibility, and without them they would probably have failed or only had a short-lived existence.  

6.2. Social innovation characteristics 

After having considered the social innovation process, the social enterprises and their initiatives will 

then be evaluated according to the social innovation characteristics. In order to do so, the 

characteristics presented by the European Social Innovation Research (2012) (Model 2, p. 31) will 

be used as well as the definition of SI (Section 2.12.2.). As the social enterprises represent several 

of the same social innovation characteristics, they will be mentioned in relation to each other based 

on similarities and differences (please see Appendix G for further explanations). 

Social innovation is often described as the sharedness of a potential goal, effort and ownership, 

which is created through a dynamic interplay between the fields of social, economic, environmental, 

political etc. Such sharedness for a potential goal and an emphasis on ownership creation was 

practised by most of the social enterprises, though apparently to different extents. For example, 

Abalimi, Open Africa and TrashBack highly emphasised local ownership, empowerment and self-
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activism by supporting both individual and collective effort from beneficiaries through an interplay 

between economic, environmental, social, institutional and technological dimensions. CocoáFair, on 

the other hand, had a slightly more indirect approach to ownership (by supporting fairtrade) but was 

still somewhat influenced by economic, social, environmental and political dimensions.  

Social innovation is often driven by a group of different actors sharing the same visions and 

interests who then collectively generate and implement an innovation that resolves a societal 

challenge. Although Abalimi was initially supported and implemented by different actors, it was 

driven by the beneficiaries who shared a vision to improve their economic, environmental and 

social conditions. Open Africa also connected all sorts of actors sharing the same vision, interests 

and ideas who then collectively built local capacities to address several societal challenges. 

Although Wonderbag and FoodPods were initially a one-man initiative, they were both greatly 

supported and developed with various actors from different sectors and beneficiaries. CocoáFair, in 

contrast, neither gathered nor joined other actors at any point when developing the organisation.  

Moreover, social innovations aim to challenge the dynamics, roles and relationships between actors 

by developing new concepts, strategies and tools that improve social, economic or environmental 

well-being. In fact, all of the social enterprises challenged existing dynamics, roles and 

relationships, though of course some more than others. FoodPods and Abalimi, for example, 

changed market dynamics, structures and consumer behaviour by empowering urban micro-farmers 

through inclusiveness, which was also somewhat similar to Open Africa’s participatory approach. 

Wonderbag and TrashBack challenged cultural norms and behaviour within the households to 

improve environmental, economic and social well-being; while, CocoáFair, once again, 

distinguished itself from the other cases by having strong commercial interests and only indirectly 

supporting economic and environmental well-being (with fairtrade and organic produce).  

Social innovations are also commonly described as embracing collaborativeness, openness, 

mutualism, bottom-up approaches, ‘prosumption’ as well as cross-sectoral involvement and 

partnerships. By considering all these aspects, one could argue that these features were generally 

greatly emphasised by the social enterprises (except CocoáFair). E.g. Open Africa and Abalimi 

demonstrated collaborativeness and mutualism by encouraging the involvement of thousands of 

beneficiaries coming together independently and collectively for a shared goal, and cooperating 

with all sorts of actors through formal and informal market structures. Openness was shown through 

their collectiveness, transparency, self-organisation, decentralisation and connections across 

networks and communities. Wonderbag and TrashBack embraced cross-sectoral partnerships with 

both the public and private sector and civil society (cooperating with municipalities, corporates, 
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private investors and donators, NGOs, schools etc.). Grass-root and bottom-up approaches were 

demonstrated by Greenpop (as well as Abalimi, FoodPods and TrashBack) which through its 

movement spread the initiative all over Cape Town’s periphery and connected both formal (schools, 

organisations, corporates and governmental bodies) and informal networks (communities, 

volunteers and social media). In regards to ‘prosumption’ (meaning blurred boundaries between 

producers and consumers), FoodPods and Abalimi emphasised this in their model by making the 

micro-farmers become producers, consumers and vendors of their own vegetable production. 

Social innovations are also evaluated according to their novelty, implementation, ability to meet a 

social and/or environmental need, effectiveness, and the enhancement of society’s capacity to act. 

Regarding novelty and implementation, all of the social enterprises demonstrated some newness to 

the field with their innovation and had also succeeded implementing them (not just another 

invention not being carried out). Each of them were explicitly designed to meet both social and 

environmental needs, and most of them had also integrated some aspect of economic development 

(either for their beneficiaries or the organisation, e.g. Wonderbag versus CocoáFair). The aspect of 

effectiveness, however, appeared trickier and more complex to evaluate as such evaluation would 

require comparisons with other actors in the field (which was not included in this research). 

Nevertheless, as previous initiatives or the lack thereof had not been able to meet the targeted needs 

yet, one could perhaps assume that the innovations presented in this research were more effective 

than other solutions (whether or not these were still existed or had failed). Lastly, the enhancement 

of society’s capacity to act was emphasised through all of the initiatives, though one could argue 

that some organisations practised this more than others. For example, Open Africa empowered its 

beneficiaries by developing their skills through each other, strengthening their capacities (by 

making use of resources and capabilities available) and focusing on local ownership. “Our role as 

facilitator helps communities identify, tap into and own their inherent potential. By empowering 

them, we create a long term solution that they own. For many, this is the first time they see the 

power of sharing and collaborating with other community-based businesses to create bigger and 

better results” (OA Website, 2013). Greenpop and CocoáFair considered empowerment by 

emphasising skills, knowledge and participation to be passed on by others. 

Finally, as also mentioned in the SI process, the initiative should furthermore bring about systemic 

change by influencing mind-sets, perceptions, attitudes, behaviour, structures and power relations. 

As already argued such impact has not yet really been neither measured nor documented by any of 

the organisations (though some attempt by Wonderbag) and therefore such statements ought to be 

questioned without further evidence. Nevertheless, many of them personally believed to have 
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contributed to systemic change based on feedback and observations with beneficiaries. TrashBack 

described how it had altered mind-sets and perceptions around waste management by stimulating 

positive attitudes, changing behaviour and creating new systems and structures. Wonderbag said it 

had changed behaviour, lifestyles and household roles by offering an alternative way to prepare 

food while saving resources. Abalimi claimed to have changed behaviour, mind-sets and 

perceptions around micro-farming by creating new market structures (especially with Harvest of 

Hope). Meanwhile, Open Africa reasoned that it had changed mind-sets and attitudes towards self-

activism and rural development by creating infrastructure and new markets across South Africa. 

Greenpop also strongly argued that it had influenced mind-set and attitudes towards a collectively 

effort for greening by giving the perception movements a new meaning, as well as bridging social 

and environmental gaps between different groups of society. Only two organisations, FoodPods and 

CocoáFair, acknowledged that perhaps they had not yet contributed to systemic change. Although 

FoodPods had only existed for a short period, it had already experienced a minor change in attitudes 

among community members, but explained that a greater influence had not yet been observed 

although the potential was definitely there. CocoáFair believed it had influenced consumer 

behaviour towards buying fair trade and organic, though still on a small scale.  

Based on the many characteristics, visions and missions, resources and so on, social innovations can 

take various forms, such as a new program (Abalimi), product (Wonderbag and CocoáFair), 

institution, system (TrashBack), idea, relationship (FoodPods), platform (Open Africa and 

Greenpop) and pattern of interaction which may be created by individual actors, organisations, 

institutions, movements etc. Overall, one could argue that the social enterprises demonstrated all the 

SI characteristics (with an exception of CocoáFair) and could therefore be described as social 

innovations (except CocoáFair) (for further explanation please see Appendix G). 

6.3. A South African perspective 

When considering the local understanding of social innovation in Cape Town, this one has a more 

developmental focus which particularly emphasises innovativeness (development of creative and 

new procedures addressing poverty-related issues), effectiveness (achievement of objectives and 

desirable outcomes), poverty impact (improved quality of life in poorer communities), sustainability 

(successfully working despite resource constraints) and replication (ability to inspire and replicate 

the idea) (Impumelelo Social Innovations Centre, Cape Town, 2013). The interviewees’ personal 

understanding of social innovation will also be presented and taken into account, and if they 

perceive themselves as socially innovative. 
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By first looking at the innovativeness of the social enterprises, it could be argued that each of them 

had introduced new approaches to address different environmental, economic and social poverty-

related issues. Most of them even had a holistic approach by integrating all these three aspects (e.g. 

Wonderbag and Open Africa) while others perhaps balanced the social development less (e.g. 

FoodPods and CocoáFair). As for the effectiveness, several of the organisations expressed how they 

objectives and desirable outcomes had already achieved (though of course continued to strive for a 

greater impact) (Wonderbag, Abalimi, Open Africa and Greenpop); while others (TrashBack, 

FoodPods and CocoáFair) were still in the pursuit of reaching their anticipated outcomes. As 

previously explained, the matter of poverty impact was difficult to evaluate (due to lack of data and 

the implementation of impact measurements), and even though some of the organisations believed 

to have improved the quality of life in poorer communities (Wonderbag, Abalimi and Open Africa), 

no data could actually prove so. Regarding sustainability, one could also argue that all of the 

organisations found a way to work within their resource constraints (some were of course struggling 

more than others) and, in doing so, even managed to integrate them in a sustainable manner that 

understood the limits of environmental resources. Finally, half of them had inspired others to 

replicate the idea (Wonderbag, Open Africa, Greenpop and FoodPods currently in the process), 

while the rest were still in the scaling-up phase but could have the potential to be replicated one day 

(TrashBack, Abalimi and CocoáFair).  

Thus, looking aside from the poverty impact criteria, all the organisations showed degree of 

innovativeness and sustainability, while only half of them had achieved effectiveness (Wonderbag, 

Abalimi, Open Africa and Greenpop) and replicability (Wonderbag, Open Africa, Greenpop and 

FoodPods). Thus, for now it can be concluded that half of the social enterprises (Wonderbag, Open 

Africa and Greenpop) met the local description of social innovation. However, it should be 

acknowledged that taking the aspect of poverty impact into account (if impact evaluations were 

made), this could possibly change the conclusion. 

As this research acknowledges the importance of context, the social entrepreneurs’ understanding of 

SI also ought to be taken into account as well as their argument of being socially innovative (those 

who expressed such views). According to Jonathan Henning from TrashBack, “social innovations 

are innovative solutions to social and environmental issues. TrashBack is a social innovation as it 

gives the man on the street the ability to access the recycling market and benefit through positive 

waste management” (TB Written Interview, JH 2013). More broadly speaking, Noel De Villiers 

from Open Africa expressed social innovation as “finding ways to address issues that require 

attention or offer opportunities for improvement, or both. Open Africa definitely falls within each of 
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these categories” (OA Written Interview, NDV 2013). According to Misha Teasdale from Greenpop, 

social innovation relates to the creation of something positive by using the resources available. 

“Greenpop is a social innovation because it is resourceful in the way it leverages people to become 

change-makers in their own right. By activating groups and individuals and making social change 

actions desirable, Greenpop is relooking at the way development can take place” (GP Written 

Interview, MT 2013). And as described by Thor Thorøe from CocoáFair, social innovation is about 

making a financial and social dividend by thinking smarter than others. It is about having a creative 

idea, being financially self-sustainable, having a social impact, and involving different types of 

stakeholders, which is why CocoáFair is a social innovation” (CF Interview, TT 2013). 

Altogether these views describe SI as the ability to solve environmental and social issues with a 

new approach (similar to innovativeness in the local understanding), addressing needs requiring 

attention (similar to poverty impact in the local understanding), being creative with the resources 

available (similar to sustainability in the local understanding), supporting self-activism and local 

ownership, having a social impact and balancing social value creation with profit maximisation. Not 

only are some of these views along the same lines as the Impumelelo Social Innovations Centre, but 

one could also notice how the descriptions are very similar to the understanding of SE. Thus, one 

could question if the entrepreneurs consider the two concepts as being quite similar or overlapping.  

Moreover, the different understandings of social innovation illustrate how local understanding and 

knowledge is context dependent and should be considered in light of their respective surrounding 

environments. It could be argued that the different views reflect different experiences and 

standpoints on societal development, and have consequently been influenced by their surroundings 

(as Saunders et al., 2007 also argue). Some entrepreneurs may also have been introduced to the 

concept of social innovation beforehand and could possibly have been influenced in that way. 

Although the local interpretations of social innovation are deemed crucial when contextualising, the 

fact is, they can only say little about reality and our knowledge about the world, as such knowledge 

exist external to the human mind (as argued by critical realism). 

6.4. Sub-conclusion 

As argued in this chapter, all the social enterprises in fact followed each phase of the social 

innovation process (though some more linearly than others) and also demonstrated most of the 

social innovation characteristics (with the exception of CocoáFair). Thus, considering the SI process 

and the SI characteristics, the social enterprises could be described as being socially innovative 

(except CocoáFair); however, according to the local understanding of social innovation, only half 
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the organisations met these criteria (excluding the poverty impact attribute). Only three 

organisations (Wonderbag, Open Africa and Greenpop) went through the SI process, demonstrated 

the SI characteristics and also met the local criteria for social innovation. Table 4 summarises these 

findings and Appendix G provides more detailed explanations. 

Table 4: Overview of findings 

    TrashBack Wonderbag Abalimi FoodPods Open Africa Greenpop CocoáFair 

Social 
Innovation 

Process 

Context X X X X X X (X) 

Need identification X X X X X X (X) 

Idea formulation X X X X X X X 

Resource mobilisation X X X X X X X 

Implementation X X X X X X (X) 

 Evaluation X X X X X X X 

Diffusion (scaling up) X X X X X X X 

Diffusion (replicating) 
 

X 
 

(X) X X 
 

Outcome X X X X X X X 

Impact &  
systemic change 

(X) X (X)    (X) (X)     

Social 
Innovation 

Characteristics 

Novelty X X X X X X X 

Idea to 
implementation 

X X X X X X X 

Meeting social and/or 
environmental need 

X X X X X X X 

Effectiveness X X X X X X X 

Enhancing society's 
capacity to act 

X X X X X X X 

Openness & 
collaborativeness 

X X X X X X 
 

‘Prosumption’ &  
co-production 

X X X X X X   

Grass root/bottom-up X X X X X X   

Mutualism X X X X X X X 

Local ownership &  
participatory approach 

X X X X X X (X) 

Development of 
capabilities and assets 

X X X X X X (X) 

Better use of assets 
and resources 

X X X X X X X 

Cross-sectoral X X X X X X   

New relationships 
& capabilities 

X X X X X X (X) 

Local 
Understanding 

Innovativeness X X X X X X X 

Effectiveness   X X   X X 
 

Poverty impact 
 

(X) (X)    (X) 
 

  

Sustainability X X X X X X X 

Replication 
 

X 
 

(X) X X 
 

  
View of the 

entrepreneurs 
X    (X) 

 
X X X 

 

Source: the author  
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7. Discussion 

The following chapter will discuss the value of the findings and the framework applied as well as 

evaluate the choice of methodology used to answer the research question. 

7.1. Significance of findings and framework applied 

As literature indicate that possible similarities can be found between the concepts of social 

innovation and social entrepreneurship, and considering the fact that social entrepreneurs often 

claim to be innovative when in fact they might not be (Mulgan et al., 2007), this research set out to 

explore if the understanding of social innovation could be applied to social entrepreneurship. By 

employing the literature and a framework from the field of social innovation, this was used to 

understand to what extent and in which way environmental social enterprises are socially 

innovative. In doing so, the research also examined the asserted possible connection between the 

two concepts. The purpose of this research was therefore to extend the limited knowledge on SI and 

SE combined, and investigate these concepts in a context not previously studied (Western Cape, 

South Africa). Furthermore, it addressed the need for improved understanding of what intuitively 

happens in the social innovation process (Lettice & Parekh, 2010) by using a model to practical 

cases and examine its applicability. The intention of this was not only to investigate the social 

innovativeness of social enterprises, but also to share practical learning experiences from the 

innovation process that future social innovations could find helpful. Moreover, it aimed to 

understand the role of context for innovative behaviour (enabling and constraining factors), as 

innovativeness and the ability of a social innovation to thrive is said to be highly influenced by the 

surrounding environment (Gundry et al., 2011; Oliviera & Breda-Vázquez, 2012). 

Since the social enterprises both went through the social innovation process and showed most of the 

characteristics of social innovations, the findings revealed that these social enterprises were to a 

large extent socially innovative and also embraced the social innovation characteristics (especially 

Wonderbag, Abalimi and Open Africa, and to a lesser extent CocoáFair). One could also argue that 

the findings confirmed a relationship between two concepts. However, the research did not examine 

to the extent of this connection or relationship; it merely confirmed a concept overlap, which was 

also the intention. More knowledge was provided on what may intuitively happen in the social 

innovation process, at least for social enterprises, and how these processes may look like in a South 

African context (more specifically the Western Cape, a context in which these concepts have not 

previously been studied in depth). Moreover, as Gundry et al. (2011) and Oliviera & Breda-

Vázquez (2012) also argue, the context influenced the innovative behaviour of the social enterprises 
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throughout the innovation process, e.g. when creating unique solutions to the different 

environmental and socio-economic issued that needed to be addressed, when coping with 

institutional gaps and market failures, when struggling to mobilise resources (and finding great 

support through social networks), when scaling up and replicating etc. The context furthermore 

shaped them into adapting the social innovation characteristics (such as collaborativeness, cross-

sectoral, better use of assets and resources, local ownership and participatory approach, mutualism, 

developing capacities etc.). The context also made them face great challenges such as cultural 

barriers, mind-sets and attitudes, level of self-activism, limited environmental awareness, multi-

level stakeholder approach, resource mobilisation etc. which encouraged their creativeness and 

strengthened their flexibility and adaptability. Some organisations expressed how the challenges 

slowed down their development, while others believed it had strengthened them. Based on those 

challenges, the organisations also shared their learning experiences (Appendices E & G) to help 

future social innovators operating in the same dynamic context. Lastly, the research also confirmed 

the innovativeness of these organisations, something many social enterprises often claim to be. 

These findings are valuable to both practitioners and academia as they provide practical knowledge 

on the social innovation process and the role of context, as well as contribute to the knowledge of 

the innovativeness of social entrepreneurs and the connectedness between the two concepts. 

As the literature indicated a possible connectedness between SE and SI which this research also set 

out to investigate, some reflections ought to be given to the findings. Based on the fact that all the 

social enterprises went through the social innovation process as well as demonstrated most of the 

similar characteristics of social innovations, one could argue that the concept of social innovation 

could indeed be applied to the field of social entrepreneurship. In fact, such similarities between 

social innovation and social entrepreneurship as demonstrated in the Western Cape context could 

also potentially exist in other contexts, where the context and cases represent similar characteristics. 

Although the purpose of this research was never to generalise to other cases or contexts
73

 (as Yin 

(2009) would otherwise suggest as useful with case studies), and the importance of contextualising 

and emphasising the uniqueness of each case were acknowledged, certain patterns of similarities 

and differences
74

 were nevertheless discovered in the findings, which led to empirical generalisation 

                                                 
73 As a critical realist view believes that the social world, contexts and concepts constantly change and are therefore too complex for 

generalisations (Saunders et al., 2007). 

74 Although Table 4, p. 61, illustrate that the organisations went through the social innovation process and reflect all the social 

innovation characteristics (except CocoáFair), one should note the similarities and differences in SI processes and characteristics 
which exist between the cases. While they all had an understanding of the context, the different needs where addressed 

in various ways depending on the focus of the organisation. Some had similar strategies for gathering resources, while 

others used a different approach. And even if most of them went through both the testing and piloting phases before 

implementation, one of the organisations skipped this. All of them had evaluations and feedback systems though 
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between the respective cases, though without generalising to other contexts. Based on these patterns, 

one could perhaps propose the possibility of finding similar patterns of similarities and differences 

in other contexts or with a group of other social enterprises, should that context or those cases show 

similar characteristics to this research (e.g. institutional gaps, market failures, resource availability, 

socio-economic needs, social networks, mind-sets, bottom-up approach, mutualism, cross-sectoral 

collaboration etc.). Furthermore, the different challenges (mentioned above) and supporting factors 

which were identified (e.g. social networks, partnerships and cross-sectoral collaboration, support 

from beneficiaries and social investors, human resources etc., see Appendix G), could also very 

likely be present other contexts. A local understanding was deemed important for contextualising, 

and so local knowledge and personal views were gathered to emphasise the uniqueness of the 

particular context. Moreover, these views were used to understand the local view of SI and illustrate 

how different views may be influenced by context and should be understood in their context. 

Bearing in mind the limited literature and practical knowledge on the development process of social 

entrepreneurial initiatives
75

 and the questioning of the innovativeness of social enterprises, the 

social innovation process model was applied to social entrepreneurship as several similarities 

between the concepts had been indicated in literature. When considering the applicability of the SI 

process (Murray et al., 2010) as an analytical framework for social entrepreneurship, one could 

argue that it was valuable when clarifying what intuitively happens in the innovation process, in 

explaining the innovativeness of social enterprises, as well as for arguing why only some 

organisations may be considered as socially innovative. Moreover, the framework and criteria were 

valuable in relation to the research question as it helped explain how some social enterprises were 

more socially innovative than others and in which way they reflected these characteristics. The 

model furthermore helped illustrate the differences and similarities in innovation processes between 

the organisations, illustrated their uniqueness and the role of context.  

Even though the model proved to be a useful framework, one should not forget that it was only 

recently introduced (and is probably the only one existing in this field) and therefore also has some 

flaws or limitations worth mentioning. First of all, it struggles to illustrate the continuous movement 

                                                                                                                                                                  
different ones, as well as different diffusion strategies. Regarding the social innovation characteristics, these were also 

all reflected by each organisation (except CocoáFair) but in different ways (see Section 6.2. and Appendix G). 

75  Although the literature of social entrepreneurship describes the different elements of importance when creating social 

entrepreneurial initiatives, these are generally explained independently of each other (e.g. some focus on opportunity recognition, 

while others explain the resource-based view or social impact measurements). No framework or theory has yet been proposed that 

integrates all these aspects into one combined model of process development. One could question if this may be due to the difficulty 

or complexity of creating such a framework or the lack of knowledge. Though, such views have not been expressed in literature yet. 
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between the different phases that many of the organisations experienced
76

. Although Murray et al. 

(2010) acknowledge the occurrence of non-linear innovation processes and feedback loops, this is 

not reflected in the model. Unpredictability is not taken into account as Preskill & Beer (2012) and 

Mulgan et al. (2007) otherwise underline, and thus could be viewed as a weakness to the model.  

Secondly, it does not encompass the complexity of context which influences an innovation 

throughout the process. Even though Murray et al.’s (2010) model was modified by integrating the 

aspect of ‘context’ as the initial development phase, this should in fact be integrated throughout the 

model. Another modification was the adaptation of ‘resource mobilisation’ as a separate phase 

(inspired by the emphasis on social networks by Haugh (2009), Perrini & Vurro (2006), Hockerts et 

al. (2010), Dees et al. (2001)); while Murray et al. (2010) mention these throughout the process 

(referring to ‘intermediaries’ being individuals, organisations, institutions, hubs, teams, innovation 

networks, platforms etc.). The decision to integrate ‘resource mobilisation’ before ‘implementation’ 

was made based on the assumption that resources needed to be gathered before further steps could 

be taken. The findings show that this was actually also the case, but the organisations still continued 

to mobilise resources throughout the process (Murray et al., 2010).  

Thirdly, there appeared to be some limitations to the impact evaluation and contribution to systemic 

change which one should bear in mind. Although this research did not include impact 

measurements and thus no assessment of their social impact, some still contend that they can be 

social innovations even if they have not brought about social change (Mulgan et al., 2007; Murray 

et al., 2010). Moreover, these organisations may not have the resources or priority to evaluate their 

impact, and a third party may not have been involved, which made their judgement questionable. 

Furthermore, even if impact measurements had been present, the organisations would most likely 

have used different impact measurement systems which again would have made it difficult to 

compare or generalise. However, one would expect that the abovementioned limitations would have 

been taken into account by Murray et al. (2010) as the model is supposedly formulated based on 

previous practical cases. Thus, the framework was indeed applicable to some extent, though it had 

few weaknesses. One should also keep in mind that this model is only a few years old and has not 

yet been exposed to a lot of criticism. Nevertheless, one could expect more criticism and 

suggestions to alterations in the future based on more practical knowledge. 

                                                 
76 Even though the organisations followed most ‘steps’ of the social innovation process and some in a similar order (many in fact 

explained the order of these phases before the interview steered them in a certain direction), they all experienced a continuous 

movement of going back and forth between the phases. 
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7.2. Reflection on methodological approach 

The following section will evaluate the methodological choices taken and consider the findings in 

light of a critical realist approach.  

By combining the two research methods of intensive and extensive within critical realism (Sayer, 

2000), the intensive research showed how the concept of social innovation (abstract phenomenon) 

was observable among social enterprises (concrete and practical) and was stimulated by or arose in 

the Western Cape (a certain context), thereby providing a better understanding of the relationship or 

connectedness between the concepts of social innovation and social entrepreneurship. Based on this 

relationship, the extensive part of the research discovered patterns of similarities and differences 

between the various social innovation processes, which allowed some empirical generalisations to 

be made between the cases (not to other contexts). During these innovation processes, the influence 

of context also led to the identification of different challenges and learning experiences which were 

presented, as well as the various local understandings of social innovation.  

This makes one reflect upon the following questions: Is the occurrence of such innovative 

behaviour dependent on a certain context? Would these patterns of similarities and differences also 

be present in other contexts? And may the phenomenon of social innovation be stimulated by other 

factors? In relation to the first question, the social innovative behaviour was observed in a particular 

context (focusing only on the Western Cape) where the surrounding environment involved specific 

challenges (institutional gaps, market failures, lack of resources etc.) but also offered great 

inspiration and opportunities for creative behaviour to address societal issues (environmental 

degradation, poor living standards, income inequality, food insecurity etc.). This was also in line 

with the authors proposing that innovative behaviour is greatly influenced by ecology (surrounding 

environment). As contextualising was greatly emphasised, one could argue that the occurrence of 

social innovation is context-dependent. However, as social innovations are said to occur in different 

contexts and therefore take various shapes (Murray et al., 2010), it is very likely that this 

phenomenon could appear in other contexts. With regards to the second question, should other 

contexts or cases share similar characteristics to the Western Cape and these organisations, then 

such patterns or concept connectedness could also exist in other contexts. A comparative study with 

another context or other cases could reveal how similar that other context or cases would have to be 

for these patterns to occur. As for the last question, one cannot exclude the possibility of other 

factors influencing social innovativeness; however, the findings did not reveal any additional 

factors besides the ones already considered in the social innovation process. Although both Easton 

(2010) and Yin (2009) emphasise the relevance of investigating ‘competing explanations’ or ‘rival 
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factors’ which could have influenced the phenomenon, the presence of such factors were explored 

through in-depth semi-structured interviews with open-ended questions, though the respondents did 

not pinpoint other factors (except emphasising the role of context). Nevertheless, other explanatory 

factors could very likely be identified by other social enterprises in the Western Cape. 

The ‘practical adequacy’ of this research was ensured with its comprehensiveness, by providing 

extensive and in-depth knowledge on the respective organisations and their innovation processes 

which was achieved through semi-structured interviews. Furthermore, it focused on relationship 

building between the concepts and the pattern of similarities and differences in innovation processes 

and characteristics (revealed through extensive data set structuring which analysed each innovation 

phase and characteristic separately). And lastly, the adequacy of the knowledge was strengthened 

by emphasising contextualisation, which helped understand the influence of context on shaping 

enabling and challenging environment for the entrepreneurs, as well as providing the local 

understanding of SI (uncovered through interviewing and second data sources to confirm this).  

The validity of the findings was moreover supported by using multiple sources of evidence (both 

primary and secondary data to support each other) as well as having a continuous movement of 

going back and forth between the literature, the analytical framework, empirical data and research 

question (an iterative research process). The choice of multiple case studies as research strategy 

provided an extensive in-depth knowledge where differences and similarities in innovation 

processes and characteristics could be discovered. This approach also helped explore and confirm a 

(qualitative) connectedness or relationship between SI and SE, which was supported through a 

continuous movement between empirical data, analytical framework and literature. Beyond 

discovering a concept connection, the multiple cases were valuable for this exploratory study when 

understanding the social innovativeness as well as uncovering different patterns, as Easton (2010) 

also suggests. These patterns were important for understanding the uniqueness of and similarities 

between the organisations, as critical realism also proposes. Sayer (2000) also argues that such 

patterns or relationships established through intensive research are neither representative nor 

generalisable to other contexts as they are context dependent; however, should such features or 

characteristics of these phenomena be present in other context, then there is the possibility of the 

presence of similar relations. With a critical realist approach, the intention of this research was 

never to generate theory but to examine the applicability of the concept of social innovation to 

social entrepreneurship and hopefully contribute to further development of the SI framework. 

In terms of reliability, it is acknowledged that these findings may not be apply in say 6 months’ 

time since social structures are highly dynamic and thus reality is always subject to change (as well 
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as the local perception), as critical realists also argue (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002 in Saunders et al., 

2007). Nevertheless, the ability for another researcher to reach the similar findings and results was 

ensured through the documentation of data collection procedures (pre-case template and interview 

questions, interview notes and field observations, recording of interviews – see Appendices G & H) 

and the analytical approaches taken (herein the qualitative content analysis by Mayring (2000), the 

categorisation of innovation phases and characteristics, the comprehensive data set including both 

primary data with citations and secondary data). A limitation to the analytical approach of using 

pre-set categories (either deductively inspired by literature or inductively revealed by empirical data) 

could however be the risk of not discovering or neglecting important factors of influence to the 

phenomenon studied. The fact is, often there exist underlying constructs not evident to the eye 

which consequently may not be taken into account. This concern is also expressed by critical 

realists who argue that contextual understanding may not always be possible to grasp through 

observation or formulated through wording. In an attempt to address this, all the data gathered was 

therefore incorporated in the data set not to risk leaving out anything (Appendix G). Considering 

some other issues of reliability, the risk of participant error was addressed by choosing an 

appropriate time and location for the respondents when conducting the interviews, and participant 

bias was avoided by interviewing the founders or project leaders who could speak freely and utter 

their own views. The observer error of having two different researchers with different interview 

styles was minimised by trying to agree on a certain tone and style of the interview (though 

personalities still showed through) as well as allowing both researchers to join in the conversation. 

Observer bias was also dealt with by discussing findings after the interviews, to uncover possible 

differences in interpretations, as Saunders et al. (2007) also suggested. 

As a part of exploratory research and critical realism, contextualising was important which was 

ensured through an understanding of the area studied (using multiple sources of evidence
77

) and the 

gathering of local perceptions of the concepts studied. Contextualising was crucial since much of 

the understanding of and literature on social innovation comes from the Western world, which may 

not always apply to emerging markets or a developing country context. Thus, a South African 

perspective was deemed important, which also showed that the notion of social innovation was 

slightly differently perceived in the Western Cape with its more developmental and poverty focus. 

Even within the same context, differences in views, understandings and criteria were noticed, which 

Campell (1995, in Bechara and Van De Ven, 2007:62) explain by saying: “Scientific communities 

                                                 
77 As contextualisation and subjectivity were deemed important in the interpretation of data (Willis, 2007), the analysis heavily 

emphasised the empirical data collected from the in-depth interviews. 
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generally do not reach consensus based simply on opinions and beliefs. Scientific communities vary, 

of course, on the standards
78

 used to reach consensus. In social sciences, standards or criteria used 

to reach consensus typically include sound logical arguments and empirical evidence to substantiate 

the claims that are made.” Gathering the local perceptions through in-depth interviews moreover 

uncovered some intangible and invisible factors relating to the concepts and experiences (e.g. social 

networks, mind-sets and culture) that might not have been discovered with other methods. Although 

a critical realist acknowledges subjective views and understandings of the world (like social 

constructivists), these views on social innovation only reflect a part of reality, as reality and truth 

exist independently of the human mind. Thus, one must remain critical of the views and knowledge 

expressed
79

. “Social science must be critical of its object. In order to explain and understand social 

phenomena we have to evaluate them critically” (Sayer, 1992:5 in Easton, 2010:120).  

Furthermore, the purpose of this research was not to generalise these findings to other contexts but 

instead to explore the applicability of the SI process to social enterprises in an unexplored context 

with certain dynamics, discover patterns of similarities and differences between the cases, as well as 

the possible connection between SI and SE. Being an exploratory research, the semi-structured 

interviews provided an in-depth understanding of a complex and unexplored topic, which e.g. a 

quantitative survey could probably not uncover. More time and resources would have allowed for 

more organisations to be included; however, the number of cases served the exploratory purpose 

very well. The choice of multiple cases was therefore very valuable in the sense that it provided the 

needed first-hand in-depth knowledge on this and opened up for future research
80

 to look at other 

similar patterns either within the same context, in another context or between contexts. Findings 

revealed that one could actually argue a connection between the concepts, but the extent to which 

such relationship exists was not within the scope of this research (this could perhaps be studied both 

through a qualitative and quantitative study to show the degree of such connection). Should these 

findings ever be tried to be generalised to other contexts or cases, this would imply both a different 

philosophical view and also require other research methods. 

                                                 
78 The use of standards and criteria in this research could be justified by the fact that Murray et al. (2010), the European Social 

Innovation Research (2012) and the Impumelelo Social Innovations Centre in Cape Town (2013) all base their knowledge, standards, 

criteria and definitions on the vast amount of empirical evidence they have gathered. 

79 One must also be critical towards the assessment of social impact, as no measurement tool was included in this research and 

therefore that discussion was entirely based on the information provided by the organisations. Moreover, none of them had involved 

an external third party evaluating their performance (except Wonderbag), which is also worth questioning. Since a generalised impact 

measurement system does not yet exist, it is understandable why they each have they own methods (though that also makes it more 

difficult to compare them with each other besides from already working in different fields). 

80 Even if this research has contributed with knowledge to the field social innovation and social entrepreneurship, it is very likely that 

future research will extend this knowledge even further. 
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Finally, it is important to reflect on the role as a researcher in the research process (reflexivity). As 

argued by critical realists, the research process is not entirely value-free or objective but is 

influenced by the personal values and beliefs of the researcher (Willis, 2007; Bechara & Van De 

Ven, 2007). Although the research was steered
81

 in a direction of personal interest and the 

interviews where influenced by personal interview style, values and reflection; the subjective 

interpretation of the findings, however, was minimised by staying as true as possible to the 

empirical data and views presented by the respondents. The empirical data reflected the views as 

presented by the organisations (Appendix G, the social innovation process, 1
st
 sheet) and excluded 

personal interpretation (observations and interpretation were kept separate from the findings, 

Appendix G, social innovation characteristics, 2
nd

 sheet). Furthermore, findings were also reviewed 

with the other researcher to discuss if and why possible differences in interpretations had occurred.  

Furthermore, by being an external researcher one could risk that the respondents would weigh their 

words carefully, not knowing what the findings would be used for. However, the role as an 

independent researcher and the purpose of the research was clarified from the very beginning when 

contacting the organisations as well as explained before the start of the interview, to encourage the 

respondents to speak freely. Confidentiality and anonymity was also offered but was not a special 

request by any of the respondents. An attempt was also made not to use terms and vocabulary that 

could be foreign to the respondents to avoid confusion, misunderstandings and misinterpretation, 

misinformation or dishonesty, which could consequently jeopardise the interpretation data. 

 

  

                                                 
81 The selection of cases was based on certain criteria thus not influenced by personal interest. 
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8. Conclusion 

Considering the indicated similarities between the concepts of social innovation and social 

entrepreneurship as well as the assertion that social enterprises often claim to be innovative when in 

fact they might not be (Mulgan et al., 2007), the thesis set out to investigate: To what extent are 

environmental social enterprises in the Western Cape of South Africa socially innovative and in 

which way? Through semi-structured interviews with seven different environmental social 

enterprises representing various sectors in the Western Cape Province, and the gathering of 

secondary data, this research explored, explained and described the social innovativeness of social 

enterprises (based on the social innovation process, social innovation characteristics and local 

understandings). It furthermore described the influence of the local context on various social 

innovation processes, as well as explored and explained the connection between the concepts of 

social innovation and social entrepreneurship. 

The findings revealed that all the social enterprises followed each phase of the social innovation 

process, though some in a more linear order than others. When describing the context, all of them 

identified different environmental and social issues that needed to be addressed which referred to 

socio-economic concerns, institutional gaps and market failures. Even though some of the 

organisations identified similar needs, different approaches were taken to address these needs. All 

the social enterprises acknowledged the great challenges with resource mobilisation which 

encouraged them to be even more creative when gathering resources. The importance and value of 

social networks and multi-stakeholder approach were also highly emphasised by everyone. As for 

the implementation, different strategies were pursued by the organisations though all of them had 

reached the stage of having been implemented. Although only some of the social enterprises had 

formal evaluation measurements in place, they all had some sort of feedback system which helped 

them improve and refine their initiative along the way. Most of them had scaled up and replicated 

their idea, while few were still in the process of scaling up and waiting to be replicated. Some 

critical factors influencing the diffusion were social networks, diversity of actors and collaboration, 

power relations, resources, communication and the local context. All the cases had proven some 

sort of outcome (mostly quantitatively measured) and only few had considered their impact and 

contribution to systemic change. Based on the social innovation process, it could be argued that the 

innovativeness and creativeness were and still are influenced by the local context. The greater 

challenges and dynamic forces faced (e.g. resources available, mind-sets and attitudes, level of self-

activism, market failures, municipal support etc.), the more creative the organisations had to be. As 

for the social innovation characteristics and criteria presented by the European Social Innovation 
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Research (2012), it was argued that all the social enterprises (except CocoáFair) demonstrated most 

of the social innovation characteristics (e.g. novelty, collectiveness, openness, collaborativeness, 

cross-sectoral, shared ownership, mutualism, bottom-up approach, presumption, improvement of 

societal well-being etc.) and could therefore be described as socially innovative to a large extent. 

However, taking the local understanding of the concept into account presented by the Impumelelo 

Social Innovations Centre (2013) as well as the respective entrepreneurs, only half of the social 

enterprises (Wonderbag, Open Africa and Greenpop) met the local description of social innovation. 

This research contributes to the existing limited knowledge on social innovation and even puts it in 

a new light by combining it with the field of social entrepreneurship. More specifically, it shows the 

connectedness between these two concepts in this particular context. Moreover, it argues how some 

social enterprises in this context may be perceived as socially innovative to a great extent, while 

others are not. It also explains the role of context on innovative behaviour and suggests that the 

occurrence of the phenomenon is context-dependent. With a critical realist approach, this research 

showed how the phenomenon of social innovation developed in a social entrepreneurial context in 

the Western Cape and in which way it was influenced by the local context. Furthermore, the 

methodological choices of critical realism, abductive research approach, multiple case studies, 

qualitative data collection with semi-structured interviews, qualitative content analysis, as well as 

the choice of analytical framework, altogether supported the exploration of the research question 

and the validity and reliability of the research.  
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9. Perspectives 

While carrying out this research, a few considerations for further research were made which ought 

to be mentioned. First of all, despite the fact that social impact measurements are deemed highly 

important both within the field of social entrepreneurship and social innovation, social enterprises 

are still challenged when trying to prove their social impact through performance measurements 

(Nicholls, 2009; Dees & Anderson, 2003; Alvord et al., 2004). This research revealed how only few 

of the social enterprises had actually made an attempt to implement such impact measurements (or 

involved an external third party). Standardised impact measurements do not exist yet within this 

field (Nicholls, 2009) and social enterprises often neither have the resources nor the systems needed 

for measuring (and often struggle with what exactly to measure and how). As a result, this was a 

limitation for the analysis and conclusion as one cannot really say much analytically or 

academically about their impact without evaluating with analytical tools. Nevertheless, social 

enterprises should be encouraged to implement some impact measurement systems, both for their 

own performance evaluation and to inform their stakeholders. As the evaluation of social and 

environmental impact was outside the scope of this research, such assessment could be valuable for 

further research, both to practitioners and academia.  

Secondly, the debate on sustainable development is also touched upon in this research as there 

appears to be an increased focus on environmental development among social enterprises in Cape 

Town; however, there currently exists no analytical parameters for evaluating an organisation’s 

contribution to sustainable development
82

. Even though it would certainly have been interesting to 

investigate their actual contribution, especially since many of the organisations interviewed asserted 

to have made such contribution, the lack of parameters was unfortunately a limitation. Therefore, 

future research should look more into developing analytical frameworks and tools for evaluating the 

contribution to sustainable development. Based on this, one could then assess the extent to which 

organisations follow the guidelines proposed for sustainable development in SA (as mentioned in 

the introduction). The link between social innovation and sustainable development should also 

examined, as Howaldt & Schwartz (2010:47) question “to what extent social innovation themselves 

can expand on sustainability innovations, what social innovations conflict with what sustainability 

criteria and which sustainability criteria are critical for the success of social innovations?”  

                                                 
82 To date no exact measurements or parameters for analysing the contribution to sustainable development (environmentally, socially 

and economically) have been proposed for entrepreneurs in literature, which makes it rather complicated to actually evaluate the 

impact of environmental initiatives on sustainable development (SD). Only Huber (1995, in Gerlach, 2003) suggests three strategies 

for examining SD and innovation: sufficiency (rethinking current consumption and production patterns due to limited natural 

resources); efficiency (resource productivity and efficiency); and consistency (quality of materials and consumption patterns 

compatible with nature’s life cycle). 



 

      75 

Thirdly, attention should be given to the particular challenges faced by the social enterprises 

(financial and human capital, cultural barriers, balance of social value and profit maximisation, 

multi-stakeholder involvement etc.) and how these could be addressed to create a more supportive, 

enabling and stimulating environment. Such considerations could perhaps include the role of formal 

and informal institutions, as well as intermediaries and networks which could support the sharing of 

knowledge and resources among social enterprises. More intensive and extensive research could 

also indicate other influential factors arising in the same context, supportive as well as restraining, 

as new ones may appear in such a dynamic environment. Reflecting on the matter of context 

dependency, a comparative study with another context could be interesting by uncovering similar or 

different patterns in other contexts. 

Finally, the linearity and rigidness of the social innovation process model should be given some 

thought as to whether slight modifications could be needed (e.g. this research added ‘context’ and 

‘resource mobilisation’) as well as the possibility of better reflecting the complexity of reality and 

continuous movement back and forth between the phases. Furthermore, the findings showed that the 

social enterprises went through the various phases of the social innovation process, but it did not 

consider to what extent one phase actually led to another and thus future explanatory research of the 

innovation process could perhaps examine the existence of causal relationship between the phases.   
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11. Appendices 

A) The Social Innovation Process (Murray et al., 2010) 

 

B) The Social Enterprise Spectrum (Dees et al., 2001) 

 

C) The Social Enterprise Spectrum (Social Velocity, 2009) 

 

D) Overview of organisations interviewed 

 

E) Case presentation 

 

F) Interview questions 

 

G) Enclosed CD including: 

 

 Extensive sheet with findings (Excel document) 

 Interview recordings 
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Appendix A)  

The Social Innovation Process. Source: Murray et al., 2010 

 

 

 

Appendix B)  

The Social Enterprise Spectrum. Source: Dees et al., 2001, Ex. 1.1, p.15. 
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Appendix C) 

Social Enterprise Spectrum. Source: Social Velocity, 2009. Retrieved 15.09.2012 

http://www.socialvelocity.net/2009/03/accelerating-austins-social-enterprise-conversation/ 

 

CHARITIES / 
NON-PROFITS 

SOCIAL ENTERPRISES 
FOR-PROFITS / 
TRADITIONAL 

BUSINESSES 

Pure non-profit 

Non-profit 
with trading / 

business 
activity as part 

of delivery 
model 

Organisation 
working 
toward 

financial 
sustainability 

business (some 
grants) 

Breakeven - all 
revenues from 

trading 
activities 

Profits made 
but not 

distributed - 
back into 
mission 

Profits made 
and (some) 

distributed to 
investors; 

profits likely to 
be lower due to 
social mission 

Commercial, 
competitive 
and profit 

maximising; 
social value 
proposition 
built into 

business model 

Profit maximising 

  Subsidised Trade-off 
Lock-step / 

social business 
  

 

 

Appendix D) 

Overview of organisations interviewed. Source: Author 

Organisation Respondent Title 
Location of 
interview 

Date of 
interview 

Duration of 
interview 

TrashBack (TB) 
Andrew McNaught (AM) 
& Jonathan Henning (JH) 

Co-founders  
Office space, Woodstock, 

Cape Town 
03.12.2012 01:16:47 

Wonderbag (WB) Peter Sharples (PS) 
Regional agent 

for Western 
Cape Province 

Home office, Newlands, 
Cape Town 

25.01.2013 00:46:52 

Abalimi Bezekhaya (AB) Robert Small (RS)  
Ressource 
mobiliser 

Head office and in the 
field, Philippi, Cape Town 

22.01.2013 3 hour field visit 

FoodPods (FP) Heinrich Ungerer (HU) Founder 
Head office, Philippi, Cape 

Town 
17.01.2013 01:19:24 

Open Africa (OA) Noel De Villiers (NDV) Founder 
Café next to head office, 
Newlands, Cape Town 

10.12.2012 01:35:28 

Greenpop (GP) Misha Teasdale (MT) Co-founder 
Office space, Woodstock, 

Cape Town 
30.11.2012 00:41:10 

CocoáFair (CF) 
 Antonino Allegra (AA)  

& Thor Thorøe (TT) 
Co-founders  

Café and at the factory, 
Woodstock, Cape Town & 

Social Foods in Ordrup, 
Copenhagen 

08.01.2013 
& 

11.02.2013 

01:38:21 
& 

01:10:24 

 

 

Appendix E) 

Case presentation of organisations interviewed. Source: Author 
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CASE 

PRESENTATION 
SE CHARACTERISTICS 

LOCAL 
UNDERSTANDING OF 

SE 
OUTCOME CHALLENGES FUTURE GOALS & STRATEGIES 

TRASHBACK 

An incentivised 
recycling project in 
the informal 
settlement Imizamo 
Yethu encouraging 
community members 
to collect trash by 
rewarding them with 
vouchers to increase 
environmental 
awareness and 
cleaner 
surroundings.  
 
Formed in 2011 by 
Andrew McNaught 
as a social enterprise 
and run by 4 
permanent staff, on-
ground staff at the 
Hout Bay Recycling 
Centre and 590 
community 
members. A business 
model based on 
income generated 
from recycled 
materials and 
second-hand clothing 
(UrBin), vouchers 
and donations. 

According to definition:  
An innovative solution with a fingerprint 
waste delivery system combined with a 
voucher system to address the pressing 
social, environ. and economic problem 
of waste management in developing 
communities. Scarce resources are used 
to create value of waste and made 
sustainable by creating a model around 
the cycle of resources. Driven by a social 
mission to create a cleaner society 
through economic and social upliftment 
and environmental awareness creation, 
business practices are applied to support 
societal development. TrashBack 
balances social impact and profit 
generation and addressing a need not 
previously met (others in the field are 
government-led initiatives, NGOs and 
profit-oriented businesses). TrashBack is 
engaged in different partnerships and 
social networks to mobilise resources 
and become financially sustainable. 
 
According to SE spectrum  
(Appendices B & C):  
Purely driven to create social, environ. 
and economic value for its beneficiaries 
and only minor profit driven to sustain 
initiatives. Beneficiaries pay nothing to 
be a part of the recycle system. Financial 
capital is accumulated through income-
generating activities (UrBin) to cross-
subsidise their voucher system, recycled 
materials and donations. The workforce 
is the beneficiaries, the recycling team 
and a permanent staff. Suppliers (large 
retailers) make both in-kind donations of 
vouchers and the rest are cash vouchers 
paid at full market rate by TrashBack.  
 
TrashBack is a social enterprise with a 
hybrid structure (Dees et al, 2001) and 
an organisation working towards being 
financially sustainable (with some 
grants) (Social Velocity, 2009). 

“A social enterprise is a 
business whose 
primary objective is to 
achieve social/ 
environmental impact 
while achieving 
financial returns 
sufficient to sustain 
itself. Ideally a social 
enterprise should 
become replicable and 
scalable in order to 
maximise impact. All 
social enterprises 
which they are working 
with are also struggling 
with finding the 'right' 
balance between profit 
and social value 
creation. The challenge 
is also to make sure 
that your income-
generating activities 
are somewhat linked to 
your core mission and 
actually strengthens 
what you do.” 
 
“TrashBack is a social 
enterprise as we 
attempting to address 
social and 
environmental issues in 
a financially 
sustainable manner” 
(JH, Interview). 

Measurable/quantifiable: 
Since September 2011: Total recyclables 
collected: 37 032 kg trash (about 400kg each 
week) (415 cubic meters of recyclables). 
Exchanged 1019 rewards of a total value of R25 
238, where the rewards are is often equivalent to 
a basic monthly salary for 1.46 people. Registered 
590 participants which is 1 in 17 in the Imizamo 
Yethu community. 
 
Unmeasured/observed:  
Positive economic and social impact of the 
voucher system for the beneficiaries, the env. 
impact of living in a cleaning community, and 
increased turnover and customer base where the 
vouchers are redeemed. Greater openness and 
interest from the schools in the community in 
supporting the project by teaching them about 
waste and creating more awareness around 
recycling (e.g. some have introduced recycling as 
a science project and learners encourage other 
community members to recycle). By interviewing 
and chatting to the people in the community, 
TrashBack gets feedback from beneficiaries: in 
terms of preferred rewards, their increased 
knowledge of recycling (especially among the 
younger ones) etc. The behavioural change 
seems to have grown organically and spread itself 
through word-of-mouth.  
 
TrashBack is currently looking for ways to 
measure and quantify their impact, as they 
acknowledge that the amount of recyclables is 
not a true indicator of their broader impact. Even 
their impact has not yet been measured, on-
ground interaction is a good indicator. Benefits 
achieved from incentivised recycling: Increased 
amounts of recycled waste and less waste going 
to landfills, increased respect of/for the 
environment, encouraging pride and dignity, a 
cleaner and more healthy community, reduced 
sickness and diseases from dirty surroundings 
(can be documented with before and after 
pictures), increased employment (formal and 
informal) contributing to socio-economic 
upliftment (Interview). 

1) Gathering resources of 
human capital (a lot of 
workload split between few 
people) and financial capital (so 
far from own pockets). 
 
2) Choosing focus and strategy 
and finding the balance 
between social/environmental 
impact and profit. 
 
3) Overcoming cultural barriers. 
 
4) Finding the middle-way to 
combine all stakeholders’ 
interests, knowledge, 
experiences and expectations. 
Different views between 
TrashBack and the recycling 
team believe on how business 
should be done (organised and 
planned). Respecting other 
views and not just go ahead 
with own ideas. Openness, 
humility and communication is 
key. 
 
6) Finding strong partners who 
can support when scaling up, as 
well as believe in the project. 
Currently, TrashBack is trying to 
get more shops on board for 
the voucher system, but having 
the big corporates involved 
(resources and commitment). 

• Cross-subsidise from the 
recycled materials thereby 
becoming more aligned with their 
mission and vision throughout the 
model. 
 
• Create greater awareness 
through the community centres 
and social networks (bottom-up 
behavioural change) and 
implement a recycling educational 
programme in the school 
curriculum. Support awareness 
creation for the wider population 
through environmental initiatives 
(like the current involvement in 
festivals).  
 
• Future initiatives should focus 
on decentralising waste 
management so that it becomes 
easier at the recycling stations 
and landfills. 
 
• Replicate the idea throughout 
South Africa, either by leveraging 
onto other existing recycling 
centres or opening up new 
centres and get development 
organisations on board and 
cooperate with local communities. 
 
• Join a proposal from the Civil 
Joint Access, a recycling project 
with the City of Cape Town to 
measure the annual reduction of 
waste and TrashBack's specific 
contribution (to show the 
community members and 
investors). 
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WONDERBAG 

An environmental 
cooking bag 
addressing the 
challenges of carbon 
emissions, limited 
natural resources 
and increasing 
prices, job creation 
and social 
development. It 
enables households 
and organisations to 
cook more 
environmentally 
friendly while making 
great economic and 
energy savings. SA's 
first CDM project 
registered by UN. 
 
Introduced in 2008 
by Sarah Collins as a 
financially self-
sustainable social 
enterprise. Run by its 
turnover from bags 
sold and its small 
group of permanent 
full-time staff, 
distribution agents 
and manufacturing 
employees in 
different regions and 
abroad. 

According to definition: 
A unique solution with a resource-saving 
cooking bag to pressing economic, social 
and environmental problems in 
developing communities (energy saving, 
cost-reduction of expensive resources, 
health and safety issues etc.). Few 
resources have been used to create a 
simple bag with a long (and recycled) 
life. The idea is mainly socially mission 
driven, where the only income 
generated is to financially sustain the 
business of the Wonderbag. Wonderbag 
has seized the opportunity to address 
several needs not currently met by the 
public or private sector and strengthen 
its market presence. Although proven to 
be financially sustainable, partnerships 
and social networks have been crucial 
for the spread of the bag both nationally 
and internationally. 
 
According to SE spectrum  
(Appendices B & C):  
Mainly socially mission driven (but also 
somewhat market driven) aiming to 
create social and economic value. Its 
beneficiaries are a mix of full payers, 
subsidised rates and some who pay 
nothing (donated bags). The capital is 
accumulated by market-rate capital. The 
workforce is made up of fully paid staff 
and some working below-market wages. 
The suppliers provide the bag and its 
material mostly at market-rate prices, 
though sometimes with special 
discounts.  
 
Wonderbag is a social enterprise by 
combining the purely philanthropic 
aspect with the commercial (hybridity) 
(Dees et al, 2001) where profits are 
made from trading activities but re-
invested into the mission (Social 
Velocity, 2009). 

"Developing skills and 
accountability based on 
principles. The problem 
is though, to get a 
consensus on 
principles. It is a 
paradigm shift." (PS, 
Interview) 

Measurable/quantifiable: 
"Field surveys in South Africa show that on 
average, Wonderbags can save ½ a tonne of 
carbon per year by using a Wonderbag regularly 
(equal to the emissions of a small car over 4 
months). As of June 2012, 500 000 Wonderbags 
have already been distributed, set to save up to 
250 000 tonnes of carbon per year" (WB 
Website). Wonderbag has already touched the 
lives of 2.5 million people in South Africa by 
selling 500 000 bags. Over 2 000 jobs have been 
created (sourcing material, production, 
distributing, monitoring, evaluating etc.). This 
solution reduces a household's use of electricity, 
paraffin, wood and fuel costs with 30%. Most 
results have been measured: reduced use of fuels 
and CO2 emissions, fewer cooking fumes, 
reduced risk of fires and injuries, less wood and 
charcoal used, reduced water consumption, less 
food wasted and time spent cooking, as well as 
many carbon credits earned (the exact figures 
were not provided for the research). The 
extensive outreach has shown very positive 
results through head quarter measurement 
system auditing and customer feedback. 
 
Unmeasured/observed:  
"Evidence from impact measurements shows that 
the Wonderbag has significant sustainable 
development benefits: Employment creation, 
reduced consumption of fuels and fuel bills, 
leading to less illness caused by cooking smoke 
and fewer accidents in the kitchen, improvement 
of daily lives (the quality of their child- care and 
productivity), reduced use of firewood and safety 
risks (especially in countries where firewood and 
charcoal are the main cooking fuels), and also 
addresses deforestation" (Wonderbag website). 
Although some factors are measure more directly 
than others, the above-mentioned results show 
that Wonderbag has changed the behaviour, 
attitudes and roles in households across South 
Africa, it has created more awareness of the 
availability of scarce resources and how to cook 
more environmentally friendly, and influenced 
development programmes led by government 
and local municipalities. More life-improving 
factors and behavioural change could be 
quantified in the future (Interview). 

1)  Affordability: "The cost of 
producing and delivering a 
Wonderbag is more than 
families in developing countries 
can afford. For widespread 
adoption, significant 
expenditure is required for 
manufacture, marketing, 
organisational set-up, 
distribution, after-sales services. 
Fortunately, Wonderbag 
distribution is supported by 
partners like Unilever and the 
carbon credits earned from the 
reduction in green-house 
gasses" (Wonderbag website). 
 
2) Accessibility and distribution: 
"One of the main factors that 
will determine the success of 
the project is the level of 
engagement and 
communication in the local 
communities. Communities are 
often sceptical of ‘inferior’ 
technologies so it is important 
for the service provider to 
consult with local leaders about 
the technology and provide 
training" (eThekwini document). 
 
3) Developing the agents’ 
business skills, finding the 'right' 
producers, following-up and 
making people understand how 
to use the bag (also convincing 
them that it's an investment) 
(WB Interview, PS 2013). 

• Expand nationally to reach 5 
million people in the next few 
years. 
 
• Expand sales and distribution 
internationally into a series of 
African and Asian countries 
(Nigeria, Kenya, Ethiopia, 
Somaliland, Djibouti, Sri Lanka, 
India and Indonesia) through 
investor partnerships and 
corporate partner support. “With 
the help of our partners (Unilever, 
Microsoft, JP Morgan), we’re on a 
mission to see 100 million 
Wonderbags in homes around the 
world by 2015, saving more than 
100 million tonnes of carbon 
which is equivalent to over 200 
million people avoiding long-haul 
flights” (Sarah Collins, WB 
Website). 
 
• Continue the support of carbon 
revenues. 
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ABALIMI 
BEZEKHAYA 

A farming 
development 
programme aiming 
to improve 
sustainable food 
production and 
nature conservation 
by supporting 
organic urban micro-
farms and skills 
development 
amongst 
disadvantaged and 
impoverished 
communities in Cape 
Town.  
 
Founded in 1982 as a 
NPO with the 
Department of Social 
Development. 
Initially entirely 
dependent on 
external funding but 
introduced an 
income-generating 
strategy in 2008, 
Harvest of Hope 
(producing veggie 
boxes), which now 
brings income 
directly to the 
farmers (50%) and 
cross-subsidises 
Abalimi's other 
activities. Run by a 
full-time and part-
time staff of 17 and 
14 volunteers and 
involving 3000 micro 
farmers per year. 

According to definition:  
A unique solution to pressing economic, 
social and environmental needs of food 
insecurity, unemployment and economic 
poverty by introducing urban micro-
farming and using the resources 
available in a new and sustainable way. 
Strongly driven by a social mission to 
uplift disadvantaged communities 
(economically, environmentally and 
socially), the Harvest of Hope is the 
recently introduced business model to 
support them financially, as well as 
engaging in various social networks, 
partnerships and funding. Abalimi 
addresses a need not previously met by 
the public or private sector (although 
they are now involved through Abalimi). 
 
According to SE spectrum  
(Appendices B & C):  
Strongly socially mission driven though 
slowly adapting a market-driven 
approach, and aiming to create social, 
economic and environmental value for 
its beneficiaries. Some beneficiaries pay 
at subsidised rates (Abalimi offers 
training bursaries and inputs subsidies) 
while others pay full price if they can. 
The financial capital is generated from a 
mix of donations/ funding and profit-
generated income from HoH. Abalimi's 
workforce is made up of both staff with 
below-market wages and volunteers. 
Some suppliers make in-kind donations 
(donated clothes and fresh waste) 
whereas others make special discounts 
(gov. offering pieces of land) or make 
Abalimi pay full market-rate prices 
(suppliers of water and compost). 
 
Although initially starting out as a NPO, 
Abalimi has become a social enterprise 
(hybrid) by balancing between social 
mission and market driven (Dees et al., 
2001) and continuously working towards 
financial sustainability (though still 
dependent on grants) (Social Velocity, 
2009). 

“Abalimi is an achieved 
social enterprise 
because it combines 
human development 
with profitable agri-
business that changes 
the ethics and 
consciousness of the 
way food is produced 
and consumed among 
rich and poor” (RS, 
Interview) 

Measurable/quantifiable: 
“Abalimi supports individual households and 
groups to implement own community and family 
micro-farming projects. This includes between 
1500 - 2500 home based vegetable home 
gardens per year and 50 - 100 community 
projects per year comprising approx. 3000 
farmers directly and their families (approx. 
touching 15 000 indirectly). Essential training and 
advisory, supply, monitoring and evaluation and 
movement building support are provided. Farmer 
register and membership program now shows 
3000 registered micro-farmers since 2008 of 
which 50% are members and minimum 60% 
women.” (Abalimi doc) 
As for Harvest of Hope (HoH), this currently signs 
production contracts (via Abalimi) with around 20 
community gardens annually, involving 100 
micro-farmers, and also buys ad-hoc from 
another 50 micro-farmers in a further 10 
community gardens, with yet another 20-30 
community gardens in the line-up to join. Around 
100 micro-farmers currently earn a reliable 
income of (on average) R500/m per 500m2 plot, 
up to (for periods) around R2000 - R3000 
p/500m2 plot per month, and they supply 350 
weekly box members in Cape Town. 50% of HoH 
profit goes directly to the farmers, the rest to 
Abalimi and any additional income is reinvested 
in Abalimi’s activities.   
 
Unmeasured/observed:  
Thus, most factors evaluated are training and 
skills level, production outcome, income 
generated etc. Besides from that, they collect 
stories (testimonials) to get a more personal 
understanding of their impact (Interview). The 
health of the people working in the gardens has 
clearly improved, fewer people sick and doctor 
appointments (mentally and physically healing 
with gardening). Positive response: Farmers have 
lately been expressing a willingness to receive 
their training, support and still meet their 
production goals much faster than expected 
(Interview). 

1) Recognising that the 
development stages of micro-
farming allow Abalimi to plan 
effectively, phase-specific 
support programmes. 
 
2) Making people understand 
the opportunity to seize 
available resources with only 
little training (convincing and 
changing mind-sets is 
challenging). Urban agriculture 
can create jobs and support 
households with food security. 
 
3) Supporting urban agriculture 
requires gardening subsidies.  
 
4) A consumerist mind-set, 
especially among young people, 
can discourage gardening. 
Getting the youth involved is 
important and some are now 
slowly approaching by 
themselves (thus a youth 
programme has been set up at 
the garden centre in Philippi). 
 
5) Group dynamics in the 
community gardens, lack of 
openness for accepting new 
members (more physical labour 
power, freshness, ideas, 
motivation). 
 
6) With HoH the production 
needed to be increased from 
the ‘livelihood phase’ (eat, sell, 
save, reinvest, profit earning 
begins) to the ‘commercial 
phase’ (sell, reinvest, profit, job 
creation begins) and an all-year 
round production had to be 
ensured. Convincing the 
farmers to get involved and 
believe in the potential profit 
which HoH could make was 
indeed a challenge, now it's the 
capacity and customer base. 

• Expand the leading group of 100 
(semi-commercial) micro-farmers 
in 25 community gardens to 
include another 100 in 30 more 
community gardens. Increase the 
number of home gardens and 
community gardens (at survival 
and subsistence level) from the 
current 2500 per year to approx. 
7000 - 10 000 per year in 6500 - 
9500 home gardens and 70 - 100 
community garden. Scaling up and 
replicate the Development Chain 
model locally, nationally and 
regionally.  
 
• Increasing HoH sales to 1200-
2000/veg boxes by developing 
more community gardens, to not 
be as dependent on other non-
Abalimi farmers currently 
contributing to HoH. The demand 
is increasing – could sell 600box/ 
week if the capacity was there. 
  
• Prove the growth and 
sustainability of projects at every 
level of the Development Chain 
and With their Sustainability Index 
measurement tool (not yet 
publically available since it is core 
IP and under development).  
 
• Continue to offer the 
development & support subsidy of 
R100 farmer/month.   
 
• Become more cost effective by 
using fresh waste compost 
donated by supermarkets, hotels, 
catering units in universities etc., 
though cow manure will still be 
used. Maybe use kelp as fertiliser 
(but logistics are needed as well 
as government involvement). 
 
• Support self-organisation under 
the umbrella of the Vukuzenzela 
Urban Farmers Association.  
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FOODPODS 

A micro-agri business 
model addressing 
unemployment and 
food insecurity in the 
developing 
communities by 
providing training, 
support and 
infrastructure to 
grow and sell own 
organic vegetables. 
Franchisees are able 
to support family, 
neighbours and 
surrounding 
community members 
with affordable and 
fresh vegetables 
while generating 
income. 
 
Founded in 2011 by 
Heinrich Ungerer as 
a social enterprise 
generating profit at 
each level (by 
franchisees, Hubs 
and FoodPods). A 
financially viable 
model though 
currently dependent 
on funding from 
social investors 
during start-up. Run 
by the founder and a 
small team at the 
Hub, as well as the 
beneficiaries 
(franchisees/ 
agents). 

According to definition:   
A unique solution of micro-gardening to 
address the issue of food insecurity, 
economic poverty and access to 
affordable organic produce by using the 
scarce resources in a creative and 
sustainable way that is aligned with the 
cycle of nature. Although driven by a 
social mission, a business model 
supports the creation of economic, 
social and environmental value. 
FoodPods addresses a need not 
currently met by others in the same way. 
The model has proven its financially 
viability although is dependent on social 
investments and social networks to 
kickstart the initiative. 
 
According to SE spectrum  
(Appendices B & C):   
Aiming to create both social and 
economic value for its beneficiaries and 
investors and both mission and market 
driven. Although its beneficiaries pay 
nothing at the initial stage for training 
and crates, this is paid off over a two-
year period through buying crates from 
the Hub. Although the social investors 
put capital into FoodPods, the capital 
will be accumulated through its profit-
generating model, where the money 
generated from the franchisees, the 
crates and seedlings. The workforce is a 
mix of paid staff and volunteers. The 
suppliers sell the resources at market-
rate prices (and sometime special 
discounts on larger volumes).  
 
FoodPods combines both commercial 
interests with a social mission (hybrid 
structure) and is thus a social enterprise 
(Dees et al., 2001) where profits are 
made but distributed directly back into 
the mission (Social Velocity, 2009). 
However, in the future, some of this 
profit may be distributed to the social 
investors. 

 

Measurable/quantifiable: 
The model has so far proven that one foodpod 
can support 10 families = 50 people, thus results 
are measurable in terms of the income generated 
by beneficiaries and the Hub. Started with 1 
foodpod with 70 crates which has grown to 2400 
crates. Currently only two franchisees are linked 
to the Hub in Philippi but recently launched the 
agent model which will employ 10 agents every 
month until July 2013 (60 agents). Now at the 
upscale phase: Negotiating to scale up the Hub in 
Philippi to 5000 crates and 3000 trees in the next 
year and 40 full-time agents, selling 40 bunches a 
day. Everything is proven and measured except 
the recently implemented hub and agent model. 
FoodPods measures its output with a format 
sheet to monitor the resources is used at the 
Hub, paying site visits, sale sheets for the 
franchisees (date, customer name, product sold, 
price) to evaluate if the franchisees are getting 
sufficient income from the products sold and in 
relation to what is expected of them to buy from 
the hub. This is supported by qualitative data, 
chatting to the franchisees and understanding 
their experiences. Heart Capital has developed an 
impact measurement system (social, economic 
and environmental) for FoodPods. 
Environmentally: measuring the quality of water 
used, the boreholes, amounts of municipal water 
used (sourcing locally), disposal of waste, worm 
farm etc. Economically/Socially: Number of jobs 
created, income generated, women, men and 
children influenced by the system etc. All this is 
monitored on an on-going basis and has been 
implemented even though FoodPods is so young.  
 
Unmeasured/observed:  
Certain aspects are fully monitored, whereas 
others are evaluated while going along. 
Eventually, certain intangible factors could be 
evaluated, such as changes in behaviour (buying 
and growing food), attitude, acceptance etc. 
especially if FoodPods would like to understand if 
it has a greater influence on the society. Though 
for the moment being the 'footprint' is not large 
enough and FoodPods is still very young. But 
there is a potential. The Community of Philippi is 
on the verge to change and FoodPods is just 
upscaling now (Interview). 

1) Acknowledge cultural 
differences. Don't make 
assumptions or generalise that 
people living in poverty want to 
earn a salary of baseline. Many 
had the chance to be a part of 
FoodPods but chose not to as 
not everyone thinks long-term.  
 
2) It's business as usual and the 
same rules apply on a grass-root 
level (market research, 
marketing, pricing, timing, 
availability, supply & demand, 
quality, shopping experience). 
 
3) Resources mobilisation is 
always a challenge. Investment 
is just enough to keep continue 
and get through challenging 
periods. Uncertainty affects 
innovativeness and creativity. 
 
4) Being a social enterprise is a 
slow progress, risky and 
challenging - but seeing the 
impact is a great feeling!  
 
5) Overcoming the challenge of 
migration (80% of Philippi 
residents move back to Eastern 
Cape during summer) by getting 
the franchisees to organise 
others to take care of their 
'business' while being away. 
This creates another challenge 
as neighbours harvest crates 
without buying new ones, thus 
basically taking the 
money/value out of the system. 
 
6) You cannot expect everyone 
to think entrepreneurial. So 
FoodPods has to create a job 
opportunity where the agents 
consider it as a job and show 
commitment. Motivating 
people to work, changing mind-
sets and behaviour is hard. 

• Take the FoodPods concept to 
upscale to a sustainable model by 
commercialising the Hub and 
spokes model more to the 
surrounding communities. Train 
agents in the Philippi Hub and 
create a nursery/food 
market/training centre within a 
hub that supports employment 
creation and food security. 
 
• Having people coming in 
randomly to buy a little and sell 
on the streets, forces FoodPods to 
evaluate their agent model and 
the commercialisation of 
FoodPods.  
 
• By the end of 2013, FoodPods 
will hopefully have proven its 
viability as a concept with the 
existence of more hubs and an 
ability to address food security on 
large scale, replicating it to a 
national level now up by 
Johannesburg and even to other 
parts of Sub-Saharan Africa, 
where soil quality is also poor and 
affected by climate change. 
 
• Being able to tick all boxes of 
true sustainable development, 
create jobs, income and food 
security.  
 
• Currently bouncing with ideas 
for micro-investment: Involving 
individuals to perhaps invest and 
getting their returns paid in 
veggies. Or value can specifically 
be generated from investing in 
the seedling or tree nurseries.  
 
• Maybe even introduce 
FoodPods into more urban areas 
(city centre) and corporates... 
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OPEN AFRICA 

An online platform 
supporting rural 
development by 
offering off-road 
travel destinations 
throughout Southern 
Africa. By focusing on 
cultural and natural 
abundance through 
tourism, trade and 
conservation, the 
rural communities 
are connected and 
uplifted through 
employment 
creation, cultural 
development, nature 
and wildlife 
conservation, 
agriculture etc. 
Thereby visitors 
support economic, 
social and ecological 
development.  
 
Established in 1995 
by Noel De Villiers as 
a NPO and currently 
working on 
introducing more 
income streams. Run 
by 10 permanent 
staff, a board of 5 
members and 2000 
participants. 

According to definition:  
An innovative solution with travel routes 
throughout SA to uplift the economic, 
social and environmental 
underdevelopment in rural areas. By 
using the abundant resources available 
in the respective communities, creative 
and sustainable initiatives are 
supported. Driven by a social mission, 
some business practices have been 
applied to address needs not previously 
met by the public or private sector. In an 
attempt to become financially 
sustainable, Open Africa has engaged in 
various partnerships and networks to 
strengthen their resource mobilisation. 
 
According to SE spectrum  
(Appendices B & C):   
Mainly socially mission driven and only 
little market driven (creating market 
access for beneficiaries, corporate 
involvement and marketing activities). It 
creates social, economic and 
environmental value. Beneficiaries pay 
nothing, though a membership fee will 
be introduced. Capital is generated from 
donations and grants (the beneficiaries’ 
turnover goes solely to themselves), and 
some market-rate capital is made from 
the website's booking fee and corporate 
partnerships. More income-generating 
activities will be introduced in the future 
(e.g. promoting local products through 
OA routes). The workforce is paid staff 
and volunteers. Their suppliers either 
donate directly or engage in a corporate 
partnership (launching products or 
services through these routes).  
 
Open Africa has moved from being 
purely philanthropic towards the more 
commercial side (hybridity) (Dees et al, 
2001). Although currently heavily on the 
philanthropic side, it is a NPO with 
trading activities as a part of the model 
which makes it a social enterprise (Social 
Velocity, 2009). 

"The challenge with SE 
is that it must be 
financially sustainable, 
which is much easier 
said than done. People 
in social enterprises are 
passionate and driven 
by a social purpose but 
struggle to be 
financially self-
sustainable. Businesses 
as well as individuals 
have to accept that for 
the world to work, a 
part of our lives has to 
be focused on social 
development. There 
will always be people in 
need. A sound 
distinction between 
philanthropy and 
business could be 
made. Though that 
doesn't mean that they 
cannot cooperate." 
 
"Open Africa is 
experimenting and 
trying to find the 
balance between social 
mission and profit. On 
the one hand we are 
raising money 
benevolently through 
funders whilst trying to 
create revenue streams 
that are aligned with 
our mission, model, 
scope and vision. These 
activities are minor, 
but there is an 
intention to implement 
more" (NDV, 
Interview). 

Measurable/quantifiable:  
Impressive high growth rate: 2011 – 67% (even 
without getting involved with the World Cup, 
only little impact) and in 2012 – 40%. Currently 
supporting 2626 community-based businesses 
that employ 30 640 people. (OA Interview; OA 
Website). It furthermore supports the 
development of new black enterprises as "each 
route is an economic platform for enterprise 
development". Tourism is the world’s largest job 
creator, and every job created in tourism 
provides scope for at least another 1.2 local jobs 
in the feedback chain (and potentially influences 
five more family members), as the route itself 
provides the market. "The contribution to social 
and environmental projects in South Africa covers 
areas such as food security/agricultural reform, 
the environment, social/community 
development, market access and arts and 
culture; and enhanced conservation along each 
travel route". (OA website).  
 
Unmeasured/observed:  
The initiative has also had a wider impact which is 
difficult for OA to measure, such as upliftment, 
hope, community development etc. More specific 
factors could be measured such as the number of 
small-scale rural farmers receiving support to set 
up enterprises with local produce, the number 
and types of artists, crafters, musicians and 
dancers that have been assisted to develop their 
occupations into enterprises and linking them to 
markets, the awareness creation around  
conservation, the way rural entrepreneurs are 
reducing carbon footprints (e.g. bicycle rental 
and recycling), the link established between local 
and international markets etc. For now doing 
quantitative monitoring and observation. The 
challenge still remains in how to convince funders 
when you don’t have the qualitative results. So to 
overcome that, Open Africa instead takes their 
funders and show them what they are actually 
doing - through observation. The option of 
participatory evaluation has also been on the 
table, but how does one choose which actors to 
evaluate and which method? (Interview) 

1) Gathering financial 
resources! 
 
2) Due to the failure of previous 
projects intervening, a lot of 
negative mind-sets in the local 
communities had to be 
convinced. This was addressed 
by explaining the local 
ownership and participatory 
approach as them being 
change-makers themselves. The 
locals had to identify their 
unique features, qualities and 
strengths and confidence was 
built. 
 
3) The public and social space is 
very different to the 
commercial space. Many 
mistakes were made, learning 
curve was steep. Biggest 
misconception was to think it 
would be no problem to find 
the financial resources (both 
then and now). Quickly realised 
that foreign aid money does not 
go directly to good projects like 
OA, but rather from 
government to government.  
 
4) A totally new field for the 
founder with no previous 
personal experience neither in 
funding nor in how to address 
rural communities. 
 
5) How to articulate and 
implement the mission and 
vision. Rewriting several times, 
trying to get to its core 
activities. 
 
6) It is a very dynamic 
environment to operate in, 
changes happens all the time so 
adaptability is crucial. 

• Continue to introduce routes 
throughout SA and the rest of the 
continent, though more funding is 
needed for unless their new 
income streams will support them 
sufficiently.  
 
• Introduce the promotion of local 
products from the routes to other 
areas and customers (as an 
income-generating activity).  
 
• Maybe reposition Open Africa to 
the external environment more 
with stronger and clearer focus on 
trade than tourism (as there are 
limitations with tourism compared 
to trade). 
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GREENPOP 

A tree-evolution 
based on 
volunteerism and 
corporate 
involvement for the 
development of 
more sustainable 
and greener 
communities. 
Creating greater 
environmental 
awareness through 
tree planting 
projects, green 
events, education, 
social media and 
volunteerism. 
 
Kicked off in 2010 by 
Misha Teasdale, 
Lauren O'Donnell 
and Jeremy Hewitt as 
a social enterprise. A 
business model with 
many income 
streams and strong 
environmental value 
propositions. Run by 
8 permanent staff as 
well as interns and 
2800 volunteers. 

According to definition:  
A creative solution to an environmental 
and social problem (deforestation and 
lack of green areas in developing 
communities) by starting a treevolution 
and using whichever resources available. 
Driven by a mission to create social 
change, business practices have been 
applied to make the initiative financially 
sustainable. In order to strengthen its 
resource mobilisation, Greenpop is 
greatly involved in tons of partnerships 
and social networks. Moreover, 
Greenpop aims to address a need not 
currently met by the public or private 
sector.  
 
According to SE spectrum  
(Appendices B & C):  
Mission driven to create social and 
environmental value appealing to the 
goodwill in people. Some beneficiaries 
receive the trees and training completely 
for free while corporates pay full market 
rate prices to participate in the planting. 
The financial capital is obtained through 
income generated from individuals and 
corporates buying trees or planting days. 
Their workforce is predominantly 
volunteers and a small paid staff. The 
suppliers make both in-kind donations, 
trade services (sponsored compost and 
fertilisers in return for marketing) and 
special discounts (bulk buying).  
 
Greenpop combines pure philanthropy 
and commercial interests and is thus a 
social enterprise (Dees et al, 2001). 
More specifically, any profit made is not 
distributed to investors or shareholders 
but goes back into mission (Social 
Velocity, 2009). 

"It is about establishing 
a revenue generating 
model that has a core 
value that is for the 
betterment of man 
and/or the 
environment. It has an 
inherent value and this 
transcends into the 
ideals and values of 
how the company 
operates."  
 
"Greenpop motivates a 
culture of acting and 
being responsible in all 
senses. This includes 
how business is done 
and what the business 
includes as its 
practice." (Written 
Interview) 
 
"Our generation 
questions how we can 
connect and 
contribute, become 
involved, what are the 
spillover effects. 
Greenpop is not the 
only driver but rather a 
part of a greater 
movement where you 
see all these social 
enterprises popping 
up, leveraging great 
minds and questioning 
how they can be more 
innovative to take the 
social and 
environmental space 
and turn it into a new 
kind of economy" (MT, 
Interview). 

Measurable/quantifiable: 
So far 17 876 trees have been planted in 234 
locations, involving 2798 volunteers, benefitting 
100 500 people. Some factors are easy for 
Greenpop to quantify and justify (number of 
trees, students and volunteers, other 
environmental factors). 
 
Unmeasured/observed:  
Although Greenpop believes to definitely have 
had an impact by the way it has spread and 
grown so massively in such a short time span; 
there are, however, intangible factors that are 
difficult to measure but that they feel they have 
had some influence on (social factors, being a 
movement, awareness creation etc.) (Interview). 

1) Growing too fast and not 
knowing in which direction to 
always go. 
 
2) Mentorship has been a 
crucial factor and more 
programmes are needed, but 
Greenpop is actually lucky as 
almost too many mentorships 
are offered so then it can 
become exhausting. The end 
results and influence need to 
compensate for the time spent 
on finding and developing good 
mentorships. 
 
3) Greenpop has thousands of 
ideas and business plans 
popping up and then 
formulated, though not all of 
them are carried out. These 
ideas and business plans are 
trying to adapt or fit to the 
changes in the environment + 
opportunities arising. 

• Continue to scale up of 
Greenpop as up until now and 
then replicate the model across 
African boarders (focus on 
Madagascar and Senegal but 
waiting until end of 2013 or 2014) 
and open a branch in JHB.  
 
• Greenpop does not aim to sell 
only trees but rather the idea and 
awareness in an attempt to 
change behaviour and have some 
systemic change, as well as maybe 
introducing social change festivals 
(70% green festival and 30% 
enjoyment).  
 
• Keep pushing Greenpop’s 
mission and agenda to become 
100% green itself, starting with its 
office space.  
 
• Have a green hub and a 
volunteer placement where 
everyone is permanently in-house 
instead (capital generating 
opportunity, exposure for greater 
propaganda within the green 
industry).  
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COCOÁFAIR 

The first fairtrade 
and organic 
chocolate factory 
with the entire bean-
to-bar process in 
Africa. Offering 
affordable chocolate 
and supporting social 
entrepreneurial 
initiatives with a 
particular focus on 
people, planet and 
processes. 
 
Established in 2010 
by Thor Thorøe and 
Antonino Allegra as a 
Close Corporation 
(CC) but will soon be 
a private owned 
company (Pty Ltd). 
Financially 
sustainable by 
generating profit 
from chocolate sold 
and courses offered 
of which income is 
invested in social 
projects. Run by 8 
permanent staff. 

According to definition:  
A solution to an economic, social and 
economic issue by introducing locally 
produced, organic, fairtrade chocolate. 
By using the resources available and 
sourcing organically from around Africa, 
this supports farmer development, the 
environment, creates employment and 
offers affordable chocolate. CocoáFair 
has created a business model around its 
bean-to-bar process that is both profit 
and socially mission driven and has 
introduced a product not currently 
provided by the market. To acquire the 
needed resources, different fairtrade 
partnerships have been of importance. 
 
According to SE spectrum  
(Appendices B & C):  
Emphasising both social and economic 
value creation, supporting social mission 
driven initiatives while at the same time 
being market and profit-driven. It has 
mixed motives by appealing to both the 
self-interest of the consumers and 
goodwill (encouraging people to support 
fairtrade and SE projects). Some 
beneficiaries pay full market-rate prices 
(consumers, shops and hotels buying the 
chocolate or a chocolate course) while 
other beneficiaries pay nothing (the SE 
projects). All capital is generated from 
the turnover made from the business. 
The workforce is all fully paid staff. The 
suppliers of the raw material and 
machinery are paid at market-rate 
prices.  
 
Cocoáfair is a social enterprise, though 
definitely leaning more towards the 
commercial end of the spectrum (Dees 
et al., 2001). In other words, it is 
commercial, competitive and profit 
maximising where its social value 
proposition is built into the business 
model (Social Velocity, 2009). 

“The use of innovative 
business practices to 
create sustainable 
solutions to pressing 
social problems. 
CocoáFair is committed 
to the concept of 
business for the 
greater good. 
Chocolate-making is an 
art form and a 
mechanism for social 
change" (Website). 
 
"Reinvesting profit into 
social projects that can 
be self-sustainable. But 
first profit needs to be 
made to be self-
sustainable before 
investing in the 
community. Making a 
change takes time, thus 
we take small steps. 
This change in mind-set 
from profit-orientation 
to social value creation 
will hopefully become 
a reality in the rest of 
SA" (AA, Interview). 
 
"Social entrepreneurs 
often identify a need 
first; whereas I see a 
business opportunity 
to make both profit 
and social impact. A 
proper business plan is 
needed to succeed 
before investing in 
social initiatives and 
philanthropy. There are 
various ways of 
building SE initiatives – 
some innovative while 
others are not" (TT, 
Interview). 

Measurable/quantifiable: 
So far, CocoáFair has already successfully 
achieved its first goal, which was to train a 
chocolatier (Zuki who's now even going to 
Denmark and might even sell her own chocolate 
selection) as well as a group of previously 
disadvantaged and unskilled employees.  Instead 
of looking at the big picture, we are looking at the 
small steps. Although still far from expected and 
hoped to be by now, CocoáFair is a place where 
Social Food in Denmark (also owned by Thor 
Thorøe) can source its products. Most activities 
are documented, measured and analysed 
financially (costs, output, sales, turnover and 
investments paid off), environmentally (energy 
savings:  use of recycled material for packaging, 
reducing water consumption, machinery etc.) and 
few visual (customer feedback and consumer 
behaviour) (though data was not provided for 
this research), so CocoáFair gets the impression 
of what to focus on in the business. 
 
Unmeasured/observed:  
It's more difficult to document the social projects 
and the value created (Interview Nino). No social 
impact measurements yet, as the business is still 
very young. Some feeling of it, but no 
measurement in place. Focus right now is skills 
development and quality products, so measuring 
environmental impact is not on top of the agenda 
right now. (Interview Thor) 
Future measurements could also include looking 
at market share, customers, more buying fair 
trade and organic etc. 
Reactions in Copenhagen through Social Food 
have so far been incredibly positive (just by 
saying that you are a social entrepreneur) 
(Interview Nino). 

1) Sourcing of high quality 
cocoa beans. Hopefully, be able 
to source beans directly 
themselves and cut out 
middlemen (pay farmers a 
better price, ensure quality and 
better logistics). Sourcing locally 
is a great challenge (delayed 
payments) and consequently 
non-organic chocolate also 
became a part of their product 
line. Increasing prices of organic 
raw material: sustainability/ 
quality/brand image vs. 
business profit… (According to 
O’Carroll (in Nieburg, 2013) the 
demand for affordable luxury 
chocolate will not be affected 
by higher retail prices caused by 
increasing costs of raw 
materials). 
 
2) Organisational culture: 
Differences in skills, experiences 
and attitudes, social skill to deal 
with people.  
 
3) Challenging to operate in SA 
context. B2B partnerships is 
challenging as the decision-
making process is time-
consuming, and aligning 
standards and expectations 
(compared to the decisiveness 
in Johannesburg). 
 
4) Difficult to scale SE projects. 
 
5) As there is not yet a demand, 
standard nor national legislation 
for fair trade certification in SA 
(Barrow, 2006), CocoáFair is 
focusing on sourcing organically 
instead of struggling for an 
international certificate (in fact 
non-certified organic products 
have higher sales than certified 
ones (Barrow, 2006).  

• Extend its presence within 3-4 
years in the hotel sector and open 
a branch in Johannesburg. Extend 
the production line (with nice 
packaging). 
 
• Train more employees (maybe 
an engineer for future in-house 
maintenance and some admin 
personnel), hopefully open a 
chocolate academy to train the 
underprivileged youth to either 
later join Cocoáfair, another 
chocolate company or even start 
their own micro business (“train 
the trainer model”).  
 
• Offer Zuki (one of their success 
employee stories) a signature 
chocolate bar line in Denmark 
(with Social Foods) and to help 
her open a micro chocolate 
business in the township Langa. 
 
• Start one social programme 
each year (e.g. collaborating with 
a woman chocolate club 
organising trips to the factory for 
interested groups, clients, 
corporates, tourists and a part of 
the turnover will then be used to 
cross-subsidise the visit of 
disadvantaged children).  
 
• Introduce the chocolate in the 
townships (use innovative 
methods, minimal packaging, and 
novel distribution methods, 
maybe train a family to temper, 
pack and distribute the 
chocolate).  
 
• Source beans directly and cut 
out middlemen (pay farmers a 
better price, ensure quality and 
better logistics). Perhaps make 
cheaper chocolate with the 
leftovers in the beans and sell this 
in the townships. 
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Appendix F) 

Interview question guide for the organisations 

 

INNOVATION PROCESS 

1.1. Context 

How would you describe the local context in Cape Town, which challenges and needs did 

you identify? (social, economic, environmental issues) 

1.2. Need identification 

Which need or issue did you want to address and why? What inspired or triggered your 

initiative?  

1.3. Idea formulation 

In which way did your idea take shape? How did you formulate your idea? (motivation, 

objectives, vision, mission) 

1.4. Resources: available and needed (human, financial, social, etc.) 

In order to implement your idea, which resources did you need and why? And which ones 

did you already have available/access to?  

1.5. Resource mobilisation 

Which steps/actions did you take to get hold of these resources? Were there any specific 

challenges? 

1.6. Stakeholders and networks 

Who are your most important stakeholders and why? Which role do they play for your 

initiative? Which networks are important to you and why? 

1.7. Partnerships and alliances  

Are you engaged in specific partnerships or collaborations? How are they beneficial you? 

(mutually beneficial?) 

1.8. Implementation: Piloting and testing 

Could you please describe the implementation phase of your project (piloting and testing). 

What was your strategy?  

1.9. Evaluation, assessment, refinement 

Did you have any evaluation or assessment of your project along the way and if so, what 

was the realisation? Did you react on it in any way? Did you refine your idea? Did you 

have to cut out certain things and if so why? 
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1.10. Survivability and viability 

How would you describe the survivability of your initiative? Which challenges are 

you facing or expecting to face along the way? How are you financially sustainable?  

1.11. Scalability and replicability 

Has your initiative been scaled and/or replicated? If so, what has the outcome been so 

far? In which way are you planning to scale up and/or replicate?  

1.12. Outcome  

What has been your social/environmental outcome/impact? Have you reached your 

goals yet and if not, how do you expect to do so? 

1.13. Impact: Measurement and assessment 

Do you measure your impact? And if so how?  

1.14. Systemic change 

Which changes have you triggered? (such as in behaviour, processes, attitudes, 

policies, systems etc.) 

1.15. Sustainable development 

Based on all of this, how does your work relate to sustainable development (eco, soc, 

environ)? What is your personal understanding of sustainable development? Do you 

believe your initiative is contributing to sustainable development and if so how?  

 

LEARNING EXPERIENCES 

1.16. Challenges 

Please describe the challenges you have faced so far – both internally and externally. 

Could these have been overcome in a different way?  

1.17. Supporting and enabling factors 

What have been the most supporting factors for you? 

1.18. Innovation process 

Which moments in the development of your initiative have been the most defining or 

crucial? Are there any aspects of the innovation process that have been particularly 

important to you? Are there any issues/steps/phases that we have not touched upon? 

1.19. Innovativeness 

How would you describe an innovation? Do you believe your initiative is innovative 

and if so why? What is the newness/novelty to your unique idea? African solutions to 

African problems? To what extent have creative and new procedures been developed 
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to address social and/or environmental issues? 

1.20. Competitiveness 

In which way do you think you differ from the other actors in the field? What is your 

specific competitive advantage? 

1.21. Social innovation 

What comes to your mind when you hear social innovation?  

1.22. Social entrepreneurship 

What do you understand by social entrepreneurship? 

1.23. Sustainable development 

What do you understand by sustainable development? In which way do you think you 

contribute to sust. dev.?  

1.24. Learning experiences 

What are your learning experiences from all this that you would share with others? 

Could your challenges have been overcome differently and how? 

1.25. Future objectives and strategy 

Where would you like to take the project in the future? How do you aim to achieve 

that objective - which strategy? 

 

 

 

Appendix G) 

Enclosed CD including 

 Extensive sheet with findings (Excel document) 

 Interview recordings 

 

 


