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Abstract 
Entrepreneurial philanthropy gives the impression of being a paradox because personal gains and 
societal benefits are generally seen as opposing forces, which particularly will become clear when 
philanthropreneurs emerge in the non-profit sector. It is suggested this charitable giving with 
venture bent might affect an alignment of both worlds. What will happen: a culture clash or a 
smooth transition? On what issues a partnership is easy to reach, and what are causes for concern? 
To answer these questions, a literature study has been carried out to construct a preliminary 
“theoretical framework of entrepreneurial philanthropy alignment”. In this paper a framework has 
been tested among seven Dutch senior executives of non-profit organisations and five philanthro-
preneurs. A series of semi-structured interviews were held to explore the variables that could de-
termine the degree of their alignment. These variables were grouped in three domains: 1) Lead-
ership, the linking path; 2) Strategy, the guiding path; and 3) Culture, the driving path. The out-
come gave insights to modify and upgrade the theoretical framework, and provided support to 
study alignment maturity more extensively in a subsequent survey. 
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1. Introduction 
The level of dynamic turmoil in civil society forces non-profit organisations to respond in an appropriate and 
timely fashion to the concept of entrepreneurial philanthropy. The development of strategic partnerships plays 
an important role in the adaptation process, through its identification and interpretation of methods drawn from 
entrepreneurs, who claim a transposition of their business model into the charitable sector [1]. It seems to re-
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quire more than linking individuals to organisations; it requires to build partnerships that will add value to the 
civil society. Non-profits which are open to partner with philanthropreneurs seem to develop innovative systems 
to exploit the power of market forces for greater goods, but there is also a critical examination of its funding 
method persisting [2]. So far, the rhetoric seems ahead of the work. Social change might happen when 
non-profits go outside their walls and find innovative ways to enlist the help of philanthropreneurs. When the 
two engage, they find each other in a joint aspiration to change the world and to eliminate societal problems at 
their root causes, although there seems a difference in each other’s roadmap [3]. The idealism seems grounded 
in the level of alignment maturity. The article aims to expand the existing knowledge about which are important 
domains and variables that might influences alignment between non-profits and philanthropreneurs, therefore a 
“theoretical framework of entrepreneurial philanthropy alignment” was tested for the first time. A series of 
twelve semi- structured, exploratory interviews with senior executives of non-profits and philanthropreneurs 
were held to gain a better insight in the possible sources of prejudice when they wanted to partner up. The re-
sults were used to adjust and improve this preliminary theoretical framework.  

2. Enterprising Non-Profit Organisations 
During the late 20th century one of the debates in philanthropy was about its relationship with the market and 
the state, which both give the appearance of being obscured [4]. Government pretends to be gridlocked, disabled 
or captured by special interests and give the idea of being a rigid and ineffective tool to address market failures 
[5]. However, there should not be an overestimation of the promising but still modest role assigned to philan-
thropy [6]. The market implies disposed to devastating crashes and seems to producing a widening inequality. 
The last decade has seen the rise and fall of many topics—political systems, social issues, business gover-
nance—but perhaps the most transformative issue seems the philanthropic sector itself, which is not about giv-
ing money but about solving problems [7]. This development has given rise to new philanthropists, who ap-
proach the discipline in a contrasting way. Bishop & Green [8] highlighted this in their book Philanthrocapital-
ism: How Giving Can Save the World: “The new philanthropists believe they are improving philanthropy, 
equipping it to tackle the new set of problems facing today’s changing world. They think they can do a better job 
than their predecessors”. Herewith, another neologism has been added to the lexicon of non-profit organisations 
and businesses: “entrepreneurial philanthropy”, which applies an entrepreneurial mindset in delivering 
non-profit programs efficiently and at scale [9]. The emphasis on operating standards, measuring impact more 
closely, pushing for scale, performance metrics and digital networks has created the sense that non-profits will 
reach an inflection point that may fundamentally shift the way how funds are raised and spent [10]. The process 
of transition from the traditional grant distributing or fundraising model to a more business based model takes 
time and is an inward looking process, where non-profits chart the desired direction and evaluate what their im-
pact would look like and how to measure it [11]. Numerous philanthropy grantees interviewed by Moody report 
supporter attitudes, ranging from confidence to arrogance in vowing to “fix” what they deem “dysfunctional” 
[12]. 

At non-profit organisations, a concern has been noticed about this increasing focus on commercialisation in 
which self-interest, consumerism, and profit-motive are dominating the ways how they should improve the 
common good and build civil society [13]. One of the main criticisms brought forth against the integration of 
commercial principles and activities can be described as the diversion from the original mission [14]. As a result, 
non-profit practices become understood through and legitimised by the discourse of business, relegating the 
unique characteristics of the non-profits to a secondary role. While some entrepreneurs may enhance the general 
welfare, through their business activities, others, driven by market competition, introduce damaging effects [15]. 
Further, structural organisational changes are also seen as a potential negative impact of the enhanced commer-
cial activity among non-profits, which ignores the need of non-profit organisations to fulfil their social missions 
within a market economy [16]. Professional non-profits will constantly struggle with the extent to which they 
are to emphasise their role as efficient and competitive economic actors [17]. The tension between the financial 
imperatives of the market and the pursuit of a social mission can been seen as an existential feature of contem-
porary non-profit organisations, what relates to knowledge of the way things are and the nature of reality. Issues 
such as organisational culture, professional and organisational identity, decision-making, collaboration, leader-
ship, meanings of work, power, and socialisation can be understood in more depth and with increased complex-
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ity when taking into account how each must be constituted through organising practices that must simultane-
ously address both market and social concerns [18]. The construction and diffusion are depending on opinion 
leaders who strategically defined, legitimated, and advocated the entrepreneurial philanthropy model. The fit 
with existing culture and institutionalisation via networks are also important, while benchmarks, data and met-
rics can be useful in auditing and accounting for performance management. None of them can replace experi-
ence, judgment, values, trust, and continuous feedback from non-profits as decision-making guides yet [19]. 
Criteria such as profitability and actual, quantifiable impact are maintained as stringent requirement for their fi-
nancial participation, also including the development of adequate impact-measurement instruments for tradi-
tionally “soft” sectors [20]. These trends coincides with the rise of a generation of philanthropreneurs who be-
lieve giving back as their individual mission, using capital accrued by themselves and motivated by esteem 
needs like a desire for prestige and a recognition from peers and institutions [21]. 

The different mindsets of both attitudes (non-profits adopting business principles and entrepreneurs adopting 
non-profit principles) and personal motivations employ multiple intelligences, encompassing logical, emotional, 
and creative abilities. Implementation difficulties with the business vs. non-profit culture clash are among fac-
tors forcing evolution of the field [12]. The way forward requires holding these perspectives in balance and 
productive tension [22]. Philanthropy seems marked by a history of innovation, guided by people who are not 
just capable of understanding complexity, but welcome it to foster greater creativity and impact [23]. The dy-
namic energy between the non-profit organisation and the philanthropreneur comprises alignment that can 
unlock a new potential to employ commercial forces for societal good. 

3. A Theoretical Framework of Entrepreneurial Philanthropy Alignment 
A theoretical framework of entrepreneurial philanthropy alignment is about identifying variables that build 
alignment maturity between giving (philanthropreneur) and receiving (non-profit). The methodological assump-
tions relate to sensitizing the concept that plays a role in the process of alignment, and is assessing what can be 
learned from the “real” world [24] [25]. The American sociologist Herbert Blumer introduced the term “sensi-
tizing concept” to address objects of investigation that produce accurate evidence of chosen phenomena [26]. 
One of the sources of sensitizing is exploration, what involves new concepts and develops nuanced intertations. 
Exploration refers to concepts provided by experts or insiders, although they are not necessarily well fitted to the 
actual empirical situation [27]. Nonetheless, because these methodological assumptions are integrated within 
cultures, they might become powerful meanings to construct a theoretical framework (Table 1) which is focus-
ing on the imaginable variables that drive the concept of entrepreneurial philanthropy [9], combined with a se-
lection from the Index of Key Performance Indicators [28]. It identifies a set of domains, characteristics and va-
riables which may be relevant when the two worlds want to establish a partnership.  

 
Table 1. Theoretical framework of entrepreneurial philanthropy alignment.                      
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The framework describes different interdependent paths, moving from a central domain of Leadership in-
volved. Partnerships and leadership are strongly related, and an understanding in the way collaborative ap-
proaches may provide value, seems an essential element to acknowledge the alignment process [29]. Given the 
lack of traditional hierarchy in partnerships, the appropriate focus assumes to be on informal, servant leadership 
[30]. The specified characteristic Attributes is considered relevant to an effective approach, and its variables 
highlighted as the most pertinent include background and career, personal core values, and vision [31]. The 
shared ambition in civil society defines who in the partnership gives what, who gets what, and when those deli-
veries and receipts will take place [21]. Entrepreneurial philanthropy delivers values, including economic bene-
fits, social recognition, social interactions, and delivery on (symbolic) capital returns [32]. The “chemistry” be-
tween leaders, an unconscious decision informed by a blend of criteria, is in the alignment process of entrepre-
neurial philanthropy generally considered being the catalyst.  

The top domain of the framework emphasizes the Strategy that should be accomplished to carry out alignment. 
The defined characteristics Metrics and Governance both focus on energy, eliminate redundancy, and define the 
capabilities which provide competitive advantage to the aimed partnership [20]. The venture bent of tailored fi-
nancing, risk taking and exit strategies may result in an explanatory discussion to create a common understand-
ing between partners. From traditional cost-benefit analysis and social accounting, (social) return on investment 
suggest a participative approach that might be able to capture in monetised form the value of a wide range of 
outcomes [11]. When in the strategy an alignment has been reached, it become possible to improve performance 
results and gain a competitive advantage [33]. The variables of Governance play a crucial role in ensuring the 
stakeholder relationships are publicly accountable and perform well [34]. The challenge of dealing with multiple 
interests and the resulting conflicts is recognised and should be addressed in a variety of ways, taking into ac-
count the distribution of responsibilities, the moral compass and transparent budget control [35]. A broad base of 
participation is feasible and the governance is more decentralised. 

The bottom domain of the framework emphasizes Culture characteristics that guide people in organising the 
concept of entrepreneurial philanthropy, and their communication behaviours which will represent the values 
and practices to others. The quote “culture eats strategy for breakfast” of Peter Drucker (1909-2005) indicates 
the organisations’ alignment success or failure seems determined less by their strategy than by the characteristics 
organisation and communication as well as the behaviour of people who work there [36]. Nonetheless, partner-
ships need a social and political trusting environment leading to a collaborative process of creating shared 
awareness and a clear understanding of different individuals’ perspectives and varied interests [37]. The demon-
strated management style could shift constantly, in response to external and internal changes. Trying to assess 
organisational culture is complicated by this dynamism, but it opens the possibility that culture can be managed 
as a continuous process and highlights a stable goal may never be reached [38]. The culture of partnerships will 
always be learning and understanding each other, and to be effective, protocols with formal and informal cha-
racteristics suits alignment best [39]. 

This article accentuates the theory of method for conducting further research on entrepreneurial philanthropy 
and is expected to deliver insights about the distinctive variables of the framework. From a theoretical perspec-
tive it seems alignment implies a potential for growth towards an optimal maturity of the partnership, whereas 
decisions are fundamentally based on a mix of leadership, culture and strategy [40]. The concept of entrepre-
neurial philanthropy is still in its nascence yet, therefore a theoretical framework is qualitative researched in The 
Netherlands among senior executives of non-profits and philanthropreneurs. 

4. Test Method 
The objective in this article is to evaluate atheoretical framework of alignment between entrepreneurs and non- 
profit organisations (Table 1) to select the most important variables when non-profit organisations and phi-
lanthropreneurs want to develop a strategic partnership. It should be essentially a sorting process, to identify and 
confirm theoretically coherent variables or delete theoretically incoherent variables, ensuring a framework de-
monstrates content adequacy [41]. The assumption is these selected variables will influence the development of 
alignment maturity and a proper understanding may facilitate future partnerships. Both executives of non-profit 
organisations and philanthropreneurs involved in the study have and can articulate results of a process for mea-
suring alignment performance. Accordingly, a qualitative approach will accomplish the overall aim to get a bet-
ter insight and a deeper understanding of all variables being investigated [42]. It is an approach that has enabled 
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the research question to be answered by providing a rich picture on not only statistically meaningful results, but 
also on the actual conditions [43]. As Bell [44] showed, qualitative research is distinguished as a highly-con- 
textual approach where data are gathered in natural real life settings from a subjective point of view which can 
explore unusual, and as yet unseen, depths within phenomena. This approach can capture the complexity and 
dynamics of alignment to understand more about why and how a certain prejudice occurs when a non-profit 
meets a philanthropreneur.  

Given the objective of this research, a non-probability sampling strategy has been adopted, using judgmental 
and referral techniques which enables to select and study actual experiences with entrepreneurial philanthropy 
that could serve the purpose of the study. Both methods are useful under certain conditions, particularly when 
the research objective seeks an in-depth investigation of a small population or when the researcher is performing 
a preliminary, exploratory study [45]. The techniques were utilised in the selection of interview participants to 
ensure that they are appropriate opinion leaders with well-developed views on the research topic. Judgmental 
sampling is selected, based on the knowledge of the participant, the purpose of the study and the judgment of the 
researcher. The interviewees are selected because of their specific characteristics. By studying deviant cases, a 
better understanding of more regular characteristics of behaviour might be found. Judgmental sampling can be 
useful to reach a targeted sample quickly and where sampling for proportionality is not the main concern. The 
referral technique is well-suited for purposive sampling. The technique uses a small pool of initial informants to 
nominate, through their social networks, other participants who meet the eligibility criteria and could potentially 
contribute to the study. Also, this convenient type of sampling is often used to involve hard-to-reach participants 
or if there is a need to choose participants that are well-informed [46]. The researcher can approach the new par-
ticipant referring to the name of the nominator to increase the credibility. 

The technique used to collect data here are a series of semi-structured interviews, which summarise variables 
identified in a coding template on a scale of importance, and organise it in a meaningful manner [47]. A tem-
plate approach involves coding the text so the variables of a theoretical framework can be assembled to com-
plete the validating process. It is useful for exploring relationships and trends in the data which might help to 
explain its meanings, and for comparing the perspectives of both the philanthropreneur as well as the executive 
of the non-profit organisation. Once all interviews were held, the first step of the analysis is to begin reading 
through the data, marking any segments that appear to tell something of relevance to the research objective. This 
template served as the basis for the interpretation of the data set to refine the variables makes sure all aspects 
were covered.  

Because of the explorative character of the research, the attempt is to determine if a framework theoretically 
being observed will be confirmed by experts or users of entrepreneurial philanthropy, so it systemises the 
groundwork for future research. To guide the interviews, the method of data collection was based around three 
domains; (1) Leadership, (2) Strategy and (3) Culture, but participants were also allowed to lead the discussion. 
Given the purpose of the interview, the sample size did not have to be large since “the validity, meaningfulness, 
and insights generated from qualitative inquiry have more to do with the information-richness of the cases se-
lected and the observational/analytical capabilities of the researcher than with sample size” [48]. The semi- 
structured, exploratory interviews (Appendix A) were conducted in February 2015 with seven senior executives 
serving on non-profit organisations and five philanthropreneurs, all across The Netherlands (Table 2). They 
were held at a time and place convenient to the respondent, ranged in length from fifty to ninety minutes and 
were electronically recorded. All data has been made anonymous and confidences are respected. 

By using a semi-structured interview protocol, based on open-ended questions combined with more explora-
tory questions, there was a dialogue with the interviewees [49]. Their personal views on the domains Leadership, 
Strategy and Culture, in respect to entrepreneurial philanthropy, were covered consequently. The collection and 
content analysis of all interview data for this paper provided a structured multiple informant design which ac-
centuate the central tenets of validation of a theoretical framework of entrepreneurial philanthropy alignment 
and was used concomitantly as a guide to select the most relevant variables for the development of the opera-
tions research model. 

5. Results 
Domain: Leadership |Characteristic: Attributes 
Variables: personal core values, background and career 
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Table 2. List of interviewees.                                                                               

SENIOR EXECUTIVES NON–PROFIT 

Name Gender Age Position Category Status Turnover AVG FTE 

SE1 male 1950 SE Religion expert € 03 m+ <25 

SE2 female 1962 CEO Health user € 07 m+ <30 

SE3 female 1960 CEO International Aid user € 15 m+ <30 

SE4 female 1955 CEO International Aid user € 50 m+ <80 

SE5 female 1961 CEO Health user € 25 m+ <80 

SE6 male 1960 CEO International Aid user € 25 m+ <35 

SE7 female 1969 SE Culture user € 35 m+ <200 

PHILANTROPRENEURS 

Name Gender Age Position Industry Approach Budget Category 

PH1 male 1952 retired Printed Media donate € 100 k+ Int. Aid 

PH2 male 1973 CEO Venture Capital invest/donate € 100 k+ Int. Aid 

PH3 male 1951 retired Real Estate invest/donate € 075 k+ Culture 

PH4 male 1966 CEO Social Enterprise Invest/donate € 020 k+ Int. Aid/Health 

PH5 male 1961 CEO Consulting donate N/A Education 

 
Despite the broad variety of the participants, the preponderance of their personality, motivations, values and 

careers, learn there is consistency. All interviewees stressed the critical role of personal leadership values in de-
cision-making and subsequent behaviour when creating strategic alliances. “Chemistry is vital, but it’s not as 
important as a partnership of similar goals, based on mutual values, understanding and experiences. I feel that 
if two people are compatible, the partnership can be long lasting and effective”, SE4. The causal link between a 
need for achievement and ownership implies propensity for risk-taking, and could be related to core values 
(need for achievement, independence, and leadership) of either the philanthropreneur or the senior executive 
[50]. The majority of the executive directors emphasise the influence they have on the performance of their 
non-profit and their ambition to stimulate societal change. They realise that they should share power in order to 
be stronger forces for good. “The leadership helps to shape the culture, what in turn shapes the leadership. They 
both drive the performance”, PH4.They claim often be viewed by others in aleadership role model, and the (in- 
and external) stakeholders pursue if their behaviour is consistent with the organisation espoused core values and 
philosophy. 

Variables: mission & vision, (symbolic) capital/returns 
Most interviewees set the cultural context of the process within which the non-profits strive for excellence 

and improve the strategic effectiveness of their mission. Their leadership has not only significant organisational 
effects, but also when they want to develop an alliance with a philanthropreneur. Generally speaking, one of the 
most complex responsibilities seems leading such a partnership. All interviewed executives of non-profit or-
ganisations are focusing on executing their mission more effective, but not all of them are adapting the devel-
opment of entrepreneurial philanthropy. Several informants recounted an insightful approach that when they do 
make attempts to share and use this alternative way of financing, their organisation finds it rather difficult. Take 
the seemingly obvious notion of sharing entrepreneurial philanthropy practices of other organisations. Identify-
ing these practices usually goes reasonably well, but when it comes to transferring and using the knowledge, the 
interviewees said that non-profit organisations often flounders. Also the unfamiliarity with the business ap-
proach of philanthropreneurs when they seek ways to create societal values and returns, much leads to resistance. 
“You can also anticipate by understanding that what seems like resistance is actually unfamiliarity. This con-
trast means that current practises can be adjusted and new methods acquired in pursuit of philanthropic oppor-
tunities that have not been before”, SE2. However, motivated philanthropreneurs and non-profits have valued 
both “giving” and “receiving” as critical to improvement.  
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Variable: ambition within civil society 
The commitment necessary for a sustainable partnership must be nurtured up-at many levels- close in the day- 

to-day behaviour, and as noted by several informants, for that to happen there need to be a managerial change by 
those involved. The wanted ambition in civil society might be accomplished through the executive’s implemen-
tation of a unique vision of the non-profit through powerful persuasive personal characteristics and actions de-
signed to change both the organisational culture and strategy. Most participants therefore confirm they must be 
skilled in foundational change management processes if they are to act as agents of change and motivate others 
to incorporate entrepreneurial philanthropy. 

Domain: Strategy |Characteristic: Metrics| 
Variables: knowledge of tailored financing, working with exit strategies 
Non-profit organisations are dynamic systems and, like all other systems, they function best when their stra-

tegic objective of “mission first and last” is designed to work effective [51]. The interviewed non-profit execu-
tives have all developed diversified sources of financial support, including large individual donor bases, gov-
ernment contracts, corporate donations, and foundation grants. Changes in sources of support should be aligned 
to fit the existing system–or should modify the system, to adopt the aimed change. “After discussions with en-
trepreneurs, I do realise the perception of money is different for everyone”, SE7. The interviews learned that 
traditional sources of funding and organisational capacities to realise the societal mission have not always kept 
pace, and the search for effective alternatives is bringing non-profits and philanthropreneurs together. All inter-
viewees find it difficult to compose teams with the right mix of financial and social skills but they are open to 
create an organisational culture of support, and provide training to enhance the skills and knowledge to meet 
expectations. It has been noted that without adequate knowledge about entrepreneurial philanthropy, a strategic 
partnership between the philanthropreneur and the senior executive lacks flexibility and might suffer. 

Variables: acceptance of risk taking concept, (social) return on investment 
In an effort to create a supportive culture, it is a general opinion among the interviewees, middle management 

should be involved in organisational strategic alignment from the start and secure the resources to help ensuring 
the partnership. The variables; acceptance of risk taking concepts and (social) return on investment, are guiding 
forces, where sharing realistic objectives appears to be the condition to enable a successful cooperation, since it 
can fail easily because of misjudgement of the attached risks and worst case scenarios.“Some see risks as merely 
potential losses that have to be avoided, while in reality there is a difference between tolerating risks, fully ac-
cepting them, or even wishing for them to occur to enjoy entrepreneurship”, PH1.With a misalignment between 
the non-profit and the philanthropreneur as effect, because in this context the relation is either too financial or 
too social. The true measure of success is in its execution, when the incremental or distinctive societal change 
has been realised. Whatever the indicators are (output and/or outcome), for the respondents they must be 
deemed useful and convincing to the relevant stakeholders, to garner the internal support necessary for the 
measured impact. 

Variable: linking network, effort & time 
It is a common experience, when the partnership gets significantly out of balance it can erode the dominant 

benefit provider’s motivation to continue investing in the partnership or tempt it to exercise undue influence 
over the recipient partner, a concern also cited in resource dependency theory. Although this view has conven-
tionally focused on the actions of the individual, clarity of expectations about the deliverables from each stake-
holder appears to be important, several times it has been noted that non-profits are not ready yet to deal with en-
trepreneurial philanthropy that also is linking network, effort and time. In addition to providing them with pro-
grammatic guidance, clarity will also foster mutual accountability and motivates execution responsibility. 

Domain: Strategy |Characteristic: Governance| 
Variables: regulation stakeholder relationship, balancing of reward & bonus terms 
Governance can be seen as a decision process grounded in the assumption that non-profit organisations will 

cause desired results by choosing appropriate courses of action [40]. Effective governance can therefore provide 
strategic leadership and direction to the success of entrepreneurial philanthropy and to the sustainability as well 
as the long-term impact of a non-profit operating in today’s complex and competitive world [39]. In the inter-
views, the senior executives experienced with entrepreneurial philanthropy have a more explicit recognition of 
stakeholder self-interest which isn’t generally qualified as positive. From this perspective the reward and bonus 
programs are not accepted as a method of motivating staff, to change for example work habits and key beha-
viours to implement entrepreneurial philanthropy.  
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Variable: distribution of responsibilities 
The interviewed philanthropreneurs cultivate their business approach toengaging feedback from all stake-

holders on different issues like for example the measured impact, and try to build a constructive dialogue about 
responsibilities. Because most interviewees regard these relationships are the critical factor when leading change, 
to ignore them is likely to lead to a dissatisfied partnership and an unsatisfactory outcome. “The most frequently 
perceived conflict I see is between responsibilities and transparency in procedure, on one hand, and effective-
ness and efficiency as performance indicators on the other”, PH5. From an interpretive perspective, there seem 
to be an increasing focus on how the staff of non-profit organisations interpret and construct meaning about how 
to adopt new ways of funding—like entrepreneurial philanthropy—in their organisations.  

Variable: moral compass 
All interviewees stressed a well-defined moral compass enables them to learn about the distribution of re-

sponsibilities and how they can best align the interests of entrepreneurial philanthropy, by understanding the 
value of its relationships and the resources and services provided.“It’s important to have a strong moral code 
and to guide yourself in an honourable, honest and sincere manner. Integrity is priceless”, SE1. Nevertheless 
there are serious concerns at the respondents of non-profits about the nature and reliability of the spirit of the age 
that allow businesses to develop significant, largely unaccounted for, and with unchecked societal externalities. 
Organisational alignment will cut across different functions, boundaries and across silos of working and this is 
where stakeholder engagement will lead to better outcomes. 

Variable: transparent budget control 
Many times it has been said a transparent budget control is necessary as the widespread availability of rele-

vant, reliable information about performance, financial position, and governance will feed the general confi-
dence in the partnership. Transparency works as a trust-building tool, the more accountable and transparent en-
trepreneurial philanthropy is organised, the more trustworthy it will be viewed by the organisations involved and 
by the donors [52]. It has been noted that various partnerships were confronted with difficult challenges in 
managing conflict and power. It therefore was essential to have processes to embrace conflict and to 
self-reflectively engage with the implications of disagreement in an ongoing and creative way that sustained the 
cooperation rather than immobilising it. Consensus decision making was to be strived for entrepreneurial phi-
lanthropy decisions and consensus was concluding that there was overall support for the decision being made. 

Domain: Culture |Characteristic: Organisation| 
Variables: organisational structure & identity, management style 
One of the distinguishing features the interviewed non-profit executives acknowledged is that they have a bu-

reaucratic structure, without being strictly centralised. They have, due to the course of their activities, rigid and 
tight procedures, policies and constraints, and reacts with stringent controls as well as some reluctance to adapt 
or change [53]. As proposed by most respondents, slowness in decision making is part of a non-profit organisa-
tion, and hands-on management techniques apply at most levels. Micromanagement seems common, and the 
staff look to their supervisor for decisions about their work and assignment.  

Variable: change readiness 
The intermediate levels of non-profits frequently can regard corporate culture as requiring only nominal con-

sideration and support [54]. Starting an entrepreneurial philanthropy partnershipinvolvesa management style, 
which is the use of non-coercive and symbolic influence to direct and coordinates the activities of the members 
of an organised group toward the accomplishment of objectives [55]. In the interviews it was commonly saidw-
henthe concept of entrepreneurial philanthropy want to be implemented, there tend to be a need for a more 
“transformational” type of leadership, because it enacts the behaviours and attributes that focuses on intangible 
qualities such as vision, shared values, and ideas to build new alliances. It was said these executives are distin-
guished by their ability to bring about innovation and helping the staff of the non-profit to look at opportunities 
in new ways, encouraging them to question the status quo. Therefore, trustworthiness in management behaviour 
seems a major issue in current non-profit management and forms the foundation for functioning co-operation. 
“In the beginning there was a widespread distrust about the sincerity of my philanthropic intentions. This atti-
tude has disturbed me and it also made me reminiscent whether I was the right person with the right approach 
for the non-profit”, PH3. Feelings of insecurity affect the level of trust and may be a reason for atmosphere re-
lated problems both between the non-profit and the philanthropreneurs as well as the staff engagement within 
the non-profit itself. Similarly, others elaborated on the guiding role that culture takes affords when a non-profit 
want to partner with a philanthropreneur.  
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Variables: social/political trusting environment, employee engagement 
Interviewees have in general the experience initiatives cannot be fruitful without the organizations are fully 

committed. Engagement reflects strong and authentic values, with clear evidence of trust based on mutual re-
spect and can be a two-way exchange of effort between management and staff as the key to improving partner-
ships. “I created a positive culture where people are cooperative and take their responsibility—even between 
departments that don’t historically work well together. This encouraged new partnerships”, SE3. How leaders 
manage their staff can substantially affect engagement levels in the workplace, in turn directly influencing the 
non-profits impact. Some interviewees use every opportunity, touch point, and communication channel to rein-
force and recognize the organisation’s change readiness to employee engagement. It has been noted if there are 
ways to start building a positive and supportive environment prior to the change, there becomes a great head 
start on the change implementation. 

Domain: Culture |Characteristic: Communication| 
Variables: understanding of NPO by EP, understanding of EP by NPO 
Partnerships are inherently complex vehicles for the delivery of practical solutions on the ground and at a 

strategic level [42]. In recent years, non-profits are increasingly forming (business) partnerships across sectors to 
accomplish philanthropic missions and provide societal services for people in need [56]. Despite the definition 
of entrepreneurial philanthropy, when asking about it, most interviewees also gather corporate philanthropy, 
major donors, venture philanthropy and impact investing under de same roof. The words were used interchan-
geably, without a profound knowledge of the differences, however there is a general enthusiasm for charity with 
a more venture bent. The non-profit executives stress they have to develop more skills about mobilising com-
mitted staff and creating effective knowledge within their organisation, in order to deal positively with entre-
preneurial philanthropy. “Changing a culture is tough. Not only does it mean change–which has always been 
tough–it means seeing our world in a more entrepreneurial perspective. It means revealing hidden values like 
the understanding that knowledge is power”, SE5. Also, the philanthropreneurs realize they have to learn more 
about difference in myths and realities of the non-profit organisations, to make the co-operation rewarding.  

Variables: learning capacity, knowledge sharing 
Interviewees generally state that a healthy partnership promotes an atmosphere of learning to effectively re-

flect on both developmental successes and failures. “Our professional skills do not only guide our decisions, I 
think they should also be communicated to others to help them in their understanding to make a better decision”, 
SE6. If an alliance is going to succeed in the area of communication, strong feedback loops seems required. Ef-
fective communication at all levels with stakeholders, sharing all knowledge and information, needs to exist and 
implies a major risk to the organisations’ brand and reputation. For the non-profit, reputation is closely tied to 
visibility, not just by the good work they do, but by the public recognition they get for doing so. The strategic 
partnership helps to get the word out about the organisation is important not just for the branding effort of a 
non-profit organisation, but also for all volunteers in the field who feel a part of something big and important. 

Variable: protocol rigidity 
A common theme among critical success factors includes balancing requirements and flexibility within the 

structure and operation of the partnership. It is recognised that developing a stable foundation to allowing flex-
ibility for these components, will evolve positive responses to external and internal demands. Also should there 
be an understanding that alliances go through a lifecycle of development, from initial set-up stages through full- 
scale implementation to maturity. “Managing relationships is not about being right. Things normally tends to go 
different than planned. The minute you work with a nonprofit there are going to be misunderstandings. You need 
to monitor them, and you need to be generous from time to time. This will win you a lot of goodwill that will pay 
off in the long run”, PH2. Knowing that culture is important in shaping organisational practice and performance 
in non-profits is one thing. But a subsequent issue is the extent to which executives can shape or influence the 
culture is mentioned several times during the interviews. It has been noted that the key to establish and maintain 
successful partnerships is to find a way to share the strengths of all stakeholders involved. 

6. Assembling an Entrepreneurial Philanthropy Alignment Maturity  
(EPAM) Model 

The challenge of a theoretical framework of entrepreneurial philanthropy lies in the construction of an opera-
tions research model that identifies all variables of the domains leadership, strategy and culture in an effort to 
establish a phenomenological coherence [57]. The conducted pilot test has theoretical value, therefore in the 
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analysis of each defined variable expresses the particular attitude and behaviour of the respondents. The frequen- 
cy of statements pertaining to each variable and its cause to favour were interpreted and measured (Appendix B). 
The outcome of the twelve interviews are valued in an ordinal scale as: less important (1), average important (2) 
or most important (3). The results presented in Appendix C demonstrate the Mean of each variable and indi-
cates the contextualisation of the issue within the concept of entrepreneurial philanthropy alignment. 

To develop and confirm an explanation for the observed data, statistical inference is used to assess evidence 
about which of the variables are the most important and should be selected for the research model. The method 
of inference used to support or reject variables, are known as tests of significance. The null hypothesis assumes 
there is no significant difference between the Means. Therefore the estimate of variance of the different va-
riables should be the same as the estimate of the population variance within the variables. The One-way 
ANOVA is used to determine whether there are significant differences in the Mean of each of the variables. The 
findings in Appendix D and Elearn all Means differ statistically significant from each other, so there is a signif-
icant diversity among the theoretically selected variables, what rejects the null hypothesis. These findings don’t 
give an understanding which of the25 variables are the most important yet. To formulate a research model based 
on the existing small sample size, the Student’s t-Test is selected, which is a probability distribution that can be 
used to determine if two sets of variables are significantly different from each other. The results in Appendix F 
learns there are no significant differences in the ascending means, what makes it crucial to detect the signific-
ance turning point in the list of variables.  

The “Rule of Thumb” is an application of traditional methods or methods based on past experiences. These 
methods are often unscientific, but do provide practical instructions for accomplishing a certain task [58]. Rule 
of Thumb is applied in this paper to make independent observations within the list of variables. The observa-
tions in the research are noted as: less important (1), average important (2) or most important (3), and therefore 
“average important” is valued as median. The median is a measure of central tendency in which the values are 
ranked relative to each other, but is not measured absolutely. However, the research objective is to identifying 
the most important variables that will stimulate alignment between giving (philanthropreneur) and receiving 
(non-profit). Therefore as Rule of Thumb the variables with a Mean of >2.5 (up from variable 10/Appendix D) 
are selected to be the factor to compare them on their significant difference. The Student’s t-Test learns there is 
a turning point at variable #16. The variables #1 up to and including#16 are not significant (Appendix G), and 
therefore selected to build the research model with. The variables #17 - #25 are excluded from the research 
model. 

Consistent with these results, the hypothesised theoretically-derived variables of a theoretical entrepreneurial 
philanthropy framework of alignment (Table 1), were redefined. Guided by the analysis, the initial 25 variables 
of a preliminary framework were derived deductively to 16.The interviews further provide support for the hy-
pothesis which assumes positive interactions between the triumvirate: Leadership (characteristic: attributes), 
Strategy (characteristics: metrics & governance) and Culture (characteristics: organisation & communication). 
The importance of leadership is among all interviewees unmistakably dominant. They recognise strong 
-servant-leadership as the unifying and encouraging factor to implement entrepreneurial philanthropy and as the 
conditio sine qua non for the alignment process. Therefore Leadership is identified as the linking path between 
the two other domains. Strategy (what needs to be done) appears the guiding path that defines objectives and ac-
tivities to achieve the partnership, whereas Culture is regard to be the driving path (how things should be done) 
with a clear understanding of each other’s contribution. The analysis leads to the validation of a theoretical 
framework and gives input to construct a more robust Entrepreneurial Philanthropy Alignment Maturity (EPAM) 
Model (Table 3).  

This EPAM-model will be subject of further quantitative research, to examine the potential sources of friction 
caused by language differences, when a non-profit and a philanthropreneur want to align. 

7. Discussion and Future Research Agenda 
The pilot was to collect qualitative data and covered 12 semi-structured interviews with experts and users of en-
trepreneurial philanthropy. Systematic analysis of these observations gave an indication which of the variables 
might influence the alignment maturity between non-profits and philanthropreneurs. It was suggested that a 
theoretical framework of entrepreneurial philanthropy alignment could be demanded as a step towards an opera-
tional research model, which contained a selection of 16 variables. Consequently, the main focus of the research 
agenda is to propose a new approach for the quantitative assessment of entrepreneurial philanthropy and to illu- 
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Table 3. Entrepreneurial Philanthropy Alignment Maturity (EPAM) model.                                  

 
 

strate this approach by evaluating a commonly-used management scale. The developed EPAM-model might 
provide a distinctive route for both non-profits and philanthropreneurs to categorise alignment maturity and to 
examine methodically their possible evolution. The model builds on the relevancy of Leadership and presents an 
advanced configuration of Strategy and Culture dynamics to redefine the prior theoretical framework. Align-
ment between non-profits and philanthropreneurs is an important and expanding phenomenon that merits further 
study. There is a need for quantitative research for its discriminant and convergent validity, to create an empiri-
cal database with the critical language differences of such alignments. This will deepen the understanding of en-
trepreneurial philanthropy dynamics, especially its drivers and enablers. Finally, focusing attention on the 
working of alignment maturity when the two worlds meet could bring forward its development to solve wicked 
problems in society. 
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Appendix A: Interview Guide 
Opening statement: Thank you for taking the time to meet with me today. As you already know, I am conduct-
ing this research to validating the “entrepreneurial philanthropy alignment framework” so it can be developed 
into a operational research model for my dissertation. Before we begin, I would like to go over the framework 
information sheet, which describes the nature of the framework, your role, and the voluntary nature of the study. 
Anything you share during this interview will be kept confidential. I will not include your name or any other 
identifiable information in the report. Finally, I plan to record our conversation and I’ll make notes while we talk. 
Do you have any questions beforehand? I am going to start recording now. 

 
Topics Possible follow up 

01. background & career 
02. personal core values 
03. role in civil society 
04. mission & vision 
05. (symbolic) capital/returns 

- Why 
- How 
- What 
- When 
- Where 
- Who 

06. knowledge of tailored financing 
07. linking network, effort & time 
08. (social) return on investment 
09. acceptance of risk taking concepts 
10. working with exit strategies 

- What are financial resources and financing possibilities 
- Are there contributions from major private donors and/or capital funds 
- What role has the financial management 
- Has financial management also soft skills 
- Is known what societal change is expected to be reached (outcome) 
- Is there a choice about how to evaluate the project 
- Is there a structured SROI, are there specific tools for 
- Are actions forecasted to improving results 
- There is a form of risk management (strategic, operational, financial) 
- Is there is an formalised exit strategy 

11. distribution of responsibilities 
12. balancing of reward & bonus terms 
13. regulation stakeholder relationship 
14. transparent budget control 
15. moral compass 

- Is there an internal supervisory board/what are the responsibilities 
- Do management and advisory board act independently 
- Do codes for integrity exist and are these tested 
- Is there a code of ethics 
- What instruments use supervisory board for monitoring 
- Who in the existing network are the most important decision makers 
- How to deal with a conflict of interest 
- Is there a periodic accountability check, if so, how 
- Are there compensation and reimbursement policies 

16. organisational structure & identity 
17. management style 
18. change readiness 
19. social/political trusting 
environment 
20. employee engagement 

- What dynamics characterizes the organisation 
- How is management information shared within the organisation 
- Are there clear (internal) relationship models 
- Is there an internal focus or just an external 
- What kind of management information is needed, what is its quality 
- How is the decision-making structure 
- How does the information supports decision-making 
- What is demonstrating the achievement of strategic goals 
- Are there KPIs and if so which are important for partnerships 

21. understanding of NPO by EP 
22. understanding of EP by NPO 
23. learning capacity 
24. protocol rigidity 
25. knowledge sharing 

- Is there an plan with roadmap for internal/external communications 
- How is the communication assessed on its effectiveness 
- Is there a facing inward or outward communicating 
- Is there a relationship with honour, prestige, image 
- Are role, duties and procedures clearly described 
- Are planning modules arranged, who is responsible 
- Is the feasibility of the project planning checked 
- Are there standard reporting tools available, who is responsible 
- Are potential problems identified 
- What core values are reported and what is frequency 
- Is monitoring more broadly or more micromanagement 

 
Anything else you’d like to share related to your expertise about or experience with entrepreneurial philanth-

ropy? Thank you for your time. 
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Appendix B: Measures of Pilot Testing Entrepreneurial Philanthropy 
 

Interviewees SE1 SE2 SE3 SE4 SE5 SE6 SE7 PH1 PH2 PH3 PH4 PH5 

01. background and career 
02. personal core values 
03. ambition within civil society 
04. mission &vision 
05. (symbolic) capital/returns 

2 
3 
3 
3 
1 

3 
3 
2 
1 
2 

3 
3 
2 
2 
1 

3 
3 
3 
2 
1 

3 
2 
3 
1 
1 

3 
3 
3 
2 
1 

3 
3 
3 
2 
2 

2 
3 
3 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
2 
2 
3 
2 

3 
3 
2 
3 
2 

3 
3 
3 
2 
2 

06. knowledge of tailored financing 
07. linking network, effort & time 
08. (social) return on investment 
09. acceptance of risk taking concept 
10. working with exit strategies 

1 
2 
2 
2 
1 

1 
1 
2 
2 
2 

1 
2 
1 
3 
2 

2 
2 
2 
3 
2 

1 
1 
2 
2 
1 

2 
2 
3 
2 
1 

3 
1 
3 
3 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

1 
2 
2 
3 
2 

2 
1 
1 
2 
2 

1 
2 
3 
3 
3 

2 
3 
2 
2 
2 

11. distribution of responsibilities 
12. balancing of reward & bonus terms 
13. regulation stakeholder relationship 
14. transparent budget control 
15. moral compass 

3 
1 
2 
3 
3 

3 
1 
2 
3 
2 

2 
2 
1 
3 
3 

3 
2 
1 
2 
3 

3 
2 
1 
3 
2 

3 
1 
1 
3 
3 

2 
1 
3 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 
2 
3 

2 
1 
1 
2 
2 

2 
1 
3 
3 
2 

1 
1 
1 
2 
3 

2 
1 
1 
3 
3 

16. organisational structure & identity 
17. management style 
18. change readiness 
19. social/political trusting environment 
20. employee engagement 

2 
3 
3 
1 
3 

2 
3 
3 
3 
2 

2 
3 
2 
1 
3 

1 
2 
3 
2 
2 

2 
2 
3 
3 
3 

1 
3 
2 
1 
3 

2 
3 
3 
1 
3 

2 
3 
3 
2 
2 

2 
3 
2 
2 
3 

2 
3 
2 
1 
2 

1 
2 
3 
2 
2 

2 
3 
3 
1 
3 

21. understanding of NPO by EP 
22. understanding of EP by NPO 
23. learning capacity 
24. protocol rigidity 
25. knowledge sharing 

3 
1 
2 
1 
2 

3 
2 
3 
2 
3 

3 
2 
3 
2 
2 

3 
3 
2 
1 
3 

2 
3 
1 
2 
3 

2 
3 
3 
2 
1 

2 
3 
2 
1 
2 

1 
3 
3 
2 
3 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
3 
3 
2 
3 

2 
2 
2 
1 
3 

2 
3 
2 
1 
2 

Appendix C: Measured Mean Value of Each Variable  
 

 N = 12 Mean N = 12 Mean 

LEADERSHIP 

Attributes 
01. background and career 
02. personal core values 
03. ambition in civil society 
04. mission &vision 
05. (symbolic) capital/returns 

 
2.8 
2.8 
2.7 
2.2 
1.7 

  

STRATEGY 

Metrics 
06. knowledge of tailored financing 
07. linking network, effort & time 
08. (social) return on investment 
09. acceptance of risk taking concept 
10. working with exit strategies 

 
1.7 
1.8 
2.2 
2.5 
1.9 

Governance 
11. distribution of responsibilities 
12. balancing of reward & bonus terms 
13. regulation stakeholder relationship 
14. transparent budget control 
15. moral compass 

 
2.3 
1.3 
1.6 
2.7 
2.7 

CULTURE 

Organisation 
16. organisational structure & identity 
17. management style 
18. change readiness 
19. social/political trusting environment 
20. employee engagement 

 
1.8 
2.8 
2.7 
1.7 
2.6 

Communication 
21. understanding of NPO by EP 
22. understanding of EP by NPO 
23. learning capacity 
24. protocol rigidity 
25. knowledge sharing 

 
2.3 
2.5 
2.3 
1.6 
2.4 
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Appendix D: ANOVA Analysis of Variance (One-Way) 
 

# Variables N Sum Mean Var 

1 01. background and career 12 34 2.833 0.152 

2 02. personal core values 12 34 2.833 0.152 

3 17. management style 12 33 2.750 0.205 

4 03. ambition in civil society 12 32 2.667 0.242 

5 04. transparent budget control 12 32 2.667 0.242 

6 15. moral compass 12 32 2.667 0.242 

7 18. change readiness 12 32 2.667 0.242 

8 20. employee engagement 12 31 2.583 0.265 

9 09. acceptance of risk taking concept 12 30 2.500 0.273 

10 22. understanding of EP by NPO 12 30 2.500 0.455 

11 25. knowledge sharing 12 29 2.417 0.447 

12 11. distribution of responsibilities 12 28 2.333 0.424 

13 23. learning capacity 12 28 2.333 0.424 

14 21. understanding of NPO by EP 12 27 2.250 0.386 

15 04. mission &vision 12 26 2.167 0.515 

16 08. (social) return on investment 12 26 2.167 0.515 

17 10. working with exit strategies 12 23 1.917 0.447 

18 07. linking network. effort & time 12 22 1.833 0.515 

19 16. organisational structure & identity 12 21 1.750 0.202 

20 05. (symbolic capital/returns 12 20 1.667 0.424 

21 06. knowledge of tailored financing 12 20 1.667 0.606 

22 19. social/political trusting environment 12 20 1.667 0.606 

23 13. regulation stakeholder relationship 12 19 1.583 0.629 

24 24. protocol rigidity 12 19 1.583 0.265 

25 12. balancing of reward & bonus terms 12 16 1.333 0.242 

 
The Means differ statistically significant from each other, so there are significant differences among all theo-

retically selected variables, what rejects the null hypothesis. 

Appendix E: Total ANOVA Analysis of Variance (One-Way) 
SS = Sum of Squares is a mathematical approach to determining the dispersion of data points 
DF = Degrees of Freedom is the number of scores used to calculate the standard deviation less 1 
MS = Mean Square is a SS divided by its DF 
F = is the MS Between Groups divided by MS Within Groups  
P-level = the probability of obtaining a result similar to the one that was actually observed 
F critical = the number that the test statistic must exceed to reject the test 
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Source of Variation SS df MS F p-level F critical 

Between Groups 62.103 24 2.584 7.082 0.121 1.734 

Within Groups 100.333 275 0.365    

Total 162.347 299     

 
Since F is outside F critical, the conclusion can be drawn -with a 95% confidence level-the Means differ sig-

nificantly from each other, but which variable differs, in what respect is still unknown. 

Appendix F: Student’s t-Test Comparing All Means 
 

Variable t-Value t-Critical Value Confidence 95% 

# 1 vs. # 2 equal Mean   

# 2 vs. # 3 0.561 1.796 not significant 

# 3 vs. # 4 0.432 1.796 not significant 

# 4 vs. # 5 equal Mean   

# 5 vs. # 6 equal Mean   

# 6 vs. # 7 equal Mean   

# 7 vs. # 8 0.364 1.796 not significant 

# 8 vs. # 9 0.364 1.796 not significant 

# 9 vs. # 10 equal Mean   

# 10 vs. # 11 0.321 1.796 not significant 

# 11 vs. # 12 0.290 1.796 not significant 

# 12 vs. # 13 equal Mean   

# 13 vs. # 14 0.321 1.796 not significant 

# 14 vs. # 15 1.033 1.796 not significant 

# 15 vs. # 16 equal Mean   

# 16 vs. # 17 1.000 1.796 not significant 

# 17 vs. # 18 0.364 1.796 not significant 

# 18 vs. # 19 0.321 1.796 not significant 

# 19 vs. # 20 0.432 1.796 not significant 

# 20 vs. # 21 equal Mean   

# 21 vs. # 22 equal Mean   

# 22 vs. # 23 0.233 1.796 not significant 

# 23 vs. # 24 equal Mean   

# 24 vs. # 25 1.393 1.796 not significant 

 
The t-critical value is the value corresponding to the pre-specified significance level and is in all observations 

outside the t-Value. The result learns there is no significant difference between the ascending mean of each of 
the variables.  
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Appendix G: Student’s t-Test comparing Mean > 2.5 
 

Variable t-Value t-Critical Value Confidence 95% 

# 10 vs. # 16 1.308 1.796 not significant 

# 10 vs. # 17 2.244 1.796 significant 

 
Selected non-significant variables of a theoretical framework of entrepreneurial alignment. 
 

# Variable # Variable 

1 01. background and career 9 09. acceptance of risk taking concept 

2 02. personal core values 10 22. understanding of EP by NPO 

3 17. management style 11 25. knowledge sharing 

4 03. ambition in civil society 12 11. distribution of responsibilities 

5 04. transparent budget control 13 23. learning capacity 

6 15. moral compass 14 21. understanding of NPO by EP 

7 18. change readiness 15 04. mission & strategic vision 

8 20. employee engagement 16 08. (social) return on investment 
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