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FROM DEPENDENCY TO INVESTMENT READY

HOW AFRICAN NGOS ARE TRANSITIONING TO INVESTMENT-READY SOCIAL VENTURES
EVIDENCE, FRAMEWORKS, AND IMPLICATIONS FROM KENYA, NIGERIA, AND SOUTH AFRICA

Abstract

The global development financing landscape is undergoing a structural transformation. Declining
official development assistance, USAID restructuring, and shifting donor priorities have left African
NGOs facing an existential funding crisis - while global impact investment has surpassed $1.5 trillion,
with growing appetite for African social ventures. This article examines how selected NGOs in Kenya,
Nigeria, and South Africa have navigated the transition from grant dependency to investment-ready
social enterprise, and why so many others have not.

Drawing on nine comparative case studies (SHOFCO, M-KOPA Solar, and CINCO (Kenya); Babban
Gona, LifeBank Nigeria, and LEAP Africa (Nigeria); and Unjani Clinics, Harambee Youth Employment
Accelerator, and BroadReach (South Africa) alongside anonymised composite cases of failed
transitions, this article develops three original contributions:

A five-tier African Investment-Readiness Framework
A comparative map of blended finance instruments across the three countries

e And a Contextualised Investment Logic model that synthesises Resource Dependence
Theory, Institutional Logics Theory, and Transformative Social Enterprise Theory.

The article argues that investment-readiness in Africa is not a technical condition to be achieved
through financial engineering alone, but an institutional navigation problem requiring organisations to
manage competing commercial and social logics while operating within institutional environments
shaped by colonial regulatory legacies, informal economies, kinship-based trust networks, and
context-specific policy architectures that Western investment frameworks systematically misread.

Keywords: Social enterprise transition - Blended finance - Investment-readiness - Institutional logics
- African social entrepreneurship - Development finance - Gender and capital access - Digital financial
infrastructure
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SECTION ONE: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

African NGOs are increasingly moving toward social enterprise models to secure financial sustainability,
buttheirreadinessis mixed and often challenged by internal mindset shifts, operational gaps, and, in some
regions, a lack of supportive regulatory frameworks.

Recentresearch datareveals thatthere are an estimated 2.18 million social enterprises across Africa, that
represents 17% of the 12.7 million business on the continent. These enterprises generate around $96
billion in annual revenue, which represents approximately 3.2% of Africa’s gross domestic product (GDP)
creating at least 12 million jobs, with more than half of them led by women and more than one-third led by
youth.

In 2025, the United States Agency for International Development historically the world’s largest bilateral
donor restructured in ways that affected 83% of its active aid initiatives globally. Simultaneously, a pan-
African survey found that 38.3% of African NGOs had lost more than half their funding in a single year, as
multilateral donors shifted decisively toward results-based contracts, government-to-government
transfers, and private sector co-financing models. The era of patient, relationship-based grant funding to
civil society organisations which built much of Africa’s social infrastructure over sixdecades is contracting
with a speed that most affected organisations were not prepared to absorb.

The counter-narrative is equally stark. Global impact investment surpassed $1.5 trillion in 2024, with over
53% of investors reporting plans to expand their African portfolios. Development Finance Institutions like
the IFC, the DBSA, the African Development Bank are deploying record volumes of blended capital. Green
bonds, social impact bonds, and enterprise development financing are scaling rapidly across the
continent’s three largest economies. Capital exists; the question is whether the organisations with the
deepest social missions and community roots can access it.

This article addresses that question through a systematic comparative analysis of nine organisations
across Kenya, Nigeria, and South Africa that have, to varying degrees, navigated the transition from grant-
dependent NGO to investment-ready social venture, and asks not only what they did differently, but why
they were able to do it and what this implies for the majority of African NGOs that have attempted this
transition and failed.

This article argues that investment-readiness in the African context is not a technical condition to
be achieved, but an institutional navigation problem to be managed and that existing investment-
readiness frameworks systematically fail African organisations because they are blind to the
institutional logics, relational economies, and contextual policy architectures that determine who
transitions successfully and who does not.

The article proceeds as follows:

e Section 2 develops the theoretical framework.

e Section 3 presents the methodology.

e Section 4 introduces the five-tier African Investment-Readiness Framework.

e Section 5 analyses the case studies and counter-cases.

e Section 6 examines the blended finance landscape and the missing middle problem.

e Section 7 addresses cross-cutting structural dimensions including gender, digital infrastructure, time
horizons, relational capital, and the Africanisation imperative.

e  Section 8 offers practical implications.

e Section 9 concludes.

SECTION 2: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: A CONTEXTUALISED INVESTMENT LOGIC

The academic literature on social enterprise transition draws from several theoretical traditions, each of
which captures part of the phenomenon but none of which, applied alone, adequately explains the African
experience. This article proposes a synthetic framework - the Contextualised Investment Logic (CIL) - that
integrates three complementary theoretical lenses into a single explanatory architecture.
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2.1 RESOURCE DEPENDENCE THEORY: THE STRUCTURAL IMPERATIVE

Pfeffer and Salancik’s (1978) Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) provides the structural foundation for
understanding why transitionis necessary. RDT holds that organisations are not self-contained entities but
are fundamentally shaped by their dependence on external resource providers and that this dependence
constrains organisational autonomy, strategy, and identity. For grant-dependent NGOs, the donor is the
dominant resource provider, and the strategic logic of the entire organisation is oriented around
maintaining donor relationships rather than serving beneficiaries optimally.

The structural crisis in development finance is, through an RDT lens, a resource shock that eliminates the
viability of existing dependency relationships. Organisations must therefore diversify their resource base -
toward earned income, government contracts, impact investment, and corporate enterprise development
funding or face organisational decline. RDT explains the necessity of transition but not its execution.

2.2 INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS THEORY: THE NAVIGATION PROBLEM

Institutional Logics Theory (Friedland & Alford, 1991; Thornton & Ocasio, 2008; Battilana & Lee, 2014)
provides the explanatory power for how transition unfolds and why it so frequently fails. The NGO sector
and the commercial market are governed by distinct, and frequently incompatible, institutional logics.

e The social mission logic that governs NGOs prioritises beneficiary impact, donor accountability,
narrative legitimacy, and community trust.

e The commercial market logic that governs investable enterprises prioritises financial returns,
creditor accountability, quantified performance metrics, and scalable operating models.

The transition from grant dependency to investment-readiness requires organisations to operate
authentically across both logics simultaneously. Organisations that cannot manage this logic tension
either lose investor confidence by appearing insufficiently commercial, or lose community legitimacy by
appearing insufficiently mission-driven. Mission drift - the gradual subordination of social objectives to
commercial imperatives is the most common pathology of failed transitions.

2.3 TRANSFORMATIVE SOCIAL ENTERPRISE THEORY: THE AFRICAN CONTEXT

Both RDT and Institutional Logics Theory were developed in and remain predominantly applied to OECD-
country contexts. Their application to African social enterprises requires a third lens: Transformative Social
Enterprise Theory (Ngoasong & Kimbi, 2016; Littlewood & Holt, 2018; Arogundade & Arogundade, 2020),
which centres African institutional contexts as analytically distinct rather than merely underdeveloped
versions of Western ones.

Three dimensions of African institutional context are analytically critical.

e First, relational economies: African social enterprises operate within economies where trust, kinship
networks, and community embeddedness are functional economic infrastructure, often substituting
for absent formal institutional supports.

e Second, colonial regulatory legacies: Legal and regulatory frameworks in all three countries carry
the imprint of colonial administration, creating institutional environments that frequently misalign
with the operational realities of African organisations.

e Third, Ubuntu-inflected organisational logic: Many African social enterprises are motivated by a
relational conception of human development - umuntu ngumuntu ngabantu - that Western investment
frameworks systematically undervalue.

2.4 THE CONTEXTUALISED INVESTMENT LOGIC: A SYNTHESIS
The CIL framework synthesises these three theoretical traditions as follows.

o RDT establishes the structural condition: resource shock creates the imperative for transition.

e Institutional Logics Theory identifies the central challenge: navigating competing logics while
maintaining legitimacy in both fields.

e Transformative Social Enterprise Theory contextualises the analysis: the specific institutional
environment of each African country shapes which transition pathways are available, which blended
finance instruments are accessible, and which organisational characteristics predict success.
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The organisations that successfully transition are not simply those that become more commercial.
They are those that become more legible - to investors without betraying communities, and to
communities without abandoning the discipline investors require.

SECTION THREE: METHODOLOGY

This article employs a comparative case study design (Yin, 2018) across nine focal organisations - three
from each of Kenya, Nigeria, and South Africa - selected to represent diversity across sectors, transition
pathways, and stages of investment-readiness. Cases were selected through purposive sampling with
three criteria:

e Documented evidence of transition from grant dependency toward earned income or investable
models.

e Publicly available financial, governance, or impact data.

e Sectoral and model diversity within each country cohort.

Data sources include published organisational reports and annual accounts; peer-reviewed and
practitioner literature; DFI and philanthropic funder documentation; and secondary analysis of existing
case studies including Harvard Business School case materials (LifeBank Nigeria) and INSEAD case
materials (Unjani Clinics NPC). Three anonymised composite counter-cases of failed transitions are
constructed from patterns identified in the literature on social enterprise failure in sub-Saharan Africa,
including work by Littlewood (2014), Amaeshi et al. (2016), and Emmanuel et al. (2024).

A critical methodological limitation must be acknowledged: survivorship bias. The nine focal
organisations have, by definition, made sufficient progress in their transitions to be visible and
documentable. The three composite counter-cases are constructed to partially address this gap,
drawing on documented patterns of failure rather than illustrative success.

SECTION FOUR: THE AFRICAN INVESTMENT-READINESS FRAMEWORK (AIRF)

Existing investment-readiness frameworks developed largely by Western DFIs and impact investors
assess organisations against technical criteria: audited financial statements, governance structures,
quantified impact metrics, and scalable operating models. These criteria are not irrelevant, but applied
without contextual calibration they systematically disadvantage African organisations that may have deep
community legitimacy and proven programmatic effectiveness while scoring poorly on criteria designed
for OECD-context enterprises.

This article proposes a five-tier African Investment-Readiness Framework (AIRF) that embeds contextual
calibration into the assessment architecture. The framework assesses organisations across five
dimensions: Financial Maturity, Impact Legibility, Governance Architecture, Logic Fluency, and
Contextual Advantage and positions them on a five-tier scale from Pre-Transition to Capital Market
Access.

Characteristics (Five Dimensions) Capital Instruments
Accessible

Philanthropic grants only.

Tier 1 Financial: 100% grant-funded; no earned income; cash

Pre- accounting. Emergency crowdfunding.
Transition e Impact: Narrative donor reporting; no standardised metrics. No commercial
e  Governance: Founder-led; board advisory; no fiduciary instruments accessible.
accountability. Examples: Early CINCO,
e Logic: Social mission logic exclusively. early SHOFCO (pre-2010).

e  Context: Community trust high; institutional credibility

limited to donor relationships.
Tier 2 e Financial: 70-90% grant; nascent earned income (training Catalytic philanthropic
Early fees, service contracts); basic accrual accounting. grants. British Council /
Transition e Impact: Mixed narrative and quantitative; beneficiary foundation enterprise
numbers tracked. support. Early corporate
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Tier 3

Active
Transition

Tier4

Investment-
Ready

ier5

Capital
Market
Access

Governance: Board restructuring underway; some
independent directors.

Logic: Beginning to articulate commercial value; dual
reporting.

Context: Exploring first corporate partnerships.

Financial: 40-70% grant; meaningful earned income; 2+
years management accounts.

Impact: Standardised metrics (IRIS+); third-party validation
emerging.

Governance: Independent board majority; fiduciary duties
defined.

Logic: Dual fluency developing; first investor meetings held.
Context: Building DFl and impact investor relationships;
government contract conversations active.

Financial: <40% grant; earned income majority; 3+ years
audited accounts; clear cashflow path; credit track record.
Impact: Verified, third-party impact data; SDG-aligned; IRIS+
compliant; outcomes contract experience.

Governance: Institutional-grade board; gender-balanced;
CEO/board separation complete.

Logic: Full dual fluency; investment and impact narratives
mutually reinforcing.

Context: Active DFI relationships; government anchor
contracts.

Financial: Commercially self-sustaining; credit-rated;
commercial debt portfolio; grant-free or grant-catalytic only.
Impact: Impact embedded in financial model; independently
audited; impact is the competitive advantage.

Governance: Institutional investor governance standards
met.

Logic: Commercial logic dominant without mission
abandonment.

Context: International capital market access; sector-defining
presence.

Three observations about the AIRF are critical.

CSI/ESD (South Africa).
Crowdfunding. Examples:
CINCO (2017-2020), early
LEAP Africa.

USAID DCA guarantees.
Acumen patient capital.
AECF Social Enterprise
Window. First-loss
guarantee instruments.
Revenue-based financing.
Corporate ESD.
Government procurement
pilots. Examples: SHOFCO
(current), LEAP Africa.
IFC/AfDB concessional
debt. Social Impact Bonds /
DIBs. Impact equity.
Outcomes-based
government contracts.
Blended finance packages.
NEF/IDC (SA). Examples:
Babban Gona, Harambee,
Unjani Clinics,
BroadReach.

Commercial debt markets.
Green/Social bonds (JSE,
NSE). Private equity co-
investment. DFI direct
equity. Full commercial
banking access. Example:
M-KOPA Solar.

e First, tier progression is not linear: organisations can regress under funding shocks, leadership
transitions, or mission drift events.
e Second, different capitalinstruments are accessible at each tier, meaninginvestors who apply Tier
4-5 criteria to Tier 2-3 organisations create a self-fulfilling exclusion.
e Third, and most importantly for the Africanisation argument: the Contextual Advantage dimension
which assesses community legitimacy, relational capital, regulatory positioning, and government
relationship depth is absent from all Western investment-readiness frameworks, yet frequently
determines which African organisations access capital that their financial metrics alone would not

unlock.

SECTION FIVE: CASE STUDIES:

TRANSITION, SUCCESSION, AND FAILURE

5.1 THE TRANSITION-SUCCESSION DISTINCTION

A critical analytical distinction that the existing literature elides must be stated at the outset: not all
organisations in this study represent genuine transitions from grant-dependent NGO to social enterprise.
Some were deliberately designed as social enterprises from inception - social venture successions -
having learned from but never been traditional NGOs. Conflating these two categories misleads
practitioners who are attempting to restructure existing organisations.

In this study’s cohort:

e SHOFCO, CINCO, and LEAP Africa represent genuine transitions.
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M-KOPA, LifeBank, and Harambee are social venture successions - their founders’ NGO experience
motivated choosing a different model, not a starting point to be reformed.

Babban Gona and BroadReach occupy hybrid positions.

Unjani Clinics is architecturally unique: a social franchise designed from inception by a corporate
partner to avoid the NGO model entirely. This distinction matters: the restructuring pathway and the
intentional design pathway require fundamentally different interventions, timelines, and leadership
capabilities.

5.2 KENYA: THREE MODELS OF TRANSITION

Kenya - Urban Development / Health - AIRF Tier 3-4 - Genuine Transition
SHOFCO: The Community Platform Model

Kennedy Odede founded SHOFCO in 2004 with 20 cents and a football in Kibera, Nairobi’s largest informal
settlement. Two decades later, the organisation reaches 2.4 million urban slum dwellers across 50 sites in three
Kenyan cities.

The catalytic transition moment came in 2016 with the formalisation of the SHOFCO Urban Network (SUN),
transforming direct service delivery into a structured community organising model with 1.4 million formal
members. This shift created an investable asset that financial metrics alone cannot capture: a verified, politically
significant, scalable network of human relationships. The COVID-19 partnership with Kenya’s Ministry of Health
- screening 1.8 million people - generated government procurement contracts, while 23 MPESA-enabled water
kiosks represent a nascent earned income model.

The lesson: for platform-model organisations, the investable assetis relational and political infrastructure,
not a product or service - and investment frameworks must be capable of valuing this.

Kenya - Clean Energy / FinTech - AIRF Tier 5 - Social Venture Succession
M-KOPA Solar: The Complete Arc: From Catalytic Capital to Commercial Debt Markets

M-KOPA is the most complete demonstration of the transition arc in this study, progressing from catalytic grant
and patient capital to full commercial debt market participation over thirteen years. Founded in 2011 with
backing from Acumen and the Gates Foundation, the company provided solar systems via daily MPESA
micropayments. The critical innovation was not the hardware but the data: 12-18 months of consistent
repayment history created the first credit profiles for millions of previously unbanked Kenyan households.

By 2023, M-KOPA had raised over $250 million in commercial debt with no grant involvement, expanding to four
African countries with a product portfolio now including smartphones, airtime, and insurance.

The M-KOPA model carries a critical lesson for genuine-transition NGOs: the pathway from beneficiary to
customer requires a fundamental reconception of the relationship. Beneficiaries receive services;
customers enter financial relationships. This demands pricing discipline, data infrastructure, and legal
architecture - architectural replacements, notincremental improvements to an NGO model.

Kenya - Capacity Building - AIRF Tier 2-3 - Genuine Transition
CINCO: The Leadership-Driven Restructuring Blueprint

CINCO in Kisumu is the most replicable genuine transition case in this study precisely because it began from the
most modest starting point: a small, 100%-grant-dependent civil society organisation. CEO George Onyango’s
transition was driven not by funding crisis but by leadership conviction.

Using a British Council Social Enterprise grant as the catalyst, Onyango commissioned a structured
organisational diagnosis using a business scorecard tool that mapped CINCO’s core competencies against
marketdemand. The restructuring separated advocacy functions (remaining grant-funded) from a fee-for-service
training and consulting arm. Impact reporting migrated from narrative donor reports to digitised dashboards.
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CINCO now serves as a regional transition exemplar, having trained 300+ civil society leaders in social
enterprise restructuring.

.3 NIGERIA: COOPERATIVE FINANCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND ECOSYSTEM BUILDING

Nigeria - Agriculture / Cooperative Finance - AIRF Tier 4 - Hybrid
Babban Gona: The Collective as Financial Infrastructure

Babban Gona’s contribution to the investment-readiness literature is a single, replicable insight: the
organisational unit that is investable is not the individual smallholder farmer - who is unbankable - but the
organised, monitored, trust-group collective. By aggregating 38,000+ smallholders in northern Nigeria into joint-
liability trust groups with intensive agronomic support and guaranteed offtake, Babban Gona achieved a 98%
loan repayment rate that outperforms most commercial Nigerian banks.

The cooperative structure converts community accountability mechanisms, mutual monitoring, and shared
reputational risk - features of African relational economies - into credit quality signals that IFC, USAID’s
Development Credit Authority, and Acumen could underwrite. Babban Gona demonstrates empirically the
Transformative Social Enterprise argument: African relational and communal economic practices are not
barriers to investment-readiness but, when properly structured, are its foundation.

Nigeria - Health Technology - AIRF Tier 3 - Social Venture Succession
LifeBank Nigeria: The Missing Middle in Miniature

LifeBank, founded by Temie Giwa-Tubosunin 2015, solves a specific and measurable problem: tens of thousands
of Nigerians die annually not from blood shortage but from supply chain failure. LifeBank built an app and
motorcycle logistics network closing this gap, later expanding to oxygen and other medical products. During its
CcHub incubation it enrolled 160+ hospitals and generated over $90,000 in revenue.

Harvard Business School analysis identified the organisation needs to grow approximately 24 times to achieve
sustainable profitability. This gap between validated social impact and investable commercial scale is precisely
the missing middle problem examined in Section 6: too large for microfinance, too mission-weighted for pure
venture capital, too early-stage for DFI direct lending. The UNDP/EU Nigeria SDG investment facilitation -
which mobilised $15 million for three healthcare and agritech SMEs in 2024 - represents the blended finance
architecture LifeBank requires.

Nigeria - Capacity Building / Ecosystem - AIRF Tier 2-3 - Genuine Transition
LEAP Africa: The Ecosystem Enabler: A Distinct Archetype

LEAP Africa, founded by Ndidi Okonkwo Nwuneli, presents a theoretically important case that resists easy
classification. LEAP does not primarily transition itself - it builds the pipeline of organisations that can transition.
Its Social Innovators Programme supported 250 social innovators with Ford Foundation and Union Bank backing,
creating systemic effects on the Nigerian social enterprise ecosystem that no individual organisation can claim.

This raises an important conceptual question for the field: should ecosystem enablers be assessed by the same
investment-readiness criteria as direct-service social enterprises? LEAP’s investable asset is not a revenue
model but a portfolio of high-potential social entrepreneurs whose collective probability of transitioning
successfully is enhanced by LEAP’s support - a form of distributed impact that existing frameworks cannot
adequately capture.
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5.4 SOUTH AFRICA: ARCHITECTURE, POLICY, AND PLATFORM

South Africa - Primary Healthcare / Social Franchise - AIRF Tier 4-5 - Intentional Design
Unjani Clinics NPC: The Policy-Anchored Social Franchise

Unjani Clinics is the most sophisticated structural innovation in this study. Founded in 2010, Unjani operates as
a Non-Profit Company registered as a SARS Public Benefit Organisation, functioning as a franchisor that enables
100% black women nurse-entrepreneurs to establish and operate container-based primary care clinics as
Exempted Micro Enterprises.

Corporate funders - Anglo American, Massmart, Capitec, and 20+ others - deploy Enterprise and Supplier
Development spend mandated by South Africa’s B-BBEE legislation to fund clinic startups. This is not
philanthropy; it is regulatory compliance converted into social investment capital. Once a clinic reaches
approximately 30 patients per day, it is self-financing through patient fees alone, with the NPC earning support
fees from the network. With 170+ clinics and over 3 million patient consultations, Unjani’s positioning for
National Health Insurance roll-out represents the final transition to government-anchored public health
infrastructure.

The critical analytical point: Unjani’s success is inseparable from B-BBEE legislation. Unjani does not
generalise; B-BBEE does. The policy lesson is portable even when the specific case is not.

South Africa - Youth Employment - AIRF Tier 4 - Social Venture Succession
Harambee Youth Employment Accelerator — The Outcomes Contract Architecture

Harambee was deliberately designed from inception by Yellowwoods to generate revenue from employer
outcomes rather than donor inputs. Its proprietary data platform matches over 1.5 million unemployed young
people with employer demand. The 70%+ job retention rate - not placement, but retention - justifies outcomes-
based payments from government. Employers pay for access to a pre-assessed talent pipeline; Yellowwoods
provides patient equity for organisational infrastructure.

The Skoll Foundation Social Innovator Award and supportfrom Omidyar Network, USAID, and the EU validate the
international investment thesis. Harambee’s positioning for formal social impact bond structures is more
advanced than any other organisation in this study.

South Africa - Health Systems / Al - AIRF Tier 4 - Genuine Transition
BroadReach: From Grant-Funded Consultancy to Government SaaS

BroadReach began as a global health consulting firm operating within PEPFAR grant frameworks. Its transition
converted programmatic expertise - accumulated over years of HIV/TB programme management - into Al-
powered data analytics platforms that government health departments pay for as a recurring service.

The transition required no change in mission and minimal change in operating geography. What changed was the
legal and financial architecture: grant-funded project delivery became licensed software subscription, donor
relationships became government procurement contracts, and programme knowledge became proprietary
intellectual property. BroadReach’s lesson is most applicable to NGOs with deep technical expertise that
can be packaged, priced, and sold to institutional buyers.
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5.5 COUNTER-CASES: WHAT FAILURE LOOKS LIKE

Counter-Case A: “The Mission Drift Collapse”: East African Health NGO (Anonymised Composite)

A mid-sized East African health NGO received a significant catalytic grant to transition to a fee-for-service clinic
model. Under investor pressure to demonstrate commercial viability, the organisation progressively shifted its
clinic locations from low-income communities (the original mission population) to middle-income urban areas
where fee-paying patients could sustain revenues. Within four years, the organisation was financially solvent but
serving a fundamentally different population. Community trust collapsed. The original donor withdrew. The
commercial model, stripped of mission coherence, could not sustain investor confidence either. The failure
mode: commercial logic displaced social logic entirely under investor pressure, producing a successful
business and a failed social enterprise simultaneously.

Counter-Case B: “The Governance Fracture”: West African Microfinance NGO (Anonymised Composite)

A respected West African microfinance NGO with fifteen years of grant-funded operations and genuine
community legitimacy sought to transition to a regulated microfinance institution structure to access DFI debt
capital. The transition required board restructuring: adding independent financial sector directors, separating
the founding CEO’s board and executive roles. The founder, whose personal relationships with community
members constituted much of the organisation’s social capital, experienced the governance reform as an
external takeover. A board crisis ensued; three of four new independent directors resigned within eighteen
months. The DFI withdrew its commitment pending governance stability. The failure mode: governance reform
fractured the relational capital that constituted the organisation’s core asset, without which investment-
readiness was meaningless.

Counter-Case C: “The Missing Middle Trap”: Southern African Education Social Enterprise (Anonymised
Composite)

A Southern African education-technology social enterprise developed a validated blended learning product with
measurable learning outcome improvements across low-income schools. Seeking growth capital after proof-of-
concept, the organisation found: microfinance instruments ($50K maximum) insufficient; DFlI minimum deal
sizes ($3M+) exceeding its balance sheet and governance capacity; impact investor equity terms threatening
mission-aligned ownership control; revenue-based financing requiring consistency it could not demonstrate.
The organisation spent three years in capital conversations while a competitor backed by venture capital
captured the commercial opportunity. The failure mode: technically investment-ready, but financially
stranded in the missing middle gap that no available instrument was calibrated to bridge.

SECTION SIX: THE BLENDED FINANCE LANDSCAPE AND THE MISSING MIDDLE

PROBLEM

6.1 COUNTRY-LEVEL INSTRUMENT ARCHITECTURE

The blended finance instruments available in each country are not merely financial tools: they are
expressions of each country’s political economy, regulatory architecture, and institutional history.

The most critical analytical observation: South Africa’s B-BBEE Enterprise and Supplier Development
mechanism has no equivalentin Kenya or Nigeria, and this legislative instrument which converts corporate
regulatory compliance into social enterprise startup capital is the single most powerful non-grant funding
mechanism in this study.
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Instrument
Catalytic

Grants

Corporate ESD /
(o1]]

Concessional
Debt

First-Loss
Guarantees

Impact / Social
Bonds

Impact Equity

Government
Procurement

Green / Social
Bonds

Kenya

British Council; Gates;
Ford Foundation;
MacKenzie Scott

Voluntary only; no
legislative mandate

Acumen; FSD Kenya;
IFC; AECF Social
Enterprise Window;
AfDB AFAWA

USAID DCA; FSD Kenya
Guarantee Fund; IFC
facilities

Village Enterprise DIB
(cross-border); KKCF
outcomes-linked grants

Novastar Ventures;
Acumen; Omidyar
Network; LGT Venture
Philanthropy

NHIF contracts; MoH
health partnerships;
Hustler Fund linkages
Kenya Green Bond
Programme (NSE); FSD
Kenya climate bonds

[\ IF-CIE]

Ford Foundation;
Mastercard
Foundation; Skoll;
Conrad Hilton

CITA 2020 light-touch
incentives; voluntary
CSR dominant

Bank of Industry;
NIRSAL; IFC Nigeria;
AfDB Nigeria window

NIRSAL ACGS; CBN
Anchor Borrowers;
World Bank Risk
Guarantee
UNDP/EU SDG
facilitation ($15M,
2024); nascent DIB
market

Sahel Capital;
EchoVC; Omidyar
Nigeria; Kepple Africa

SMEDAN preference;
CBN intervention
contracting

FMDQ Green Bond
Framework; Access
Bank ($41M, 2019)

South Africa

Yellowwoods; Old Mutual
Foundation; Motsepe
Foundation, SAB Foundation

B-BBEE ESD: legally mandated
3% NPAT spend. Largest non-
grant capital poolin SA social
enterprise.

DBSA; IDC; SEFA; NEF (National
Empowerment Fund)

DBSA Credit Enhancement;
National Treasury Guarantee;
Nedbank Impact

Western Cape ECD pilot; Green
Bond, National Treasury SIB
framework

Yellowwoods; ESquared, Old
Mutual Alternatives;
Futuregrowth

NHI (Unjani positioning);
COGTA; DSD social services
procurement

JSE Sustainability Segment;
Nedbank; Standard Bank; DBSA
Climate Finance

6.2 THE MISSING MIDDLE: MAPPING THE FINANCING GAP

AIRF
Tier
1-2

Tier
1-3
(SA)

Tier

2-3

Tier
2-3

Tier

Tier
3-4

Tier
3-5

Tier
4-5

The ‘missing middle’ - the financing gap between grant instruments (typically $50K-$500K) and DFI
direct investment (typically $3M+) - is the single most significant structural barrier to the transition
this article documents. Counter-Case C illustrates the pathology most vividly: an organisation that is
technically investment-ready becomes trapped not by organisational failure but by the absence of
instruments calibrated to its scale and stage.

22.

gap.

The Missing Middle: Instrument Coverage vs. AIRF Tier

e Tier 1-2: Grants & CSI ($10K-$500K): Adequate coverage from philanthropic and corporate sources.

e Tier 2-3: Revenue-Based Finance ($100K-$1M): Growing but patchy; fintech-enabled in Kenya and Nigeria.

o A GAPZONE (Tier 2-3): $500K-$3M: Most transitioning NGOs operate here. Instrument coverage is thinnest.
This is where the majority of organisations stall.

e Tier 3-4: DFI Concessional Debt ($2M-$20M): Available but requires Tier 4 credentials to access - a catch-

e Tier 4-5: Commercial Debt/ Bonds ($10M+): Accessible only to organisations that have already crossed the

Five organisational characteristics most reliably predict which Tier 2-3 organisations successfully cross
the missing middle:

e A credit track record, however informal: Babban Gona’s 98% repayment rate on internally managed
farmer loans was not a DFI-standard credit history, but it was a credible proxy
e |nstitutional relationship capital built years before capital is needed
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e Alegally hybrid but coherent dual structure (non-profit for mission, commercial for earned income)

e Technology-enabled revenue and impact tracking that reduces investor due diligence costs

e Sectoral positioning aligned with DFI mandate priorities - food security, health, youth employment,
clean energy, and financialinclusion.

SECTION SEVEN: CROSS-CUTTING STRUCTURAL DIMENSIONS

7.1 GENDER AND THE STRUCTURAL INEQUALITY OF CAPITAL ACCESS

The data on gender and investment-readiness in Africa reveals a structural inequality that the field has
inadequately addressed. Women-led social enterprises face demonstrably higher barriers to accessing
blended finance and the barriers are not primarily attitudinal but institutional. Investment committee
compositions, governance expectations, network access requirements, collateral standards, and the
implicit definition of what constitutes a ‘credible’ investment narrative all carry gender-specific
assumptions that disadvantage women-led organisations.

Three dimensions of this structural inequality are analytically important.

e First, network access: the relational capital critical to crossing the missing middle is
disproportionately held by male-dominated professional networks in all three countries’ finance and
development sectors.

e Second, governance expectations: institutional investors frequently require governance structures
modelled on formal sector norms that disadvantage organisations rooted in community leadership
models where women hold authority differently.

e Third, what counts as impact: health, education, food security, and community care - sectors where
women-led organisations are concentrated are systematically undervalued in commercialinvestment
frameworks.

Against this pattern, two cases stand as important counter-evidence. Unjani Clinics NPC serves
exclusively black women nurse-entrepreneurs, and its corporate funders access B-BBEE gender
transformation credits through ESD spend - meaning the gender dimension is an economic incentive for
funders. LifeBank Nigeria, founded by Temie Giwa-Tubosun, attracted impact capital partly because of the
visibility of a female-founded health enterprise. Both cases suggest that when gender is structurally
embedded in the investment logic, barriers reduce.

Gender-responsive investment-readiness supportis not a diversity initiative - it is a market
efficiency argument. Women-led African social enterprises are systematically underinvested
relative to their risk-adjusted performance potential, creating a capital allocation inefficiency that
patient investors have the most to gain from correcting.

7.2 TRUST, RELATIONSHIPS, AND CULTURAL CAPITAL: THE INVISIBLE INFRASTRUCTURE

The most significant gap between Western investment-readiness frameworks and African social enterprise
realities is the systematic undervaluation of relational and cultural capital. This article argues that, in
the African context, trust and relationships are not merely soft factors that accelerate capital access - they
are functional economic infrastructure that substitutes for absent formal institutional supports and
constitutes a core component of organisational value that no financial statement captures.

The evidence from this study is clear. Babban Gona’s 98% loan repayment rate is not primarily a financial
achievement - it is a social achievement, produced by the trust group architecture that converts
community accountability into credit quality. SHOFCO’s government partnerships were not secured
through competitive tendering - they were secured through fifteen years of demonstrated community
legitimacy. CINCO’s fee-paying clients are primarily referrals from a trust network of civil society leaders.

This has three implications for investment practice.

o First, due diligence must include relational due diligence: Including assessment of community
legitimacy, network position, and trust architecture.
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e Second, leadership transition risk is systematically underassessed: In many African social
enterprises, relational capital is concentrated in a founding leader whose personal relationships
constitute significant organisational value, as Counter-Case B demonstrates.

e Third, investors who lack the contextual knowledge to assess relational capital require local
partnership - and these costs should be understood as due diligence costs, not overhead.

7.3 DIGITAL INFRASTRUCTURE AS TRANSITION ENABLER

Technology-enabled social enterprises attract more favourable investor attention and more accessible
capital terms than equivalent organisations operating analogue revenue models. This is not primarily a
technology bias - it is an information asymmetry argument. Digital revenue collection and digital impact
tracking reduce due diligence costs, create auditable data trails that substitute for formal credit history,
and demonstrate operational sophistication that investors read as a proxy for management quality.

This article argues a stronger claim: digital financial infrastructure - MPESA in Kenya, Flutterwave and
Paystack in Nigeria, South Africa’s integrated banking system - is not a feature of individual
organisationalinnovation but a systemic condition that determines which revenue models are viable
in each country. M-KOPA’s PAYG model is architecturally dependent on MPESA: daily micropayments at
the scale of five million customers require digital rails no manual system can replicate. SHOFCO’s water
kiosk income generates auditable revenue only because cashless payment removes manual
reconciliation. LifeBank’s hospital fee model scales because digital invoicing is normalised in Nigerian
institutional healthcare.

The practicalimplication: Transitioning NGOs should invest in digital payment and data infrastructure
at the earliest possible stage. An organisation that cannot produce clean, digital financial data
cannot attract the investment that makes scale possible. The infrastructure investment and the
capital access strategy are sequentially dependent.

7.4 THE TIME HORIZON MISMATCH

A structural tension at the heart of this article must be stated explicitly: The transition this article
documents takes longer than the investment horizon of most impact investors, even patient ones.
SHOFCO has been building toward investment-readiness since 2004 - over twenty years. Unjani Clinics
began in 2010 and reached its current scale over fifteen years. M-KOPA achieved full commercial debt
market access after twelve years of patient capital support.

Impact investors - including those operating at the concessional end of the capital spectrum - typically
structure investments with 7-10 year horizons. Venture philanthropy providers typically operate on 3-5
year cycles. This creates a fundamental mismatch: the organisations that have genuinely transitioned in
this study took 12-20 years to do so, significantly longer than the investment instruments designed to
support them.

Three responses to this mismatch are visible in the cases studied.

e First, catalytic philanthropy as long-term runway: MacKenzie Scott’s Big Bet philanthropy model -
large, unrestricted, multi-year grants provides the longest available runway without constraining
organisational flexibility.

e Second, patient equity from values-aligned investors: Yellowwoods’ role with Harambee
demonstrates how an investor who shapes the organisation from inception and holds equity rather
than debt is not subject to the same exit pressure as instrument-constrained capital providers.

e Third, government anchor contracts as time horizon extenders: Organisations that secure long-
term procurement contracts effectively solve the time horizon problem by substituting recurring public
revenue for time-limited private investment.
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The time horizon mismatch suggests that the most important innovation needed in African social
enterprise capital markets is not in organisational capacity but in investor instrument design. The
organisations that will produce the greatest social and financial returns over the next twenty years
are being systematically underfunded today because available instruments operate on timescales
too short to support them.

7.5 THE AFRICANISATION IMPERATIVE

Existing investment-readiness frameworks are Western in origin, design, and implicit assumptions about
what organisational legitimacy, financial transparency, and governance credibility look like. Applied
without contextual adaptation to African social enterprises, they systematically disadvantage
organisations that have built genuine, demonstrable, and sustainable social value through institutional
architectures that differ from Western norms.

Three specific dimensions of this misalignment are analytically critical.

e First, the governance standard problem: institutional investors require boards with formal sector
executive experience, separation of founding leadership from governance, and fiduciary
accountability derived from listed company models. These structures are not inherently superior to
governance models African social enterprises have developed - community accountability
mechanisms, elder advisory structures, rotating leadership models that distribute decision-makingin
ways Western frameworks cannot assess. Counter-Case B demonstrates the consequences.

e Second, the impact measurement standard problem: IRIS+ metrics and SDG alignment capture
impact dimensions legible to Western investors while missing dimensions significant in African
community contexts - social cohesion, community power-building, informal economy strengthening,
collective political agency.

e Third, the financial transparency standard problem: Requirements for three years of internationally
audited financial statements reflect an institutional context where formal accounting infrastructure is
ubiquitous and affordable. In Kenya, Nigeria, and South Africa, audit capacity is concentrated,
expensive, and frequently applies standards designed for formal sector enterprises to organisations
operating significantly in informal economies.

The Africanisation imperative does not mean abandoning financial rigour, governance standards, or
impact accountability. It means designing these standards with sufficient contextual intelligence to
distinguish between organisations that are genuinely opaque and organisations that are transparent in
ways standard frameworks cannot read. The AIRF proposed in Section 4 is a partial attempt at this
contextual calibration; its full development requires African institutional investors, DFls, and social
enterprise practitioners to collaborate in framework co-creation.
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SECTION EIGHT: PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

The analytical findings of this article carry specific, actionable implications for the three actor groups most
directly engaged with the transition this article documents.

FOR PRACTITIONERS: FOR INVESTORS:

THE TRANSITION PATHWAY RECOGNISING INVESTMENT-

FOR POLICYMAKERS:
LEGISLATIVE ARCHITECTURE

READY AFRICAN SOCIAL
e Diagnose before you VENTURES
restructure. Use a

THAT ENABLES TRANSITION

e Consider the B-BBEE ESD

L Apply tiered criteria, not lesson. Kenya and Nigeria
structured organisational . . . .
. binary gates. Applying Tier 4 should explore equivalent
scorecard to map which o . C L. . -
- . criteria to Tier 2 organisations social enterprise procurement
existing competencies can . . .
. produces exclusion, not mandates calibrated to their
generate earned income. . L - .
investment discipline. political economies.
e  Build dual legal . .
. g Conduct relational due e Create aformal social
architecture early. .. . .
. . diligence. Community enterprise legal category. A
Establish a commercial e " . .
. X legitimacy, network position, dedicated legal form with
entity alongside the non- . .
. . and trust architecture are appropriate tax treatment and
profit before capital . . . .
material to investment risk. governance requirements

conversations begin. -
g reduces the ambiguity that

e Extend your time horizon or )
deters investors.

acknowledge the mismatch.
Genuine transitions take 12- e  Develop mid-ticket blended

e Digitise revenue and
impact simultaneously.
Digital payment collection

. . 20 years. If your instrument is finance vehicles. National
and impact tracking are . .
. . structured for 7 years, be DFlsin all three countries
interdependent investment .. . . .
. explicit you are not the right should establish dedicated
prerequisites. . . L . .
capital provider for early-stage missing-middle social
e Investinrelational capital transitions. enterprise windows ($500K—
before you need capital. $3M).

DFI relationships, Value digital infrastructure

as a capital asset. e Use government procurement
government procurement - . o . L
. . Organisations with digital strategically. NHI positioning
conversations, and investor . . .
network access require payment and impact tracking (SA), NHIF contracting (KE),
. q have reduced your due SMEDAN preference (NG) are
years of cultivation. - . . . . . -
diligence cost. Price this social enterprise sustainability
e Protect the governance correctly. instruments, not merely

asset. Design governance
reform to transfer, not
replace, founding leadership

Partner with local procurement decisions.

intermediaries for contextuale Fund ecosystem enablers

. . intelligence. You cannot explicitly. Ecosystem enabling
relational capital. . . . : .
assess relational capital or is a public good that private
e Be explicit about your Ubuntu-inflected governance capital will chronically
transition model. without local institutional underprovide. Government and
Distinguish genuine knowledge. DFI mandate frameworks
tructuring f . .
restructuring from revenue Address the gender should include explicit

diversification. Investors
respond differently.

allocation gap actively. ecosystem support lines.

Women-led African social
enterprises are underinvested
relative to their risk-adjusted
performance potential.

SECTION NINE: CONCLUSION

The nine organisations examined in this article and the three composite counter-cases constructed from
documented failure patterns collectively demonstrate that the transition from grant-dependent NGO to
investment-ready social venture in Africa is neither inevitable, nor impossible, nor primarily a
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function of financial engineering. It is, as the Contextualised Investment Logic framework proposes, an
institutional navigation problem: the challenge of managing competing commercial and social logics
simultaneously, within institutional environments that shape but do not determine which pathways
to capital are available.

The most successful transitions in this study share five characteristics that no standard investment-
readiness framework captures in full.

e They maintained authentic dual institutional legitimacy speaking credibly to investors without
betraying communities.

e Theyinvested in relational capital years before capital was needed.

e They built digital infrastructure that converted social value into investor-legible data.

e They operated within or actively shaped policy and regulatory architectures that created structural
advantage.

e And they had the organisational patience, and the patient capital support, to sustain transition over
timescales that most investment instruments are not designed to support.

The majority of failed transitions in this study failed not because the organisations were incapable, but
because the support systems including legal, financial, advisory, relational that would have enabled them
to manage the institutional navigation problem were absent.

e Counter-Case C’s organisation was technically investment-ready and became trapped in a financing
gap its own capabilities could not bridge.

e Counter-Case B’s organisation was destroyed by governance reform that was technically correct but
institutionally destructive.

e Counter-Case A’s organisation succeeded financially while failing socially - the outcome that
Institutional Logics Theory identifies as the most common pathology of the transition.

The Africanisation imperative is, ultimately, this article’s central contribution. African social enterprises
are not early-stage versions of Western social enterprises awaiting the maturation that will make
them legible to existing frameworks. They are institutional expressions of different - not inferior -
economic, social, and governance logics that have built genuine, documented, and in many cases
irreplaceable social value across the continent.

The investment frameworks that continue to assess them as though legibility to Western capital markets
is the measure of organisational quality will continue to misallocate capital: funding organisations that
perform investment-readiness while underinvesting in organisations that embody it.

The African Investment-Readiness Framework proposed here is a first step toward a contextually
calibrated assessment architecture. Its further development, empirical validation, and practical
deployment requires the collaboration of African social enterprise practitioners, African institutional
investors, and African policymakers in a process of framework co-creation that this article is intended to
catalyse.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS AND MATRIX OF ORGANISATIONS CONSIDERED FOR THIS ARTICLE

The matrix below analyses nine organisations - three from each country - across eight dimensions critical to understanding the transition from grant dependency to
investment readiness. Organisations were selected to represent diverse sectors, transition pathways, and maturity stages.

Organisation

Country

Sector

Starting Point

Transition Model

Revenue Model

Blended Finance

Scale / Impact Investment

SHOFCO KE]

M-KOPA Solar [lIKE|

E
m

LifeBank
Nigeria

Urban Dev/
Health / Water

Clean Energy /
FinTech

Capacity
Building

Agriculture /
Cooperative
Finance

Health Tech /
Supply Chain

Grassroots NGO
(2004), purely grant-
funded, single-slum
focus

Impact venture
backed by catalytic
grants and patient
capital from Acumen,
Gates Foundation
(2010)

Small Kisumu NGO,
100% grant-

dependent, one EU-
funded programme

Development-
oriented cooperative
targeting smallholder
farmers in northern
Nigeria

Social enterprise from
inception (2015).
CcHub incubator
graduate. Founder

Community Mobilisation
> Platform Scale.
SHOFCO Urban Network
(SUN) shifts from service
delivery to community-
led model enabling
government
partnerships.
Pay-As-You-Go (PAYG):
converts beneficiaries to
customers. Repayment
data builds credit
histories enabling
commercial debt.

CEO-led strategic pivot
using British Council
grant + business
scorecard tool.
Separated commercial
training arm from
advocacy.
Farmer-Owned
Cooperative. Aggregated
smallholders into
bankable collectives.
Proprietary trust group
lending: 98% repayment
rate.

Tech-Enabled Supply
Chain. App + motorcycle
network connecting
blood banks to

Grants + government health
contracts (MoH COVID
screening) + water kiosk fees
via MPESA. 70% local staff.

PAYG solar sales, digital credit,
insurance cross-sell. Revenue
fully commercial post-2019.

Fee-for-service training, EU
project management fees, B2B
advisory. Grant dependency
reduced from 100% to ~40%.

Input financing (loans repaid
post-harvest), aggregation
fees, output marketing margin.

Hospital
subscription/transaction fees
for blood, oxygen, plasma

Instruments

Catalytic philanthropy
(MacKenzie Scott),
Hilton Prize ($2M+),
government
procurement,
multilateral COVID
funding. Building toward
social bond.

Full arc: grant > DFI
concessional debt (IFC,
FMO) » commercial
debt. $250M+
commercial debt raised
by 2023. First-loss
guarantees used early
stage.

British Council Social
Enterprise Support
Programme (catalytic
grant). AECF Social
Enterprise Window. EU
programme fees.

DFI concessional
lending (IFC, USAID DCA
guarantee), Acumen,
Omidyar. 98%
repayment rate enabled
commercial bank co-
lending.

CcHub incubator
(Google for Startups).
UNDP/EU SDG
investment facilitation

Readiness
2.4M people, 50
sites. 1.4M SUN
members. MoH
partnership
screening 1.8M for
COVID.

5M+ customers.
Profitable.
Expanded to
airtime, TV,
smartphones.

300+ civil society
leaders trained.
Regional
recognition as
transition blueprint.

38,000+
smallholders.
Doubled yields,
tripled incomes.
82,000+ jobs (69%
youth).

160+ hospitals.
$90,000+ revenue in
incubation. Multi-
city expansion.
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LEAP Africa

Unjani Clinics
NPC

Harambee
Youth
Employment

BroadReach

Capacity
Building /
Ecosystem

Primary
Healthcare /
Social
Franchise

Youth
Employment/
Human
Capital

Health
Systems / Al /
Data

from global health
NGO background.
Grant-dependent
NGO focused on
leadership
development

Healthcare social
franchise (2010).
Nurses previously
dependent on formal
employment.

Incubated by
Yellowwoods (2011).
Designed from
inception to attract
corporate + blended
capital. Bypassed
traditional NGO
model.

Global health
consulting firm, grant-
funded through
PEPFAR programmes

hospitals. Revenue:
hospital service fees.
Ecosystem Enabler.
Shifted from direct
beneficiary service to
building pipeline of
investable social
entrepreneurs. Earned
income through training.
Social Franchise
Architecture. NPC
umbrella supports black
women nurse-
entrepreneurs. Startup
costs via CSI/ESD.
Break-even via patient
fees.

Social-lmpact Sourcing
Platform. Data platform
matches unemployed
youth to employer
demand. Revenue:
placement + outcomes
payments.

Government-as-Anchor-
Client Technology
Model. Converted
consulting expertise into
Al-powered health data
analytics platform
licensed to
governments.

delivery. B2B SaaS-style
institutional model.

Corporate training (Union Bank,
Chevron), programme fees,
foundation grants for new
initiatives.

Patient fees (affordable primary
care pricing). No ongoing
subsidy post-break-even. NPC
earns management/support
fees from clinic network.

Employer placement fees,
corporate skills pipeline fees,
government Employment
Outcomes Funding, data
analytics revenue.

SaaS fees to government
health departments, DFI-
funded programmes,
multilateral agencies.
Technology licensing replaces
project grants.

($15M mobilised 2024).
Impact investor rounds.
Ford Foundation,
Sahara Impact Fund
Fellowship, Union Bank
ESD partnership,
corporate enterprise
development funding.

Corporate CSI/ESD
(Anglo American,
Massmart, Capitec, 20+
others). B-BBEE
Enterprise Development
spend. No commercial
debt required at clinic
level post-setup.
Yellowwoods patient
equity, government
outcomes contracts,
corporate ESD/SED,
USAID, EU, Omidyar
Network. Positioned for
socialimpact bond.

PEPFAR programme
funding (transitioned to
technology fee), DBSA,
IFC engagement.
Sovereign health
technology
procurement.

Harvard Business
School case study.
250+ social
innovators
supported. National
scale. Nigeria's
premier enterprise
capacity builder.

170+ clinics. 100%
black women-
owned. 3M+ patient
consultations. NHI-
ready.

1.5M+ young
people. 500+
employer partners.
70%+ job retention.
Skoll Foundation
awardee.

HIV/TB care
improved for
millions. Multiple
SA provinces.
International
expansion.
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BLENDED FINANCE INSTRUMENT MAP BY COUNTRY

The table below maps the principal blended finance instruments available in each country, key providers, and the transition stages they best support. The most
important contextual observation: South Africa's B-BBEE legislative framework creates a structurally unique blended finance environment with no equivalent in

Kenya or Nigeria.

Catalytic / Philanthropic Grants

Concessional Debt / Patient Capital

First-Loss Guarantees / Credit

Enhancement

Corporate Enterprise & Supplier
Development (ESD)

Social / Development Impact Bonds
(SIBs/DIBs)

Revenue-Based Financing

Impact Equity / Venture Philanthropy

Green / Social / Sustainability Bonds

Kenya — Key Providers & Vehicles

British Council Social Enterprise
Programme; Ford Foundation;
MacKenzie Scott Big Bet; Gates
Foundation

Acumen East Africa; FSD Kenya; IFC
SME Lending; AfDB AFAWA; AECF
Social Enterprise Window

USAID Development Credit Authority
(DCA); FSD Kenya Guarantee Fund;
IFC Guarantee facilities

Limited — Kenya's Companies Act
has no formal ESD mandate;
voluntary CSR spend dominates

Village Enterprise DIB (Kenya/Uganda
cross-border); KKCF Social Enterprise
Window outcomes-linked grants

Emerging through fintechs (Lipa Later,
Pezesha); growing via AECF facilities

Novastar Ventures; Acumen; Omidyar
Network; LGT Venture Philanthropy;
Investisseurs & Partenaires

Kenya Green Bond Programme (NSE-
listed); FSD Kenya climate bonds
initiative

Nigeria — Key Providers &
Vehicles

Ford Foundation; MacKenzie Scott;
Skoll Foundation; Conrad N. Hilton
Foundation; Mastercard
Foundation

Bank of Industry (long-tenure
loans); NIRSAL risk-sharing; IFC
Nigeria; AfDB Nigeria window

NIRSAL Agricultural Credit
Guarantee Scheme; CBN Anchor
Borrowers DCA; World Bank Risk
Guarantee

Limited — CITA 2020 offers some
CSR incentives; CBN Sustainable
Finance Principles voluntary

UNDP/EU SDG Private Investment
Mobilisation (2024 — $15M
facilitated); Nascent DIB market via
UNDP Nigeria

CcHub Ventures; future-revenue
linked facilities via Bank of Industry;
emerging from Lagos fintech
ecosystem

Sahel Capital; Microtraction;
EchoVC; Kepple Africa Ventures;
Omidyar Network Nigeria

FMDQ Securities Exchange Green
Bond Framework; Access Bank
Green Bond ($41M, 2019)

South Africa — Key Providers &
Vehicles

Atlantic Philanthropies (legacy);
Yellowwoods Philanthropic Arm; Old
Mutual Foundation; Motsepe
Foundation

DBSA Social Bonds; IDC
Developmental Finance; SEFA (IDC
subsidiary); NEF (National
Empowerment Fund)

DBSA Credit Enhancement
(Infrastructure Fund); National
Treasury Guarantee Framework;
Nedbank Impact guarantee products
HIGHLY DEVELOPED — B-BBEE
Codes of Good Practice require ESD
spend (3% NPAT for large
companies). Legal imperative drives
corporate capital into SEs like
Unjani Clinics.

Western Cape Funder Forum
outcomes pilot; Impact Amplifier
outcomes structuring; National
Treasury exploring SIB framework

Emerging through Futuregrowth,
RisCura impact funds; suitable for
SEs with seasonal revenues

Yellowwoods; Endeavour SA; Impact
Amplifier; Old Mutual Alternative
Investments; Futuregrowth

JSE Sustainability Segment (Green &
Social Bonds); Nedbank Green Bond;
Standard Bank Social Bond; DBSA
Climate Finance Facility

Best Suited For (Stage)

Stage 1-2. Proof-of-concept and
organisational restructuring. No
repayment obligation.

Stage 2-3. Requires 2+ years
audited accounts and earned
revenue. Below-market rates,
longer tenors.

Stage 2-3. De-risks commercial
bank lending. Allows mainstream
lenders to enter impact space.

Stage 1-3. Unique to South Africa.
Legal obligation - not philanthropy.
Best for black-owned or -
benefiting organisations. Covers
startup, capacity, and growth.

Stage 3-4. Mature organisations
with verified impact metrics.
Government or philanthropic
‘outcome payer' needed. High
structuring cost.

Stage 2-3. Repayments tied to %
of monthly revenue. No fixed debt
service. Ideal for variable cash
flows.

Stage 3-4. Scalable model with
path to returns. Requires equity-
compatible legal structure.
Stage 4. Institutional-grade
governance required. Minimum
deal size typically $20M+. ESG
metrics required.
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Government Procurement / Public
Contracts

Crowdfunding & Digital Platforms

Kenya NHIF contracts; Ministry of
Health partnerships; Hustler Fund
linkages

M-Changa (Kenya's largest);
Thundafund (regional); GlobalGiving

SMEDAN procurement preference;
nascent NHI; CBN intervention
programme contracting

NaijaFund; Kickstarter Nigeria;
GlobalGiving Nigeria; Afrikindred

NHI (Unjani positioning); COGTA
community development contracts;
DSD Social Services procurement

Thundafund (SA's leading platform);
Jumpstarter; GivenGain

Stage 2-4. Replaces grant
dependency with recurring
contract revenue. Requires
regulatory compliance and
procurement capacity.

Stage 1-2. Community validation +
early capital. Best for

Kenya organisations with strong public

narrative.

COUNTRY-LEVEL CONTEXT NOTES

KENYA

Kenya has the most developed social enterprise legal and ecosystem infrastructure of the three countries. The Kenya Startup Act (2021) provides formal recognition,
SESOK acts as a coordinating body, and the Kenya Sustainable Finance Initiative has enrolled 50,000+ bankers in sustainable finance training. Kenya's greatest
blended finance gap is in mid-ticket instruments ($500K-$5M) suited to transitioning NGOs — too large for microfinance, too small for DFI direct investment.

NIGERIA

Nigeria hosts the continent's largest social enterprise sector by number (estimated 1.3 million organisations), but faces the most complex policy environment. The
Bank of Industry, SMEDAN, and NIRSAL provide development financing, but coordination is uneven. The UNDP/EU SDG Private Investment Facilitation which
mobilised $15 million for three enterprises in 2024 — represents the most active blended finance mechanism for mature social enterprises. Nigeria's fintech
ecosystem creates the digital payment infrastructure social enterprises need to generate trackable earned income.

SOUTH AFRICA

South Africa has the most institutionally sophisticated blended finance architecture, anchored by the DBSA Infrastructure Fund (R100 billion seeded by National
Treasury), IDC developmental lending, and the unique B-BBEE ESD mechanism. The National Health Insurance roll-out represents the largest potential social
enterprise procurement market on the continent for health-focused organisations.

CASE STUDY NOTES

All case study data sourced from publicly available reports, academic publications, and organisational communications. Intended to support original academic or
practitioner publication.
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