





Change Fusion THAILAND

investment and other resources for social
entrepreneurs. The unit works like a low
return impact investment fund, holding
equities of successful social enterprises
that have advanced through its earlier
pipeline. It identifies social investors,
including HNWIs, and sets out to achieve
capital preservation and return of 3 - 5
percent per year for their investment.

Besides facilitating social investment,
Change Fusion also brokers access to the
market and provides consultancy services
with specific focus on building capacity
for growth and investment readiness.
It helps regional and international
investors to access social enterprises in
Thailand. Successful examples include
its partnership with LGT Venture
Philanthropy to assist them in placing
$50,000 each in three social enterprises
[See the profile: Smiling World Accelerator
Program]. Shrestha explains, “In reality, it
is like a private placement even though
the project is set up as an open call
competition for funding. Due to the lack
of social enterprises at that level, Change
Fusion works with social enterprises to
help them meet the requirements of LGT
Venture Philanthropy in order for the
investments to be successfully placed.”

As an eco-system builder, Change Fusion
is also advising corporations and HNWIs
on how to structure and set up venture
philanthropy and impact investment
funds that are tailored to their particular
needs and interests. It has successfully set
up a fund called BANPU Champions for
Change with BANPU Public Company,
an energy mining company, to provide
seed funding and support for young
social entrepreneurs in Thailand.

To date, Change Fusion has supported
some 30 social enterprises. Their creative
and innovative way in growing the
sector is well illustrated by the support
provided to Open Dream, a social
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enterprise  providing web-application
development services and web-based
software to non-profit and voluntary
groups. It was started by a group of
young programmers holding full-time
jobs in the corporate sector. They were
working on the project on a part-time
basis. The offer of contract-based
funding from Change Fusion gave them
the confidence to quit their jobs and
devote themselves full-time into the
venture.

Through Change Fusion, they were
linked up with foundations that had
outstanding  programming  projects.
In order to persuade the foundations
to engage Open Dream for the work,
Change Fusion signed contracts with the
foundations separately. The contracts
effectively bound Change Fusion to the
completion of the programming projects.
In a way, it acted like a guarantor as it
took on the responsibility of finding
alternative vendors to complete the
projects should Open Dream be unable
to fulfil its commitments. Through this
Project Finance model, Open Dream
was able to build up its portfolio and
credentials. Since it started in 2009, it
has been financially sustainable. It has
grown rapidly and now boosts an annual
revenue of about half a million dollars.

Change Fusion’s work does not stop in
Thailand. It extends its outreach overseas
through various initiatives such as the
establishment of Change Fusion Nepal

and Change Fusion Europe. Noting the
importance of a physical presence for
connectivity, Change Fusion Nepal was
formed in Nepal in 2008 to better reach
out to Nepali social enterprises. The
founding director, Luna Shrestha Thakur
spent a month of training at Change
Fusion’s Bangkok headquarters and
received support and guidance in the
initial set-up years. Change Fusion Nepal
became an independent functioning
organisation in 2010.

Through Change Fusion, Sunit hopes
to attract and build relationships that
brings the right players together in
such a way that, together, they create
social innovations that will contribute
to positive social transformation. He
believes the sector will expand faster
only if there is a risk-taking culture. He
explains that “philanthropists are not
taking enough risks. If there is a way
for people to share risks, the sector
will develop faster.” The ultimate goal
of Change Fusion is to grow the social
entrepreneurship sector in Thailand as
well as the region to advance sustainable
human well-being for the future. To
achieve this, Change Fusion seeks to be
a bridge between social entrepreneurs
and investors and as Sunit aptly put
it “we are but the floating bridge of
dreams”.



Thailand Social
Enterprise Office

In 2009, the Thai government and a
number of civil society organisations
(including Change Fusion — see their
profile above) formed the National
Social Enterprise Committee to increase
awareness of the sector and improve
access to finance. The government
wanted to foster economic growth
that was distributive and sustainable,
believing that a strong social enterprise
sector could be an effective means to
reduce social inequality.

The Thai government published the
Social Enterprises Master Plan (2010-14),
which was endorsed by the cabinet and
led to Thailand Social Enterprise Office
(TSEO) being established as a secretariat
to implement the plan. Supportive
regulations are also being planned to
foster the social enterprise sector.

TSEO is tasked to facilitate the growth
of social enterprises and intermediaries
in Thailand through the creation of
a supportive enabling environment
as well as to forge international
partnerships in the social enterprise
sector. The four core strategic areas for
TSEO are to develop:

1. A learning environment on social
enterprises in Thailand.

2. A new form and capacity of social
enterprises.

3. A path to capital and resources for
social enterprises.

4. The Social Enterprise Act, law and
regulation.

Since its founding, TSEO has
engaged heavily in advocacy as well
as capacity and awareness building.
It has collaborated with universities
from rural provinces to set up social
enterprise incubation centres as well as
formulate training courses to educate
students on social entrepreneurship.
The programme has a focus on rural
employment creation to help reduce
social inequality and alleviate rural-
urban migration pressures. To increase
public awareness of social enterprises,
TSEO holds roadshows in schools and
connects enterprises to corporates and
foundations at ‘'matchmaking’ events.
Catalogues of social enterprises are
sent to government agencies to
encourage them to engage goods and
services from them. TSEO is focused on
building networks for both the social
enterprises as well as the supporters
both locally and internationally.

On the financial front, TSEO provides
grants to social enterprises directly
and indirectly. TSEO prefers to work
with intermediaries to develop the
sector’s ecosystem rather than to deal
with social enterprises directly.

In order to support and incubate
new Thai social entrepreneurs, TSEO
and Change Fusion jointly initiated
UnLtd Thailand, which provides seed
funding and incubation for new social
entrepreneurs. Since the sector is still
in the early development stage, there
are not enough intermediaries to
work with, and so TSEO can provide
support to the social enterprises
directly.

WWW.tseo.or.th

TSEO

THAI SOCIAL
ENTERPRISE OFFICE

To further
this
call

enlarge its outreach
year, TSEO initiated a public
for social enterprise ideas in
five sectors - disability, agriculture,
the environment, education and
renewable energy. In 2012 it collected
500 business concepts and shortlisted
20 from each sector. Those shortlisted
were provided with three days of
training to enable them to develop
their business plans further. Out of
these, five ideas from each sector
were chosen to receive four months of
consultancy assistance as well as seed
funding of THB 100,000 ($3,200) to
bring the ideas to the next stage.

TSEO is currently working to establish
a social  enterprise  registration
and assessment system to provide
accreditation to the sector. A scrutiny
committee will determine the criteria
to distinguish social enterprises from
normal  business  enterprises.  The
committee has already completed one
round of consultations with practitioners
and other external parties and is
working to revise the set of criteria with
the feedback obtained. TSEO envisions
the registration system to help social
enterprises in the marketing of their
products to socially-conscious consumers
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Thailand Social Enterprise Office THAILAND

and to build awareness with the public
on the new category of products.

Concurrently, TSEO researches on
taxation policies that will be supportive
for the sector. Besides exploring possible
tax benefits for accredited social
enterprises in the future, it is looking
at social impact assessment tools that
can meet social enterprises’ strategic
objectives and enable them to quantify
their social impact. Such assessment
will lead to greater accountability and
facilitates social investing. TSEO hopes
to create a robust Social Investment
Market in Thailand that will blend
financial return with social impact and
enable social enterprises to gain greater
access to capital they need to grow.

Through the various approaches, TSEO
hopes to develop the social enterprise
sector into an engine of inclusive and
sustainable growth for Thailand.
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Apppendix 1

Selected Country Profiles

The country profiles in this section use commonly available public data. The
philanthropy statistics are drawn from a recent CAF Giving Index and other
sources, and should be read with the critical comments in mind that we made in
Chapter 2. They are presented here for the convenience of the reader, rather than
an endorsement of their reliability or value.

Population 1,344 million
GDP $7,318 billion
GDP per Capita $5,445
Total Wealth $20,200 billion
Number of Millionaires 1,017,000
Ranking in CAF World Giving Index 140
CAF - % giving money 14
CAF - % volunteering time 4
CAF - % helping a stranger 41
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China, the most populous country in the world, has experienced strong economic
growth during recent decades. With an economy that has grown at an average
rate of 17 percent in the past 10 years, GDP per capita has leapt by more than
five-fold from $949 in 2000 to $5,448 in 2011. At the same time, wealth per
adult has risen from $5,672 to $20,711. This strong economic growth has lifted
more than 600 million Chinese out of poverty since 1981. However, over 100
million Chinese are still living below the poverty line.



CHINA'S DONATIONS
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Corresponding to the rise in wealth, public donations have also increased from
$1.28 billion in 2006 to $13.43 billion in 2011. On a per capita basis, donations
have jumped by over ten-fold from $0.98 in 2006 to $10 in 2011, although
these figures are likely to be influenced by responses to singular events such as
natural disasters. It is possible that donations would have reached higher levels
had it not been for a number of highly publicised misappropriation scandals in
the Chinese charitable sector that have diminished public confidence. Private
foundations in China face substantial regulatory hurdles, and when established
must pay corporation and capital gains taxes — hardly incentives for charitable
giving through the foundation vehicle.

With more than one million U.S. Dollar millionaires and over 200 billionaires,
philanthropy is set to rise in China if linked to growth in individual wealth.
There has been a surge of interest in grant-making among the wealthy and the
government has been taking initial steps to liberalise regulations in the charity
sector. In 2004, regulation was passed that allowed the registration of private
foundations. Before that, only public foundations were allowed with many being
government organised non-government organisations (GONGOs). Since 2004,
the growth of private foundations has surpassed that of public foundations.

One distinguishing characteristics of the philanthropy landscape in China is that
many of the foundations are operating entities that act like NGOs, working on
projects on their own. Grant-making foundations that support grassroots NGOs
are starting to emerge, especially after the 2008 earthquake that sparked a steep
increase in engagements and collaborations between the local foundations and
NGOs.

In November 2012 there were a recorded 2,882 foundations, of which the 1591
private foundations outnumbered the 1291 public foundations. More than one
third of the foundations have been established in the past five years alone.

Since 1999, the Shanghai-based Hurun Research Institute has published its
annual Rich List, an annual ranking of the 1,000 richest individuals in China. For
the last five years it has also released the China Philanthropy List, an attempt to
measure giving by Chinese ultra HNWIs. In 2012, the Hurun list included annual
philanthropic donations by individuals in the range of $3 million to $580 million.
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Population 1,241 million
GDP $1,848 billion
GDP per Capita $1,489

Total Wealth $4,100 billion
Number of Millionaires 204,000
Ranking in CAF World Giving Index 91

CAF - % giving money 28

CAF - % volunteering time 18

CAF - % helping a stranger 39

India’s economy has been growing at a rapid rate of about 13 percent over the
past decade. GDP per capita rose more than four-fold from $450 in 2000 to
$1,489 in 2011. Wealth per adult also increased more than 100 percent from
$2,036 in 2000 to $5,548 in 2011. There are more than 200,000 U.S. Dollar
millionaires, while 455 million Indians live on less than $1.25/day. India is 30 years
behind China when measuring the proportion of the population completing
secondary and post-secondary education.

Tax deductibility for charitable donations is limited to those non-profits approved
under Section 80G of the Income Tax Act, with the rate of deduction (from 100
percentto aslow as 10 percent) dependent on the particular recipient organisation.
However, it is believed that a large proportion of giving by individuals in India is
informal and untracked through tax data. Verifiable data on giving in India is very
scarce. The Indian domestic charitable fundraising market in 2004 was estimated
to be $500 million, excluding religious and untracked donations — being 80
percent from individuals and 20 percent from company giving. Registered foreign
direct funding by trusts and individuals was over $1 billion in 2006. The Diaspora
of Non-Resident Indians (NRIs) is likely to account for a large proportion of inflows
of private giving (there are 400,000 NRIs in the U.K. and 1.7 million in the U.S.).
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Population 128 million
GDP $5,867 billion
GDP per Capita $45,903

Total Wealth $25,900 billion
Number of Millionaires 3,121,000
Ranking in CAF World Giving Index 105

CAF - % giving money 24

CAF - % volunteering time 28

CAF - % helping a stranger 26

Japan’s is the most developed economy in Asia, with the highest total wealth in the
region at $25.9 trillion. GDP per capita is at $45,903. Economic growth has been
growing slowly at about two percent over the last decade. On the giving side, only
24 percent of Japan’s population donates money, one of the lowest percentages in
Asia. Japan is ranked 105th in CAF World Giving Index. With the highest number
of millionaires in Asia, there is potential to grow philanthropy given the current
low take up rate. But, charitable giving in Japan, and indeed the whole civil society
sector, is heavily influenced by culture and religion. Even the Japanese consider
themselves a ‘'no donation’ society. Charitable giving in Japan is usually confined to
certain social relationships such as neighbours or employees and linked to notions of
obligation. Confucianism discourages open displays of need and so much charitable
work is done quietly and without recognition. Wealth is not applauded in Japan; so
many rich individuals give anonymously.

In 2005, the 20 largest grant-making foundations in Japan spent some three percent
of what the equivalent foundations in the U.S. did, even though Japan has 30 percent
of the United States’ economic wealth. Many Japanese give through volunteering
their time — the Japan Red Cross has 21 million volunteers. The devastation of Japan’s
coastal cities and towns from the 2011 earthquake and tsunami resulted in large
scale human misery, much of which was quietly addressed by the many thousands
of Japanese who travelled to the affected areas as volunteer aid workers.

Given the complex national psychology of philanthropy in Japan, tax incentives have
never dominated giving. This is changing slowing; recent announcements from the
Prime Minister’s Office indicate it would become easier for citizens to donate money
to charities. There are some 39,000 non-profits in Japan, with only 116 of them
being recognised by the National Tax Agency for tax deductibility.
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HONG KONG

Population 7 million

GDP $244 billion

GDP per Capita $34,457
‘g‘ Total Wealth $800 billion
" Number of Millionaires 89,000

Ranking in CAF World Giving Index 11

CAF - % giving money 73

CAF - % volunteering time 16

CAF - % helping a stranger 59

Hong Kong, a special administrative region of China, had a GDP of $244 billion in
2011. The economy has grown about three percent annually over the past decade.
Total wealth stands at $800 billion or $139,500 per adult. Hong Kong's wealth
gap is the largest in Asia, with one-fifth of its seven million residents earning less
than half the median income. The growing disparity has caused outbreaks of social
unrest, likely to increase as the population ages and the economy rebalances from
industrial restructuring.
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Hong Kong is ranked 11th place in CAF's World Giving Index, with 73 percent
of its population donating money, making it one of the most generous nations
in Asia, according to CAF. Growing much faster than its GDP, the amount of
donations from individuals has more than doubled from $372 million in 2003
to $707 million in 2010, while donations per GDP has grown from 0.23% to
0.31% in the same period. The British colonial legacy left Hong Kong with a well-
developed non-profit sector, where churches and charities were encouraged to
fill the social service gap resulting from a low taxation policy. The general public
views giving to charity as normative behaviour, reinforced by popular events such
as flag days and telethons. During the 2004 Asian Tsunami, the level of giving
per person ranked highest in the world. Hong Kong’s culture of giving is overlaid
with traditional Chinese values — meeting local and family needs, and donating to
causes linked to ancestral ties in Mainland China. In 2009 donations from Hong
Kong made up 64 percent of charitable funds in China. As one of the gateways
to China’s vast hinterland, the potential growth in more wealth in Hong Kong is
tremendous. With this concentration of wealth, philanthropic activities are poised
to grow as well.
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Tax regulation in Hong Kong is also supporting the growth of philanthropic
activities. Donations receive tax deductible status as long as the charities are
registered with the Inland Revenue Department. Charities working in the area of
poverty, religion and education can receive tax exemption and thus tax deductions
for their donors, even if their operations are worldwide in nature.

HONG KONG'S DONATIONS
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SINGAPORE

Population 5 million
GDP $240 billion
GDP per Capita $46,241
Total Wealth $1,100 billion
Number of Millionaires 183,000
Ranking in CAF World Giving Index 91
CAF - % giving money 41
CAF - % volunteering time 11
CAF - % helping a stranger 33
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Singapore, a small island state, has the highest GDP and wealth per capita in Asia
at $46,241 and $284,700 respectively. In the past decade, its economy has grown
at an average annual rate of eight percent.

Charitable giving has also grown more than two-fold from $206 million in 2001
to $692 million in 2011. Donations per GDP rose from 0.23% to 0.29% in the
same period. Though all registered charities enjoy income tax exemption, do-
nations that receive tax-deductible status are generally limited to charities that
spend a majority of their income locally.
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Singapore, with a high concentration of wealth does not have as huge a domestic
demand in philanthropy as its neighbouring countries. Recognising this and
leveraging on the increasing affluence in Asia, the Singapore government has
been positioning the country as a private banking hub for HNWIs as well as a
regional hub for philanthropy. It provides incentives for foundations, donor
advised funds and other philanthropic trusts to locate in Singapore. International
philanthropy advisory bodies are setting up bases in the country to engage local
and overseas donors. As more and more regional HNWIs manage their assets
in Singapore, philanthropic activities is poised to rise sharply given the growing
interest in philanthropy by HNWIs.
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THAILAND

Population 70 million
GDP $346 billion
GDP per Capita $4,972Total
Wealth $400 billion
Number of Millionaires 17,000
Ranking in CAF World Giving Index 9

CAF - % giving money 85

CAF - % volunteering time 17

CAF - % helping a stranger 50

The Thai Economy has been growing at an average rate of 10 percent for the
past decade. GDP increased two-fold from $123 billion in 2000 to $346 billion in
2011. The strong economic growth gives rise to a corresponding large increase in
total wealth per adult from $2,527 to $7,351 for the same period.

The giving culture is ingrained in the Thai culture due to community bonding as
well as Buddhist religious principles. Currently, a significant portion of Thailand
philanthropy is still allocated for religious causes. As the philanthropists move
towards distributing their funds to more diverse causes, more funds will be made
available for strategic and venture philanthropy. While tax deductibility is not a
major driver for giving in Thailand, it is available to donors when supporting local,
registered non-profits.
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Population 50 million
GDP $1,116 billion
GDP per Capita $22,424
Total Wealth $2,900 billion
Number of Millionaires 217,000
Ranking in CAF World Giving Index 57

CAF - % giving money 34

CAF - % volunteering time 24

CAF - % helping a stranger 44

The South Korean Economy has been growing at an average rate of seven percent
for the past decade. GDP increased more than 100 percent from $533 billion in
2000 to $1,116 billion in 2011, giving rise to a corresponding increase in total
wealth per adult from $32,969 to $76,621 for the same period. There are now
217,000 millionaires in South Korea.

There is little published research on charitable giving in Korea. The 1998 economic
crisis in South Korea impacted on giving by encouraging charitable contributions
as a means to reduce growing wealth disparity. Recent academic research? by
Kwak at the Korea Institute for International Economic Policy, on the impact of tax
deductibility on giving suggests that tax incentives will become a significant factor
on levels of giving in South Korea.
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List of Interviewees

We are very grateful for the individuals who agreed to be interviewed for this
study. Most of the interviews were made for the purpose of creating the released
profiles included in the study. Other interviews were informal for the purpose of
gaining information and insights about philanthropy in Asia.

Name

Ailing Zhuang
Audrey Selian

Ben Rudick

Ben Tsiang

Bien Kiat Tan
Catherine Loh
Daichi Hirose
David Zuellig

Deval Sanghavi
Ding Li

Dongli Zhang
Doris Kwan
Ernesto Garilao
Francesco Caruso
Francis Ngai

Han Xiao

John Forsyth

Keith Chua

Ken Ito

Lee Poh Wah

Lisa Genasci

Liza Green

Maria Alessandra Foglia
Micaela Ratini
Mongkol Kasaemsun
Oanh Pham
Prapapan Banlusilp
Robert Kraybill
Ryan Glasgo
Satoko Kono

Scott Lawson
Stanley Tan

Sunit Shrestha

Tan Soo Nan

Tao Ze

Vidya Sha

Wang Ping

Willie Cheng
Wolfgang Hafenmeyer
Yip Kum Fei

Organisation Location
Rende Foundation Shanghai
Rianta Philanthropy/Artha Platform (p. 116) Geneva
Schoenfeld Foundation Shanghai
CNEX (p. 96) Taipei
Social Ventures Singapore Singapore
Community Foundation of Singapore (p. 91) Singapore
PlaNet Finance Japan (p. 93) Tokyo
Zuellig Family Foundation (p. 84) Singapore
Dasra (p. 67) Mumbai
Non-Profit Incubator (p. 125) Shanghai
Transist Impact Labs (p. 54) Shanghai
GIVE Hong Kong
Zuellig Family Foundation (p. 84) Manila
ADM Capital Foundation (p. 49) Hong Kong
Social Ventures Hong Kong (p. 63) Hong Kong
Lanshan Social Investment Beijing
Richard Chandler Corporation (p. 52) Singapore
APVentures Singapore
Social Venture Partners Tokyo (p. 60) Tokyo
Lien Foundation (p. 82) Singapore
ADM Capital Foundation (p. 49) Hong Kong
New Day Asia (p. 65) Hong Kong
Insitor Fund (p. 58) Milan
Insitor Fund (p. 58) Phnom Penh

Thailand Social Enterprise Office (p. 129) Bangkok
Centre for Social Initiatives Promotion (p. 123)  Hanoi
Thailand Social Enterprise Office (p. 129) Bangkok
Impact Investment Exchange Asia (p. 119)  Singapore

ADM Capital Foundation (p. 49) Hong Kong
ARUN (p. 70) Tokyo
SOW Asia (p. 56) Hong Kong
Community Foundation of Singapore (p. 91) Singapore
ChangeFusion (p. 127) Bangkok
Tote Board (p. 87) Singapore
China Foundation Center (p. 114) Beijing
EdelGive Foundation (p. 46) Mumbai
YouChange (p. 89) Beijing
APVentures Singapore
LGT Venture Philanthropy (p. 121) Zurich
Tote Board (p. 87) Singapore



Glossary

Angel investors (business angels)

Business angels are wealthy, private investors, who provide capital for young
companies at the start-up phase or during a level of expansion. Unlike venture
capitalists - whose money is often pooled by investment firms - business angels
usually invest their own funds.

Business angels are not only valuable for their financial contributions, but also for
offering their expertise and in many cases, contacts to their invested company.
Many business angels have had success as an entrepreneur or in executive
positions at well-established companies or corporations.

Angel Investment Network

Angel investors may operate alone, in informal groups, or as part of formal angel
networks. Angel investors usually take a minority equity stake in the enterprise
they support. Some angel investor networks in Asia are known to have interest
groups focused on social entrepreneurship and impact investing.

Blended value

The Blended Value Proposition states that all organisations, whether for-profit
or not, create value that consists of economic, social and environmental value
components — all that investors (whether market-rate charitable or some mix
of the two) simultaneously generate all three forms of value through providing
capital to organisations. The outcome of all this activity is value creation and that
value is itself non-divisible and, therefore, a blend of these elements.

Jed Emerson

Community foundation

A community foundation is an independent, grant-making organisation that
derives its assets from, and disburses grants within, a defined geographical location,
usually a city or other identifiable local community. Many community foundations
operate specialised philanthropic vehicles such as donor-advised funds in managing
the giving of its client members. More recently some community foundations are
moving beyond geographical limits to offer grants for international development
in what is seen as a new trend for community foundations.

Enterprise philanthropy (also called impact giving) Providing grants
and non-financial support to help an enterprise progress from design stage to the
point where it is ready to embark on scaling up.

The Monitor Institute

Enterprise philanthropy is a niche within venture philanthropy that is focused on
providing grant funding and advice to non-profits or early stage social enterprises
to help them become ready for investment by impact investors.

Entrepreneurial philanthropy

Entrepreneurial philanthropy is the pursuit of social (not-for- profit) objectives by
entrepreneurs through active investment of their economic, cultural, social and
symbolic resources.
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Entrepreneurial philanthropy is about the active redistribution of wealth through
harnessing the sum of resources accessible by the entrepreneur.
Swinburne University

Entrepreneurial philanthropy is an expression of philanthropy (where capital is
deployed for primarily the creation of social value) that is creative and pragmatic
and thus entrepreneurial in nature. Entrepreneurial philanthropy has a strong
affinity with social entrepreneurs, and primarily supports the enterprises of social
entrepreneurs. Venture philanthropists, enterprise philanthropists and impact-first
impact investors are under the umbrella of entrepreneurial philanthropy.

Entrepreneurial social finance (ESF)

An umbrella term that captures financing models that are particularly appropriate
for non-profit organisations, that are entrepreneurial in nature, and social
enterprises that primarily trade in order to achieve social goals. ESF includes much
of what is described as venture philanthropy and impact investing.

Foundation

A private endowed foundation creates a principal, or endowment, for
investment and pays out income from the endowment annually to charity. Only
the investment income is typically spent, not the endowment, ensuring the
foundation’s growth and continuation to meet future community needs. Private
Foundations are required by law [in some jurisdictions] to pay out annual grants
and other qualifying distributions at a minimum percentage of the fair market
value of their assets.

A pass-though foundation is a private grantmaking organization that distributes
all of the contributions that it receives each year, as opposed to just five percent of
its assets. A foundation may make or revoke the pass-through option on a year-
to-year basis.

A private operating foundation uses the majority of its income to actively run
its own charitable programs or services. Some private operating foundations also
choose to make grants to other charitable organizations

The Forum of Regional Associations of Grantmakers

In many countries a foundation’s legal status confers certain taxation privileges
such as tax deductibility for contributions to the foundation and exemption from
paying corporation tax.

In some countries the term foundation is used by operating non-profit organisations
(also called NGOs or charities).

A corporate foundation is a grant-maker linked to a company, and is usually one
vehicle for discharging the business’ corporate social responsibility.

Giving circle
A giving circle is a highly participative form of collective philanthropy in which
members increase their impact of pooled charitable dollars. Groups of individuals




organize themselves to pool financial resources and collectively decide where and
how to donate their money.
Resource Alliance

Many giving circles are self-managed, where members perform assessment,
administrative and reporting functions. Other circles, especially larger ones, employ
professional staff for day-to-day grant management. Most circles encourage their
members to contribute time and skills, as well as money, to the organisations
being supported. Most giving circles use grants to support non-profits, but some
may use loans or equity in some circumstances.

Impact angel investors (social angels)

Experienced individuals, acting alone or in groups or networks, who provide
finance and business advice to early stage social enterprises. Impact angels usually
have an entrepreneurial commercial background and are often engaged in angel
investing. Depending on circumstances, including the legal form of the investee
organisation, impact angels may or may not use equity as their financial tool.

Impact investment

Impact investments are investments made into companies, organizations, and
funds with the intention to generate measurable social and environmental impact
alongside a financial return. Impact investments can be made in both emerging
and developed markets, and target a range of returns from below market, to
market rate, depending upon the circumstances. Impact investors actively seek
to place capital in businesses and funds that can harness the positive power of
enterprise.

Global Impact Investing Network

Practically speaking, impact investors are broadly characterised as two overlapping
communities, reflecting their desire to maximise either social or financial gain.

‘Impact-first’ impact investors prefer to maximise social or environmental impact
and to do so are willing to cap any financial gains.

‘Finance-first’ impact investors are more commercially-driven investors who want
to optimise financial gain at the expense of social value created.

Innovation

Innovation is the specific tool of entrepreneurs, the means by which they exploit
change as an opportunity for a different business or service. It is capable of being
presented as a discipline, capable of being learned, capable of being practised.
Peter Drucker

Innovation is driven by entrepreneurship — a potent mixture of vision, passion,
energy, enthusiasm, insight, judgement and plain hard work, which enables
good ideas to become a reality. [The purpose of innovation] is creating value...
whether expressed in financial terms, employment or growth, sustainability or
improvement of social welfare.

Bessant and Tidd
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Intrapreneur

An intrapreneur is a person who acts like an entrepreneur, in terms of taking risks,
pursuing innovation, but does it inside of an existing business.

The Wharton School

Internal entrepreneurship.
Bessant & Tidd

Intrapreneurs innovate from within existing organisations, rather than by creating
new ones. They are committed to continuous improvement through risk-taking
experimentation.

Outcome-oriented philanthropy

‘Outcome-oriented’ is synonymous with result-oriented, strategic, and effective. It
refers to philanthropy where donors seek to achieve clearly defined goals; where
they and their grantees pursue evidence-based strategies for achieving those
goals; and where both parties monitor progress toward outcomes and assess their
success in achieving them in order to make appropriate course corrections.

Paul Brest

Philanthrocapitalism

The word was coined in 2008 by Bishop and Green to describe the practices of
individuals who wanted to apply to their philanthropy ‘the secrets behind their
money-making’. They are characterised as very wealthy, committed to improving
what they perceive as the failing of traditional philanthropy, business-like in their
approach to charitable giving.

Philanthropy

Philanthropy stems from the Greek, meaning ‘love of humanity’.

Popular interpretations today refer to ‘private initiatives for public good’ (J. W.
Gardner) or initiatives directed at the ‘improvement in the quality of human
life’ (Robert Bremner). Colloquially, philanthropy is most commonly used
interchangeably with charitable giving.

WINGS

The deployment of financial and human capital for primarily social impact.

Private equity (venture capital)

Private equity is medium to long-term finance provided in return for an equity
stake in potentially high growth companies, which are usually, but not always,
unquoted. Investment opportunities are sourced and screened by private equity
firms (also known as general partners, or GPs) in order to arrive at a valuation.
The transaction will be financed using equity provided by LPs and in some cases
debt raised from banks. The GP will then actively manage the investment for
the holding period (typically five to ten years), seeking to generate operational
improvements in order to increase the value of the company. Returns are realized
for investors through exiting the deal; this can be through floating the company




on a public stock exchange (IPO - initial public offering) or a secondary buyout,
whereby the portfolio company is sold to another private equity firm.

Venture capital firms back concepts or ideas brought to them by entrepreneurs, or
young companies looking for financing to help them grow.
British Venture Capital and Private Equity Association

Quasi-equity

Quasi-equity is a financial instrument that aims to reflect some of the characteristics
of shares (preference or ordinary). However, it is neither debt nor equity, and is
usually structured as an investment whereby repayment is linked to the investee’s
financial performance (e.g. repayment is calculated as a percentage of the
investee’s future revenue streams).

Venturesome

Social enterprise (social business)

Social enterprises are, first and foremost, businesses. The term refers to any non-
profit, for-profit or hybrid corporate form that utilises market-based strategies to
advance a social cause. Like any other business, it aims to create surpluses, but seeks
to reinvest those surpluses to achieve its social objectives. Social enterprises are not
businesses driven by a need to maximise profit for their shareholders or owners.
Social Enterprise Association, Singapore

Social business is a for-profit enterprise whose primary objective is nevertheless to
achieve social impact rather than generating profit for owners and shareholders.
Social businesses use market principles, produce goods and services in an
entrepreneurial and innovative way, and typically reinvest any surpluses back into
the enterprise to achieve the social mission. In addition, they are managed in an
accountable and transparent way, in particular by involving workers, customers,
and stakeholders affected by its business activity.

European Commission

Social entrepreneurship

Social entrepreneurship refers to the application of innovative, practical, and
sustainable approaches to benefit society in general, with an emphasis on those
who are marginalized and/or poor. Regardless of whether the social enterprise is
set up as a non-profit or for profit, fulfilment of the social mission is the primary
objective, while financial value creation is a secondary objective and a means to
improve the organization’s reach and impact.

The Schwab Foundation for Social Entrepreneurship

Social finance

Social finance may be understood as a broad area wherein various forms of capital
are structured in ways that consider and value both financial performance and
social value creation.

Emerson, Freundlich and Fruchterman
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Socially Responsible Investment (SRI)

Sustainable and Responsible Investing is a broad-based approach to investing that
. recognizes that corporate responsibility and societal concerns are valid parts

of investment decisions. SRI considers both the investor’s financial needs and an

investment’s impact on society. SRI investors encourage corporations to improve

their practices on environmental, social, and governance issues.

The Forum for Sustainable and Responsible Investment

Strategic philanthropy

Strategic philanthropy is a form of philanthropy using focused research, creative
planning, proven strategies, careful execution and thorough follow-up to achieve
the intended results; ideally reflects and is driven by the philanthropist's core
values and concerns.

The Centre for Social Impact

Theory of change

A theory of change shows [an organisation’s] path from needs to activities to
outcomes to impact. It describes the change you want to make and the steps
involved in making that change happen. Theories of change also depict the
assumptions that lie behind your reasoning, and where possible, these assumptions
are backed up by evidence.

New Philanthropy Capital

Venture philanthropy

Venture philanthropy offers a blend of capital and business advice to help
entrepreneurial organisations achieve their ambitions for growth and development.
AVPN

Venture philanthropy works to build stronger social organisations by providing
them with both financial and non-financial support in order to increase their social
impact. The organisations supported may be charities, social enterprises or socially
driven commercial businesses, with the precise organisational form subject to
country-specific legal and cultural norms.

EVFA
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LICENCE TO PUBLISH
The work (as defined below) is provided under the terms of this licence (“licence”).
The work is protected by copyright and/or other applicable law. Any use of the
work other than as authorized under this licence is prohibited. By exercising any
rights to the work provided here, you accept and agree to be bound by the terms
of this licence. Asia Centre for Social Entrepreneurship and Philanthropy grants
you the rights contained here in consideration of your acceptance of such terms
and conditions.
1. Definitions
a) “Collective Work” means a work, such as a periodical issue, anthology or
encyclopaedia, in which the Work in its entirety in unmodified form, along with
a number of other contributions, constituting separate and independent works
in themselves, are assembled into a collective whole. A work that constitutes a
Collective Work will not be considered a Derivative Work (as defined below) for
the purposes of this Licence.
b) “Derivative Work” means a work based upon the Work or upon the Work
and other pre-existing works, such as a musical arrangement, dramatization,
fictionalization, motion picture version, sound recording, art reproduction,
abridgment, condensation, or any other form in which the Work may be recast,
trans- formed, or adapted, except that a work that constitutes a Collective
Work or a translation from English into another language will not be considered
a Derivative Work for the purpose of this Licence.
¢) “Licensor” means the individual or entity that offers the Work under the
terms of this Licence.
d) “Original Author” means the individual or entity who created the Work.
e) “Work” means the copyrightable work of authorship offered under the terms
of this Licence.
f) “You” means an individual or entity exercising rights under this Licence who
has not previously violated the terms of this Licence with respect to the Work,
or who has received express permission from the Skoll Centre to exercise rights
under this Licence despite a previous violation.
2. Fair Use Rights.
Nothing in this licence is intended to reduce, limit, or restrict any rights arising
from fair use, first sale or other limitations on the exclusive rights of the copyright
owner under copyright law or other applicable laws.
3. Licence Grant.
Subject to the terms and conditions of this Licence, Licensor hereby grants you
a worldwide, royalty-free, non-exclusive, perpetual (for the duration of the
applicable copyright) licence to exercise the rights in the Work as stated below:
a) to reproduce the Work, to incorporate the Work into one or more Collective
Works, and to reproduce the Work as incorporated in the Collective Works;
b) to distribute copies or phonorecords of, display publicly, perform publicly, and
perform publicly by means of a digital audio transmission the Work including
as incorporated in Collective Works. The above rights may be exercised in all
media and formats whether now known or hereafter devised. The above rights
include the right to make such modifications as are technically necessary to
exercise the rights in other media and formats. All rights not expressly granted
by Licensor are hereby reserved.
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4 Restrictions.

The licence granted in Section 3 above is expressly made subject to and limited
by the following restrictions:

a) You may distribute, publicly display, publicly perform, or publicly digitally
perform the Work only under the terms of this Licence, and You must include a
copy of, or the Uniform Resource Identifier for, this Licence with every copy or
phonorecord of the Work You distribute, publicly display, publicly perform, or
publicly digitally perform. You may not offer or impose any terms on the Work
that alter or restrict the terms of this Licence or the recipients’ exercise of the
rights granted hereunder. You may not sublicence the Work. You must keep
intact all notices that refer to this Licence and to the disclaimer of warranties.
You may not distribute, publicly display, publicly perform, or publicly digitally
perform the Work with any technological measures that control access or use
of the Work in @ manner inconsistent with the terms of this Licence Agreement.
The above applies to the Work as incorporated in a Collective Work, but this
does not require the Collective Work apart from the Work itself to be made
subject to the terms of this Licence. If You create a Collective Work, upon
notice from any Licencor You must, to the extent practicable, remove from
the Collective Work any reference to such Licensor or the Original Author, as
requested.

b) You may not exercise any of the rights granted to You in Section 3 above
in any manner that is primarily intended for or directed toward commercial
advantage or private monetary.

Used with permission from ‘Skoll Centre for Social Entrepreneurship -
Licence to Publish’.
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Innovation in Asian Philanthropy

Entrepreneurial Social Finance in Asia: Working Paper No. 2

Innovation in Asian Philanthropy is the second working paper in our series on Entrepreneurial Social Finance (ESF), which
is a term we coined to capture a growing number of financing models that focus on providing capital and non-financial
support to social entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial social ventures. ESF is a broad canopy of practices that includes models
such as venture philanthropy and impact investing. In social financing, this approach represents an attitudinal shift from
‘donor’ to ‘investor’ in the relationship with those seeking capital, and operates across a wide spectrum of financial inputs,
risk appetite and expectations of return on investment.

With the globalisation of social entrepreneurship, interest in entrepreneurial social finance is rapidly evolving in many parts
of Asia, with the potential to offer Asia’s social entrepreneurs key resources they require to initiate ventures and grow them
to scale, while offering investors the maximum return on philanthropic capital.

Despite economic progress having lifted millions out of poverty in the last 20 years, one half of Asia’s 1.63 billion people
live on incomes of less than USD 2 a day. Sustained economic growth throughout Asia creates an increasing environmental
burden and challenges social order from a widening gap between rich and poor. On the other hand, an unprecedented
level of personal wealth is being created in the region. The number of high net worth individuals in Asia now exceeds that
in either North America or Europe.

Innovation in Asian Philanthropy views the development of philanthropy in Asia through the lens of innovation in
three areas: entrepreneurial philanthropy, strategic philanthropy and the philanthropy ecosystem. The study draws on 26
interviewed case studies from 10 Asian countries that illustrate the diversity of innovative approaches being explored by
philanthropists and impact investors in Asia today.
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