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Section 1: Introduction
The world is getting more complex, inequality is worsening and governments are increasingly
relying on the private and nonprofit sector to solve these problems. This is a mammoth task
that is vital to the future of the planet. At the same time, the nonprofit sector is facing huge
challenges. New models such as social enterprise and for-profit-for-purpose organisations are
emerging, showing how social impact can be made in different ways, but also distracting donors
and competing for capital.

In this paper I will argue that there is a fatal flaw in the nonprofit model that has allowed a
huge number of assumptions to creep into the model, but that service design can be used by
nonprofits to reorient themselves around the stakeholders that matter - the beneficiaries - patch
this flaw and improve the impact and sustainability of their outcomes.
This fatal flaw is that in the nonprofit sector, donors are the ‘customers’ and it is against their
criteria that impact has traditionally been measured. While the word beneficiary is used to
describe the people or issue the nonprofit is raising money to assist. Strong arguments have
been put forward by the sector defending their use of the word beneficiaries such as the donor
is the customer and beneficiaries don’t pay for whatever social service they are receiving so
they can’t be customers. In many of the newer models the beneficiary, is the customer. This is a
significant mindset shift that is, in many cases, being enabled by design.

Expects

Fig. 2 Original

Fig. 1 The Rules on poverty

Most charitable, or traditional nonprofits continue to rely on the generosity of individual
donors, but fundraising has never been more difficult as the percentage that individuals give
to nonprofits has remained stagnant for the past 25 years (Goodlab 2016). At the same time,
donors are ratcheting up the pressure for nonprofits to prove that their investments are going
directly to the frontline, to fulfill their perspective on what counts as ‘value’ for their money.
How has the situation arisen, where nonprofits are being starved of funding to the point that
they cannot plan, or staff up appropriately to deliver their much needed services?
Critics of the traditional nonprofit model, such as Kirk, Hickel & Brewer (2014) have gone so far
as to suggest that the donor and beneficiary driven model of traditional nonprofits is completely
broken. Broken in the sense that it has handed too much power to donors, that it is unable to
demonstrate impact in a timely manner and that when it does, that impact is mired by issues of
sustainability, disempowerment and paternalism.
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Design is increasingly being used by many organisations seeking to make a social impact by
treating beneficiaries more like customers. Key examples include:
1.

Giving them the tools to solve their own problems, as exemplified by the take up and
use of the free course from +Acumen and the IDEO Human Centered Design kit

2.

Bringing them into the process of solving their own problems, as trialed by the Oxfam
Enterprise Development team amongst others

3.

Giving them a way to provide feedback on products, as demonstrated in the way
SmartDesign worked with Simprints to turn their product into a service and place their
customers at the centre of their design process. Or that Isledon collects real time
feedback on their services to determine what is important to their customers and how
they would like services to be delivered to them at each of their locations

4.

Including them in determining the outcomes that matter to them, as demonstrated by
Solar Now, D-light and the Acumen Impact Measurement Approach
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An emerging field of design, Service Design is the practice of using human centered design
tools and techniques to design new services or redesign existing services. Leveraging a process
called servitisation, service design is being used to increase customer impact for previously
product centered organisations, such as Rolls Royce, by building value add services that connect
these organisations more directly to their customers.

Section 2: Literature Review

This paper asks and seeks to answer the question: can service design connect nonprofits more
directly to their beneficiaries and drive greater impact and sustainability? My hypothesis being
that if nonprofits can leverage service design to treat their beneficiaries more like customers,
then they can overcome the flaws that are undermining the sustainabiity of their model.

Within this chapter I will review pertinent literature relating to three key areas: the changing
nature of the nonprofit sector; the evolution and potential of service design to contribute to the
transformation of the nonprofit sector; and how design is already influencing changes to the
nonprofit sector.

While a great deal has been written about the role of design in social innovation, there is a
clear gap in the literature with regards to the role that service design, specifically, can play in
connecting nonprofits more closely to their customers and increasing the sustainability of their
impact.

The nonprofit sector is at a major crossroads. The environment within which traditional charities
are operating is changing. Problems such as poverty and inequality are wicked, requiring
cross system, cross sector collaborations to solve them. Accessing grants or endowments
is becoming more difficult and restrictive. While new models such as social enterprises are
emerging, challenging the traditional models and mindsets and competing for access to capital
and funding. The demand for demonstrable impact from donors and funders is growing, while
financial and operational standards for nonprofits are rising.

In the literature review section of this report, I will describe how the nonprofit sector has
changed over time and the challenges facing it today. I will then define what service design is
and how it has been used by a variety of for profit organisations to develop and deliver services
that connect them more directly with their customers in a sustainable way. Finally I’ll bring the
design and the nonprofit sector together, looking at examples of where design has been helping
the nonprofit sector to transform, before asking the question: why is service design so noticeably
absent from the nonprofit sector?
In the research section of this report I will use three case studies to demonstrate how service
design can be used by nonprofits, whatever their funding model may be, to place their
beneficiaries at the centre of everything that they do and in doing this, change the nature of
their relationship, to treat them more like customers.
In my conclusion I describe the mindset shift that is required for nonprofits to reap the benefits
of service design as a method to move them beyond their assumption driven, donor oriented
models, by transforming their beneficiaries into customers and improving the sustainability of
their impact. The nonprofit sector has changed irreversibly and for those nonprofits who are
increasingly starved for funds and unable to proactively plan for their operations, this is a shift
that they cannot afford to ignore.

Design is increasingly being used by nonprofits seeking to innovate and experiment with new
ways to solve problems and make an impact. It has become a key tool for new models such as
social enterprises that are both, more focussed on their beneficiaries, choosing to treat them
as customers, and more successful at making a sustainable social impact - or at the very least
tangibly demonstrating their impact.
Across all sectors service design is increasingly being used to help organisations build customer
oriented services by connecting organisations more directly and successfully to their customers.
But SD is yet to make an impact on the nonprofit sector, for a number of reasons that I will
outline below.
2.1: The changing nature of the nonprofit sector
In this section I will examine the existing literature to establish a definition for the nonprofit
sector, cover the origins of the sector and describe how it has evolved.
Defining the nonprofit sector
The nonprofit sector of today is incredibly heterogeneous, including organisations that span
from multibillion dollar, established and influential organisations such as Save the Children or
Oxfam, to for-profit-for-purpose firms that act on a similar scale delivering services on behalf
of government, to small, all-volunteer organisations or social enterprises providing services on
minimal budgets, or pushing for systemic change from the fringe, and everything in between
(Casey 2015).
The terms nonprofit and nonprofit organisations emerged post World War II, coined by
economists and lawyers looking for a way to classify this new type of organisation for tax, policy
and regulatory purposes (Salamon 1994). Across the literature there is not one common, agreed
definition for nonprofits. From a legal, regulatory and tax perspective the definitions are clearer.
However when it comes to the intent behind nonprofits - to focus on social good over profit - the
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definitions become complicated. To further complicate things, there are a large number of terms
that are used interchangeably with the term nonprofit, such as Non Governmental Organisation,
charity, volunteer or third sector organisation (Salamon & Anaheir 1992). As Dobkin Hall correctly
suggests the meaning of nonprofit, ‘varies depending on the identity and intentions of the
user’, making establishing the boundaries extremely difficult. Most broadly the terms were
originally intended to cover the ‘universe of formal and informal voluntary associations, nonstock corporations, mutual benefit organisations, religious bodies, charitable trusts and other
nonproprietary entities’ (Dobkin Hall 2016)
As outlined by Salamon and Anaheir (1992) there are four different ways to categorise the
types of organisations that fall within the definition of nonprofits. The first being via the legal
definition, it defines nonprofits as what each country’s law says they are. The second type is an
economic or financial definition, linked to the nonprofits source of income. This approach is the
one adopted by the U.N System of National Accounts (SNA), which tracks each each country’s
economic activity by breaking it down into four categories: nonprofit; enterprises; government;
and households (United Nations 1968) creating a distinction between each based on the source
of their financial transactions. The third way focuses on the function or the purpose of the
organisation.
O’Neill (1989) defines nonprofits as ‘private organisations serving a public purpose’ through
some cause that is ‘related to the good of society’. Under this definition the scope of such
organisations includes those who exist to: ‘to serve underserved or neglected populations, to
expand the freedom of or to empower people, to engage in advocacy for social change and to
provide services’ (McCarthy, Hodgkinson & Sumariwalla 1992). This rather complicates things
given that in 2016, there are for profit organisations that are serving the same purpose.
Since 1992 the structural options available to nonprofit structures have changed. A recent and
relevant description of the common structures or operating models, can be found in Foster, Kim
& Christiansen’s excellent paper 10 nonprofit funding models (2008). This paper is deliberately
focussed on the funding model, rather than the business model. They do this because ‘a
business model incorporates choices about the cost structure and value proposition to the
beneficiary. A funding model, however, focuses only on the funding, not on the programs and
services offered to the beneficiary’. This paper vehmently defends the right of nonprofits to
continue to use the word beneficiaries in a context where their donors are the customers.
From the literature, structure or operating model has emerged as the clearest way to distinguish
nonprofit organisations, from for profit enterprises or public sector institutions, particularly as the
overlap between the previously clear, but now problematic three sector model of public, private
and ‘third’ or nonprofit sectors continues to grow.
Within the category of nonprofit, it seems that the easiest way to distinguish between
organisations is via funding model, given that for many of the large, traditional charitable
institutions such as World Vision, Oxfam or Save the Children their governance, legal structures
and operating models have become as complicated as the largest for profit public and private
enterprises.
For the purposes of this paper, I will adopt the definition of nonprofit used by John Casey in his
2015 book The Nonprofit World, which considers the relative merits of other definitions. Casey
(2015) suggests that the ‘most widely accepted definitions of nonprofit organizations and the
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nonprofit sector are based on a combination of structural and functional characteristics that
describe the organizational forms they adopt and the activities they undertake’. He then refers to
the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project definition, later adopted by UN:
1.

Organized: It has some structure and regularity to its operations, including defined
goals and activities, whether or not they are formally constituted or legally registered.

2.

Private: It is outside the structure of government, although it may receive financial
support from the government and can carry out government contracts.

3.

Self-governing: It must control its own affairs in accordance with its own procedures.

4.

Not profit distributing: It does not exist to generate personal commercial gains, so any
surpluses generated must be reinvested in the basic mission of the organisation.

5.

Noncompulsory: Membership and contributions of time and money are voluntary and
not required or enforced by law (Salamon and Anheier 1997; United Nations 2003).

Emerging models changing the nonprofit sector
Now the nonprofit has been defined, I can continue to define other organisations that also exist
for social good, or to make a social impact, relative to this term. The two significant models I am
seeking to define for the purposes of this paper are social enterprises and for-profit-for-purpose
organisations.

Fig. 3 Original diagram

The demand for a business to have a clear purpose that underpins how they make money and
contribute to society has been growing for decades. In 1942 Peter Drucker argued for the
importance of an organisations social purpose, alongside their financial performance in his book
The Future of Industrial Man (Poon, 2011). It was in the late 90s that Michael Porter took the
concept of corporate social responsibility to the next level writing about shared value creation in
Harvard Business Review. Termed the ‘next wave of capitalism’ Porter (2011) claimed that:
‘Shared value holds the key to unlocking the next wave of business innovation and growth. It
will also reconnect company success and community success in ways that have been lost in an
age of narrow management approaches, short-term thinking, and deepening divides among
society’s institutions’.
Further, he argued that creating shared value (CSV) should supercede CSR because:‘CSV is
integral to a company’s profitability and competitive position. It leverages the unique resources
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and expertise of the company to create economic value by creating social value’.

The history of the nonprofit sector

It is this concept of a capitalist, revenue generating business model that exists, not to make
money for shareholders, but to bring about social or environmental change that underpins
the emerging models of social enterprise and for-profit-for-purpose organisations that are of
increasing popularity within the UK and abroad.

The concept of a non governmental organisation for public good goes back to the 1790s. Then
the majority of these organisations were religious in nature (Casey 2015; McAskill 2015). Despite
their long history, secular, independent nonprofit organisations were until recently, relatively
few in number and considered a ‘somewhat marginal element in societies dominated by the
marketplace, the state, or religious institutions’ and sometimes ‘regarded with suspicion’ (Casey
2015).

Social enterprises are the business response to an increasing demand for organisations to
integrated social impact with profit. They are defined as ‘a business that aims for value in the
form of large-scale, transformational benefit that accrues either to a significant segment of
society or to society at large’ (Martin & Osberg 2007) The model is different to a traditional
nonprofit, in that it assumes that ‘a market can pay for the innovation’ required to solve the
societal problem and that a business that solves this problem ‘may even provide substantial
upside for investors’ (Martin & Osberg 2007).
Social enterprises generate income and can be classed as for profits or not for profits, but what
makes them different is ‘the primacy of the social impact’, or as described by Duke University
Professor Greg Dees - the so called father of social enterprise - ‘mission-related impact’ (Martin
& Osberg 2007) (Poon 2011). Social enterprises should:
1.

Have a clear social and/or environmental mission set out in their governing documents
Generate the majority of their income through trade

2.

Reinvest the majority of their profits back into the business

3.

Be autonomous of state or government

4.

Be majority controlled in the interests of the social mission

5.

Be accountable and transparent.

According to Social Enterprise UK, the UK is seen as a pioneer of the social enterprise concept
alongside the associated practices of social investment and social value. In its 2015 state of the
sector report, Social Enterprise UK stated that there are around 70,000 social enterprises in the
UK employing close to 1 million people. Since 2005 11,000 CICs (see page 30 for a definition)
have been founded, alongside the growth of a number of social investors such as Big Society
Capital, Clearly So and others who are contributing to the growth of the movement. 		
					
The for-profit-for-good model is an interesting, emerging model for businesses that were
founded to solve a social issue, but chose to become a private, for profit enterprise. Either
because they want to be taken seriously (Ruster 2016; Simprints 2016)and have easy access to
the private working capital they needed to make an impact and to scale. More on this model in
the research section of this report.

Today nonprofits play an essential role in
the delivery of ‘new quasi-public services’,
in policymaking and ‘the promotion of civil
action’ (Casey, 2015). So much so that Hall
and Casey argue that, for the ‘first time
in the two centuries since they began to
appear in their modern form, a worldwide
political and social consensus appears to
have developed—that secular, independent
nonprofits are a desirable element of society
and that their growth should be encouraged’
(Hall 1992; Casey 2015).

Fig.4 Mintzberg 2016

There has been exponential growth in the number, scope, activities and influence of nonprofits
in almost every country across the world, outstripping growth in the business and public sectors
(Salamon 1994; Salamon and Anheier 1997; Casey 2015). According to global statistics from a
collaboration between the John Hopkins Center for Civil Society, the UN Statistics Division and
the International Technical Experts group, nonprofits account for 4.5% of GDP in the 15 countries
where data was available. An average 7.4% of the workforce in these countries, works in the
nonprofit sector and more than 10% in 6 countries including the US (Salamon et al 2012).
These are significant figures, but frustratingly, they still only cover a small number of countries,
(16) including 1 country from South America - Brazil - and one country from Africa - Mozambique.
Ignoring African countries and the Middle East, save for Israel, means that these reports
aren’t an accurate representation of the sector globally. Further, the definition applied to the
organisations that are included, specifically excludes many social enterprises and for-profit-forgood ventures that are engaging volunteers and making a social impact. Frustratingly, most of
the writing on nonprofits tends to follow this format, choosing to report on the countries that
house the largest international nonprofits, or even just those large nonprofits themselves. This
completely ignores the excellent work being done by smaller organisations in less high profile

Interestingly, the greater prominence of nonprofits has also been accompanied by an increase in
research and teaching about issues related to the sector (Mirabella et al. 2007; Taylor 2010).
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indeed they are just as likely to come from markets stimulated by the private sector, movements,
or even academia.
The sources of funding have also not significantly changed across the sector, with the majority of
funding for nonprofits still coming from individuals and the state, as opposed to these nonprofits
starting to generate their own capital, or indeed borrowing capital from other private sources

Fig. 5 Salamon et al 2012

regions or areas of service and is why writers such as Casey would suggest that no definitive,
reliable global figures on the scope or growth of the nonprofit sector exist (Casey, 2015).
As outlined by Casey (2015), this increase in nonprofit activity is due to a number of reasons, in
most democracies, it has been governmental policy to encourage the expansion of nonprofits
as ‘instruments for achieving their own objectives’, namely by picking up the slack created by
a public and political demand for a reduction in size of the public sector. Tools such as the
internet have facilitated growth in social action, activisim and civic participation, while at the
same time, globalisation, the internet and social media have facilitated the spread of new
market based mechanisms for tackling the very same issues nonprofits were created to solve.
(Alcock and Kendall 2011; Anheier and Kendall 2001; Osborne and McLaughlin 2002; Pestoff
and Brandsen 2010; Salamon 2002a). Finally, the for-profit business sector is also getting in
on the act, seeking to ‘demonstrate its adherence to corporate social responsibilities’ via the
emergence of the for-profit-for-good legal structures and operating models favoured by the
GameChangers500 (2016) and BCorp (2016) companies. Some authors see the changes in the
sector as the death knell for the concept of the ‘welfare state’, while others would prefer to see
the wicked problems that the sector is facing up to approached with as much vigour as publicly
listed companies apply to generating returns for their shareholders.

Fig. 6 Salamon et al 2012

The types of problems the nonprofit sector is solving
There is no doubt that the types of issues the nonprofit sector is tackling have increased in
complexity in line with globalisation and our increasing interconnectedness. These so called
wicked problems demand interdisciplinary interventions, innovative thinking and cross-sector
collaboration. (Mulgan,Tucker, Ali & Sanders 2012). However, publications like those from the
John Hopkins persist on classifying the problems solved by the sector in the same way as they
did in the early 1990s (Salamon et al 2012).
Today, solutions to these problems are no longer limited to emerging from the nonprofit sector,
Fig. 7 Social Enterprise UK 2015
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How impact is measured in the nonprofit sector
The term “impact” is a tricky one as it means different things to different people. As noted by
many of the organisations such as Big Society Capital, Acumen Fund and the Stanford Social
Innovation review wasting time coming to a common definition of impact is, to put it plainly, not
a priority.
Within the impact evaluation profession, to state that an intervention has impact ‘usually
requires a high degree of certainty of attribution, based on the existence of a relevant control
group against which to judge a counterfactual - what would have happened anyway without the
intervention’ (Acumen 2013).
But now it is no longer practical, or acceptable, to wait for the findings from a 10 year
longitudinal ‘Measurement and Evaluation’ study to understand if interventions are making an
impact (Wishnie & Watt 2016). Luckily new methods are emerging such as lean data collection,
but these too are imperfect, assumption driven data sources (Acumen 2015). But even these
methods have been criticised as counterfactual and somewhat imperfect. In short, it is not just
how to deliver sustainable impact, but how to demonstrate to donors that an impact has been
made, in a less invasive, lengthy and expensive way that is a huge challenge for the sector.
So there is no doubt that the way impact is measured in nonprofits is changing alongside
changes to the way organisations report generally. Notable nonprofit organisations such as
Oxfam report on how their money was spent, they report metrics against their major programme,
and also provide a combination to show that the money they raised was spent in a ‘valuable
way’. As is the case with many nonprofits who raised funds via individual and institutional
donors. None of these metrics account for the depth, breadth or systemic impact of these
programmes on their beneficiaries (or customers as the case may be).

Fig. 8 Oxfam Annual Report 2015

It could be argued that the inability of charitable nonprofits to adequately demonstrate their
impact through meaningful metrics that go, beyond continuously describing the scale of the
problem ie. number of lives impacted, or taking successful fundraising as a proxy for successful
service delivery, ie. numbers of dollars raised is one of the reasons for the fundraising challenges
facing traditional donor oriented nonprofits (Crutchfield & Grant 2007; Steffanotti 2015;
McRossin 2016; ONeill 2016).
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2.2: What is Service Design and how can it be used by nonprofits
In this section I will outline the evolution and potential of SD. Firstly I will review the literature
on the history of SD, what it seeks to achieve. Then I will outline where SD has been used to
improve the connection between organisations and their customers and how this improves the
sustainability of their impact. Finally I will start to describe how SD could be leveraged by the
nonprofit sector to improve connections with beneficiaries.
Origins of Service Design
SD is a relatively new field of design that emerged in Europe in the late 20th century (Shostack
1983). By this time traditional design had become well established and had started to shift from
turning ideas into products or artefacts, to designers applying their creative mindsets, methods
and tools to a wider range of systems, services and organisational activities (Kimble, 2009).
Further the advent of new services related to advances in the internet and technology made way
for new fields of design, including interaction, experience and SD to emerge (Kimble, 2009).
Today SD is a human centered, interdisciplinary field of design that brings together a variety
of different methods and tools from across the design field to ‘create or improve upon existing
services making them more effective, useful or desirable for individuals or organisations’ (Kimble,
2008).
Although frequently paired together and sometimes mixed up, SD is not design thinking.
Certainly Service Designers make use of the design thinking mindset and other human centered
design (HCD) practices,but as a methodology, SD does not rely upon HCD alone (Polaine,
Lovelie & Reason 2013) (Kimble, 2009). In fact a typical SD project could bring together
product, graphic, interaction, user experience or web design and be led by practitioners from
any of the aforementioned fields of design.

Done properly, the benefits of servitization, can be huge. Unlike many products, the delivery
of a great service is comparatively difficult for a competitor to imitate, allowing services to
become a source of competitive advantage by ‘evolving the product identity to a point where
the material content is inseparable from the service system’. While in the nonprofit sector, a
better service experience equals a higher likelihood of sustainable impact. (Morelli, 2003)
(Vandermerewe & Rada, 1988). Adding services to products provides organisations with
additional insight into their market and how their customers are interacting with the product and
if they are adequately fulfilling their needs they can lock them into a much stronger, longer term
relationship (Holmlid & Evenson, 2008). Finally, services can also offer additional revenue streams
throughout the lifetime of the product (Vandermerewe & Rada, 1988). Making it the perfect tool
to improve the connection between nonprofits and their beneficiaries.
To be successful, servitization, or the design of any new service, must start with the correct
‘strategic intent’ (Neely & Benedettini, 2012). This means shifting from a product driven view
of services focussed on improving ‘efficiency and service quality’, to creating an experience
(Sangiorgi, Fogg, Johnson, Maguire, Caron & Vijayakumar 2012). Entering a service field
also requires significant changes in organisational structure to ensure that roles, policies and
processes are all focussed on delivery of the service to the customer. Finally, organisationally,
a service driven culture is significantly different from a product centred culture and this too
requires time to shift and develop. (Sangiorgi, Fogg, Johnson, Maguire, Caron & Vijayakumar
2012)
The success stories of the servitization space include Rolls-Royce Aerospace sales and service,
IBM business services and Xerox document management (Holmlid & Evenson, 2008). All of which
are iconic brands that have significantly increased the value and performance that their products
deliver to consumers via the addition of advanced services such as maintenance, repair and
replenishment. In doing this they have also significantly increased their revenues, and in some
cases this has allowed them to reduce the price of their core products (Neely & Benedettini,
2012).

How SD adds value to organisations by connecting them more directly to their customer
In what has emerged as a cross industry, consumer driven trend, organisations from all sectors
are increasingly seeking to add value to their core offerings and create competitive advantage
via services. Services are seen to add value to products by ‘delivering more value in use’ to
the consumer by creating distinctive experiences that help to differentiate organisations over
their competitors (Neely, 2012) (Baines & Lightfoot, 2013). Servitization, the term coined
by Vandermerewe & Rada (1988) is the process of ‘creating added value by adding services
to products’. Servitization tends to happen in response to ‘financial challenges, strategic
product differentiation challenges or in an attempt to meet (latent) customer demands’ (Baha,
Groenewoud & van Mensvoort 2014). There are a number of different categories of servitization,
ranging from ‘services with tangible products to products with services as “add-ons”’
(Baha,Groenewoud & van Mensvoort 2014).
When human centered approaches such as SD are applied as part of the servitization process,
they help product driven organisations to uncover latent needs in their customers that when
met, strengthen what may have previously been a product oriented, transactional relationship.
This process could be invaluable for nonprofits seeking to connect more closely with their
beneficiaries.
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However, servitisation is not an easy process and can take on many different forms dependent on
the organisation (Cheng, Shui, Dawson, 2014). In fact many organisations including nonprofits,
misguidedly think they are selling or distributing products, but in fact they are selling services. To
truly become a service oriented organisation will often require that an organisation thinks totally
differently about the way they interact with their customers, or beneficiaries (Sangiorgi, Fogg,
Johnson, Maguire, Caron & Vijayakumar, 2012).
SD has the potential to play a significant role within the context of an increasingly service
driven economy, that includes nonprofits. It can support servitization, the refinement of existing
services and the design and deployment of entirely new services. It provides way to ‘bridge the
gaps across silos’ to guide the development of truly customer oriented services, in addition to
helping organisations to ‘create a complete and shared picture of what experiences provides
value to the customer’ and to design the internal processes that are required to deliver upon
these experiences (Polaine, Lovelie & Reason, 2013).
According to Polaine, Lovelie & Reason (2013) there are 8 key elements of a classic, design
thinking influenced SD approach that could support servitization, the redesign of an existing
service, or the design of a new, free-standing service. These are: insight research; ideation and
co-creation workshops; service/ experience/ ecosystem mapping; service blueprinting; service
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proposition development; concept sketches or validation; service/ experience prototyping: and
user testing and delivery. A sample of these methods will be expanded upon in the research
section of this paper.
Although more commonly used in the private sector and government, there is no reason that
it could not be widely used across the nonprofit sector, once the customer versus beneficiary
barrier has been resolved. For SD to be successful, the nonprofit must be willing to consider the
beneficiary, rather than the donor as the customer, even if the beneficiary is not paying for the
product or service. More on how this can be achieved is outlined in the research section of this
report.
2.3: The role of design in the nonprofit sector

what would really help them... As soon as you start asking, what would make this service better
for you? You get a flood of answers’.
Proponents of HCD in the nonprofit sector evangelise that design thinking is the only way to
solve the causes and conditions from which the problem emerged, rather than ‘the problem you
see in front of you today’ (Kirk, Hickel & Brewer, 2015). They suggest that it has a unique ability
to ‘simplify the complex’ which helps outsiders better understand the world of social impact
(Lynn & Sosa 2016). Which is of benefit in a sector where complexity is the enemy of donations
(Gregory & Howard 2009). Detractors would argue that design thinking is a fad that is about
‘empathy for the beneficiary’ which is what nonprofits should be about anyway and they don’t
need an extra process to demonstrate compassion (Mohamed 2012). However, empathy is
different to compassion (Mohamed 2012).

In this section I will define design and design thinking. I will then explore the role that design is
playing in the nonprofit sector, including the reasons why many believe that it is the best way for
nonprofits to go about solving the increasingly complex, systemic problems that they are seeking
to solve. I will then explore a gap in the research to understand why SD has not yet established
itself within a nonprofit context.
A hugely broad field, professional design can be described as ‘a mindset that helps us change
the way we work’. Rawsthorne (2013) describes design as ‘conceiving and implementing
change in a particular way’. While, good design is about using ‘ingenuity and technique to make
people’s lives better, with hopefully a bit of visual elegance thrown in’ (Rawsthorne, 2013).		
						
Over the past 25 years, new fields of design have emerged that go beyond the traditional
product or industrial design that the field was known for. So much so that in 2016, design now
mostly happens outside of the ‘safe zones’ of studios and seemingly everyone is encouraged
to be a ‘designer’ (Brown, 2008). One of the reasons for this change is the types of issues that
designers are responding to have changed. The concept of design thinking has gone mainstream
and the focus of design has shifted to being about people rather than products.
Design versus design thinking
Different to design, design thinking is an ideology that was coined in the 1990s. It asserts that
‘a hands-on, human and user-centred approach to problem solving can lead to innovation,
and innovation can lead to differentiation and a competitive advantage’ (Gibbons, 2016).
Businesses were the first to embrace design thinking because they found it ‘helped them to
be more innovative, better differentiate their brands, and bring their products and services to
market faster’ (Wyatt & Brown, 2013). This broadening of focus, has been one of the reasons
why of late we have seen such an increase in the influence of design in the nonprofit sector,
with many nonprofits experimenting with using design thinking to help them develop better,
cross discipline, cross sector and cross cultural and cross market solutions to the complex social
problems that they are facing. Design thinkings ability to simplify the complex makes it perfect
for solving the people centric problems that the nonprofit sector exists to tackle.
HCD is the most popular way to apply a design thinking mindset in the nonprofit sector. In a
2013 interview with Wired Magazine (Roper 2013) Melinda Gates suggested that HCD was the
most exciting innovation to hit the nonprofit sector in a generation due to its potential to ‘meet
people where are they and really take their needs and feedback into account. When you let
people participate in the design process, you find that they often have ingenious ideas about
18

Fig. 9 Gibbons NN Group
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How design is applied in the nonprofit sector
Moving through the stages of an HCD process, starting with the inspiration stage.
One of the stated benefits of HCD is that empathy, rather than compassion is brought into the
design process at the very beginning (Watt & Kelly 2013; IDEO.org 2015). In order to build
empathy, this first stage involves field work, where tools like ethnography and prototying are
used to immerse designers in the lives of the people they are designing for, creating a clear,
personal understanding of their motivations, desires and needs. Crucially, this is done making as
few assumptions as possible (Chapman 2016; Watt & Brown 2010; Smart Design 2016; Simprints
2016). Designing solutions in this way serves to motivate the designers. It also ensures that each
of the key stakeholders are taken on the service development journey, which can be invaluable
when it comes to implementation. This is a contrasting method to the best practice approach
taken by many development programmes, and has the potential to eliminate the paternalism
and assumptions that undermine many nonprofits (Wishnie & Watt 2016; Novogratz 2016;
Mohamed 2012).

hypothesis driven approach to problem solving, toward one where it is ok that no one knows
the right answer at the start. It demands that solutions are constantly iterated with the people
who are being designed for to get to a service that works. This kind of experimentation, can be
a tall order for nonprofits operating with what is essentially other people’s money and is one of
the reasons why design and social enterprise seems to be a more comfortable fit than design
and entirely donor funded nonprofits (Hunter 2013; Beck 2015; Mohamed 2012). Further, in
emergency response situations, this kind of approach simply does not make sense and in fact
could even be detrimental.

Fig 11 IDEO.org Diva Centres

HCD also places a great deal of value on
‘aesthetics’. Proponents of design extol the
virtues of taking the time to develop a well
designed, but also aesthetically pleasing,
solution. There is a rationale for adding the
aesthetic layer - no one wants an ugly solution
and a well designed experience is critical to
delivering value. The nicer a solution is, the
better the take up (IDEO.org 2015) as the
visual aspects of design can help to create
clarity in complex and unclear situations
(Buchanan 2016).

The Diva Centres, a recent example from IDEO.org and MarieStope’s Zambia shows how
aesthetics can actually be the key to delivering a service that works for the person you are
designing for (IDEO.org 2016). At the Diva Centres, the girls hang out and do their nails while
having conversations about boys and sex. The environment helps Marie Stopes ‘reframe their
conversation with girls about birth control from side effects to their future’.
At Platform, a social enterprise in Islington the aesthetic of the environment is the attraction for
kids to join the activities that will improve their lives. The environment is also important because
they rely on word of mouth to advertise, so if the environment is depressing, too adult or boring
the whole idea fails (Gibbs 2016).

Fig. 10 IDEO.org HCD Process

The second stage of the design process, ideation, can also provide benefits to nonprofits, as
before it allows you to solve, it forces you to reframe the problem, which can be where the
greatest leaps of inspiration can innovation can be found (Mitroff Silvers 2013). Further, in a
sector that is time poor and trying to do too much with too little, design processes that force
individuals to pause and question their biases, assumptions and understanding of the needs of
the people they are designing so they don’t pay for the wrong solution can only be helpful.
HCD requires experimentation and (ideally early) failure, so it can only work in situations where
the key stakeholders and communities are comfortable with moving away from a strongly
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One of the great benefits of HCD as a concept is
that it can be self taught or learned trough trial
and error. In a successful attempt to bring design
thinking, branded as human centered design, to
the nonprofit world in 2009 IDEO, the Design
Consultancy open-sourced their Human Centred
Design Toolkit. The kit was downloaded over
150,000 times. (IDEO.org 2016). It’s popularity
inspired the newly founded IDEO.org to work
with +Acumen the learning arm of philanthropic
investor, to develop three hugely popular, free
online HCD courses aimed at social entreprenuers
Fig 12 Isledon’s Platform site
and nonprofits (Acumen, 2016). 300,000 people
have since taken one of +Acumen’s courses. In 2015, IDEO.org crowdfunded a new version of
the toolkit stating that they ‘received an amazing outpouring of support and strengthened its
deeply held belief that human-centered design can push the social sector forward’. The HCD
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field guide has since been downloaded 35,000 times (IDEO.org 2016).
It’s the same self-taught, experimental characteristics that make HCD inherently scalable and
flexible, making it easy for any nonprofit, regardless of their funding model, mission, or size to
take advantage. (Mitroff Silvers 2013; Amatullo et al 2016; Watt & Brown 2013). Mitroff Silvers,
from the Stanford d. School who runs design thinking courses for nonprofits writes that ‘the
beauty of design thinking is that it offers a toolbox of mindsets, skills, and methodologies that
can be adopted, adapted, and incorporated, depending on the project, team members, and
institution’ (2013).
However, one significant critique of the use of HCD in solving the problems typically tackled
by nonprofits is one of scale (Wood, 2015). In fact, many of the organisations operating in the
design space for nonprofits, will go so far as to say that
good design starts small (IDEO.org 2015; Smart Design
2016). But this does not mean that interventions that
start small, don’t have the potential to scale and in fact,
scale is an issue facing the entire nonprofit sector, given
that there are only a small number of organisations who
have sucessfully scaled to more than 10m people, such
as the Malaria Eradication Programme (Foster & Fine
2007).
Further, the way that scale is measured by nonprofits,
is typically donor oriented and done by the size of their
funding or endowments (Bridgespan 2013; Foster &
Fine 2007). But in fact the size or amount of money
Fig. 13 IDEO.org HCD Kit 2016
that a nonprofit has access to in no way correlates with
their impact. A 2007 study of 12 high impact nonprofits
showed that factors including ‘going outside their own walls and finding creative ways to enlist
the help of others’ are better indicators of high impact nonprofits than funds or size (McLeod
Grant & Crutchfield 2007). Thankfully, advancements in the field of impact measurement are
seeking to change the conversation from one of simple scale ie. lives impact to impact, which
considers the breadth and depth of the impact as well as the overall numbers (Acumen 2016).

Unfortunately all of these measures are relatively short term and don’t account for the scale or
depth of the impact on the individual. Nor does it seem that the broader more systemic impact
of the initiative on the community is being taken into account. For example, for every girl who
comes to the Diva Center, how many other girls (or indeed boys) does she tell about what she
learned? Her cousins, brothers, sisters, aunties and uncle’s could all benefit from what she has
learned at the Diva Center. They could also look at the systemic impact of avoiding unwanted
pregnancies on the girls and the boys, but also on their families, or the impact of an avoided
pregnancy or sexually transmitted illness on the girls over time.
Traditional methods of impact measurement, while taking longer and requiring more resources
to run, certainly make a more comprehensive case for investment than this very short term
approach. While traditional proponents of impact measurement would also argue that their
longitudinal studies incorporated key elements of design such as ethnography well before they
were considered HCD tools (Watt & Jeff 2016).

Fig. 14 Diva Centre Impact IDEO.Org

Design and impact measurement

How design is changing the nonprofit sector from the top down

Typically, designers in the nonprofit sector are seeking to design solutions that desireable to
the end user and a viable and feasible way to solve the problem long term, as per the IDEO.org
model. So it makes sense that design also has a perspective
on how impact is measured in the nonprofit sector. Designers
would argue that as a discipline, design is all about impact
and this extends to any work that is completed in the nonprofit
sector. The way impact is measured by designers tends to be
on a project by project basis.

Large foundations such as The Bill and Melinda Gates, Ford, Autodesk and Ikea Foundations are
increasingly throwing their weight behind methods such as design to generate new solutions to
poverty eradication. The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation were early supporters of Human
Centred Design as the first funders of the IDEO.org Design Kit. The Ford Foundation (2015)
recently hosted a Change By Design meeting (Ford Foundation 2016).

If we return to the Diva Center’s, a sample of their chosen
metrics can be seen in Fig. 14. These include the number
of women who attended the centre, demographics and an
extrapolation of the impact should more centres be opened.
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While the Autodesk Foundation, has chosen to focus its entire endowment on making a
social impact via design, with a stated mission to ‘invest in the most impactful people and
organisations using the power of design to create a better world’ (Autodesk Foundation 2016).
One of the initiatives the foundation funded is DesignMatters which is ‘a multidisciplinary
program at ArtCentre College of Design, where art and design education meet social change
through research, advocacy and action’ (Ford Foundation, 2016). The DesignMatters team is
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responsible for the recent publication Leap
Dialogues: Career Pathways in Design for Social
Innovation (2016) involving all of the major
business, nonprofit, consulting, academic and
philanthropic stakeholders from across the
globe, in the delivery of a book which is set
to become the defining text within the field of
design for nonprofits and social innovation.

Further, the Design Value Index in Fig. 17 shows that over the last 10 years, design-led
companies have maintained significant stock market advantage, outperforming the S&P by an
extraordinary 228%. The DVI was developed by Motiv and sponsored by the DMI as a way to
show the impact of design on the financial performance of an organisation (Westcott 2014).

Fig. 15 Autodesk Foundation

The Consultative Group to Assist the Poor
(CGAP) which sits within the World Bank, invested in a relationship with frog, Dalberg and IDEO.
org to help them use HCD to become more customer centric. To quote the then CEO Tilman
Ehrbeck ‘when CGAPs work in HCD first started, digital financial services operated in a kind of
wild-west. As we talked with providers, we became convinced that the problem wasn’t mobile
money itself, it was the approach that so many providers took to their customers’ (CGAP 2014).
In essence, these providers were developing and launching products and services that they
thought their beneficiaries needed, without bothering to ask them’. He goes on to say ‘ For the
most part, providers weren’t launching products or services based on well defined insights about
clients in their markets. A good number were going to market with a one-size-fits-all mobile
money solutions that customers struggle to understand and to use’ (CGAP 2014)

The companies on the index were selected based on six DMI design management criteria,
which were applied to 75 publically listed companies, with only 15 meeting the criteria. Thus
suggesting that the most innovative companies in the world share one thing in common
they make design a priority across their organisation and use it as a means to innovate more
efficiently and successfully. (Westcott 2014). For more on where design is being used in
nonprofits please see Appendix 2 .

DFID have also adopted human centered design as a working practice, after working with
IDEO.org on the creation of the Amplify program. To quote Jonathan Wong, former head of
innovation at DFID:
‘For the UK government to meet the ambition of the Global Goals for Sustainable
Development, we need to test and scale new approaches for doing development
better. The key word in the UN’s Global Goals for Sustainable Development is
‘sustainable’ and it’s my personal perspective that the only way you can get there is
if you get the people you’re trying to help involved in solutions. You have to take
a human-centered approach to create that sense of ownership. We can only get to
sustainable development if we engage with the end user’ (IDEO.org 2015).

Fig. 17 DMI DVI Westcott 2014

The absence of SD in the nonprofit sector
The reason that Autodesk, DIFD and others are so passionate about design is that, objectively,
it makes organisations better. The two diagrams from Design Management Institute (2015)
illustrate the different parts of the organisation, from front to backstage, that can be improved
via design.

As noted above, there are a huge number of examples of where design has been used in
the nonprofit sector but, mostly this design is tagged to ‘design thinking’, process, product,
industrial, interaction or web design. Even when the work involves the design of a new service
and the service is correctly labelled a service, rather than a product with people related extras,
the term SD is rarely used. Good Lab and their parent Good Innovation are one of the only
providers working with traditional nonprofits specifically on the delivery of SD, under the label of
SD, but this is also linked to their Head of SD who as the founded of Snook, is a well known and
established Service Designer in the UK market (Goodlab 2016).
Dalberg the Global Development Providers, also offer their clients who are mostly traditional
nonprofits across the world access to a specialists in Human Centered Design (Kumar 2016).
Under their HCD service catalogue, they also offer service and program design, alongside
prototyping and innovation services. Their key citation in the SD space, was working with CGAP
on financial inclusion initiatives, designing a new base of the pyramid financial service offering

Fig. 16 DMI Institute 2015
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using branchless banking infrastructure. The approach described in the CGAP case study on the
project, combines a human centered design mindset with some SD tools (GCAP 2014).
In the newly published bible on design, social innovation and nonprofits, Leap Dialogues, SD
barely rates a mention, apart from one note where Chelsea Mauldin, the Executive Director of
the Public Policy Lab noting that ‘many public agencies have never heard of “SD” and certainly
lack the contracting vehicles to pay for it’ (Colletta & Maudlin 2016).
There are a few reasons for this. As a discipline, SD is relatively new. Further there are ongoing
arguments across the discipline as to when is the right time to label something SD. For instance,
one of the very few examples, Catapault’s work in Western Kenya on designs to drive hand
washing behaviour (Amatullo et al 2016) of that has been written up to include an element of SD,
was delivered under a label of ‘processes’. Finally, Service Design is seen as something complex
or expensive that requires a high level of expertise to deliver.

Section 3: The methodology
In this section I will outline the qualitative, case study approach I have taken to undertaking the
research required to answer my research question, along with how the case study approach was
implemented.
The case study methodology is has been used by a large number of authors undertaking
qualitative studies for a great number of years. It could be considered a meta method, in
that the focus on a particular case allows the author to use a number of different methods to
capture the complexity of a specific case, analysing the case from a number of different angles
(Johnansen 2003; Yin 2003). Case Study expert Robert K.Yin (2003) defines the case study
research method as: ‘an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within
its real-life context; when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly
evident; and in which multiple sources of evidence are used’ (Yin 2003).
This methodology was developed for use by the social sciences and is commonly used by
researchers in ‘the fields of psychology, sociology, anthropology, and economics, but ‘also in
practice-oriented fields such as environmental studies, social work, education, and business
studies’ (Johansen 2003). As a methodology case studies are very well represented, with at
least a third of the papers in the social science field discussing some aspect of case study
methodology (Johnansen 2003; Yin 2003).
Benefits of the case study approach
One key feature of the case study methodology is that it allows for the author to experiment
with different tools and methods to examine the chosen case from different angles. Taking an
approach that allows the author to combine methodologies but focus on one clear example
allows the author to triangulate their data and ensures the robustness of their findings. Further,
the contextual nature of case studies allow the author to examine complex issues or challenges
from a new, fresh angle that can extend previous understanding, writing or research (Johansen
2003).
Critics of the case study method point out that the detailed, contextual nature of the studies
limit the number of ‘events, conditions or relationships’ that can be studied (Johansen 2003),
so while they can be useful as an exploratory tool ‘the study of a small number of cases can
offer no grounds for establishing reliability or generality of findings’ (Johansen 2003). Further,
the ‘intense exposure’ of the researcher to the case or cases ‘biases the findings’ (Yin 2003).
Yet researchers across many fields continue to use the case study method with great success,
learning and contributing new research through real life experiences, situations and issues.
How the case study approach was applied in this context
I have followed a typical case study approach proposed by Robert K. Yin and others in the
gathering of my data. Specifically, I:
1. Defined the research question as per the title of this report
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2. Selected the cases and determined my data gathering and analysis techniques. For each of
the cases interviews, observations and analysis of existing materials was completed. Additional
interviews were completed with representatives from the nonprofit sector, the design sector
and with designers working in the nonprofit sector. A summary of primary data can be found in
Appendix 1.
2. Prepared to collect my data by undergoing research into the best sources and methods
3. Completed my data collection using proven qualitative data collection methods including
interviews, ethnography and meta analysis of existing research
4. Analysed and evaluated the data using a variety of service design methods, including
stakeholder mapping and value network mapping
5. Drafted the findings and prepared the report
Critiquing the case study method as applied in this report
The method allowed me to choose three organisations that were representative of three
key models that exist to deliver a positive societal impact. It worked well in the for profit for
purpose case and the social enterprise case. It was more difficult to apply to the nonprofit case,
given the large number of different funding models and service delivery mechanisms used by
charitable nonprofits across the sector. To go some way toward mitigating this problem I chose
to focus on one type of funding model, the heartfelt connector referenced in Foster, Kim and
Christensens 2007 article. In reality, those more complex charitable nonprofits such as Oxfam,
that seek to address more than one cause in a number of different countries or jurisdictions, may
very well make use of the heartfelt connector model, but they may also charge fees or find other
ways to generate their own revenue for specific programmes or causes.
The time available for the research to be conducted and written up also made the application
of the case study method more difficult. Ideally I would have completed the value mapping
analysis on a more specific nonprofit example, such as Cancer Trust UK and then tested how
accurately this represents their perspective. Then working with them to complete a new value
map, journey maps and a service blueprint.

Section 4: Research findings
In this section I will show how service design can be used to reorient nonprofits around their
beneficiaries, to treat them more like customers and improve the sustainability of their impact.
Specifically, I will use service design techniques, including value network mapping, to show
where the beneficiary sits within a primarily donor funded nonprofit (CIO). I will then contrast
this by showing where the beneficiary, rebranded as the customer, sits within two other models,
social enterprise (CIC) and for-profit-for-purpose (CLS), before proposing the reorientation of the
primarily donor funded model, by replacing the donor with the beneficiary, in a new role as a
customer of the nonprofit.
To start I will spend time mapping out the key stakeholders involved in the nonprofit sector,
before moving onto the value mapping exercise. But first, to the set the context for my research I
will explore the benefits and challenges associated with the different ways organisations seeking
to make a social impact can operate in 2016.
4.1: The spectrum of nonprofit organisational models
As outlined in section two, the emergence of new organisational models for doing good have
significantly changed the sector. These models have also served to blur the lines between what
would have previously been considered nonprofit organisations. So while the terms nonprofit
or ‘social enterprise’ traditionally describe the purpose of the organisation rather than its
legal form, it is helpful to understand the legal structures available to organisations seeking to
make a social impact in the UK, because these models affect how easily each organisation can
raise funds to achieve their purpose. The ability to raise funds in a number of different ways is
important because a need to always fundraise, or being unable to access regular funding can be
a huge distraction from achieving an organisation’s purpose.
Within the UK there are 5 major legal structures,that underpin three core business models in
place for purpose driven organisations seeking to make an impact: nonprofit charities; social
enterprises; and for profit for purpose organisations (Simprints 2015). The legal structures
available to each of these business or organisational models in other countries are many and
varied, so for the purpose of this report I will only reference the structures in the the UK context.

Fig. 18 Simprints 2016

28

29

Please see appendix 3 for a guide to the relevant legal structures in the US. Charities are
the clearest examples of strictly nonprofit organisations. Most charities in the UK within the
UK adopt the CCLG structure (Simprints 2015). Conceptually, a CCLG is similar to a private
company limited by shares, but it does not have share capital or shareholders, it has members
who have their liability capped at the amount they agree to contribute or “guarantee” in the
event of the charity’s winding up (usually a nominal figure such as £1 or £10). To be allowed to
set up a charity as a CCLG the organisation must prove that:

1.

Its activities fall within legally recognised charitable purposes, for example, the
advancement of education.

2.

Its activities benefit the general public or a sufficiently wide group of people.

3.

Any private benefit to individuals or private bodies arising from the activities are
minimal or incidental to the main charitable activities, (the public benefit test)
(Simprints 2015).

An example of a charity using the CCLG model in the UK is DNAdigest who exists to ‘promote
and enable easier and more efficient sharing of genomic data for research’. For Fiona Nielsen,
CEO and Founder, it was important that DNAdigest be established as a registered charity as
they were “looking to gain the trust of the relevant stakeholders, protect contributors personal
data, and remain independent. The charitable model is great for mission alignment, but for
raising funding for our software development activities we chose to spin out Repositive as a
separate social venture”’ (Simprints 2015). The heartfelt connector model I reference in case
study 3 is an example of a charitable organisation.
A popular model for social enterprises within the UK is a CIC. CICs are a hybrid legal structure
that are specially constructed for, and thus hugely attractive to social enterprises due to their
independence, flexibility and relatively simple company administration workload (Simprints 2015;
Gibbs 2015). Isledon Social Enterprise referenced in case study 2 is very happily a CIC (Gibbs
2016). The hybrid nature of the legal structure allows these organisations to take on private
funding by allowing equity to be sold to investors, in addition to raising charitable donations.
They could not do this if they remain a charity. CICs are ‘required by law to have provisions
in their articles of association to enshrine their social purpose through an ‘asset lock’, which
restricts the transfer of assets out of the CIC (Simprints 2015). For example, any transfer must be
for full market value to ensure that the CIC retains the entire value of the assets. If this cannot
be guaranteed, all assets must be passed on to another nominated nonprofit body’ (Simprints
2015). This precaution ensures that the assets always remain for the benefit of the community,
rather than the members in the event that the organisation is dissolved. Unfortunately, more
generally it seems that CICs are poorly understood and that the restrictions in place put off many
investors, apart from those who are familiar with the model.
But both the CIC and the 501(c)(3) model in the US are thriving (Simprints 2015) as ‘the CIC
structure provides a clear signal to investors that the enterprise operates for the benefit of
the community, and that this social purpose is protected by appropriate regulation’ (Simprints
2015). A CIC may convert into a charity if it is already established as a CLG, or it may voluntarily
dissolve – but once established it may not convert into a standard limited company
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A CLS is the most common form of incorporated private sector businesses. It is a highly
flexible model and can and has been adapted to suit for profit for purpose organisations. To
incorporate a CLS, ‘ share capital is divided into shares of fixed amounts which are then issued
to shareholders and they become the owners of the company’ (Simprints 2015). A CLS can be
adapted to companies that ‘consider a commercial approach to be a key step in maximizing their
social impact’ or that have found that they have outgrown the CIC model and find it easier to
attract further investment as a CLS, such is the case with SolarNow the third case study (Ruster
2016).
An example of a nonprofit CLS is Simprints Technology. It is a ‘nonprofit tech company
committed to improving the lives of the poor by using their low cost, rugged fingerprint
scanner and open source android application to accurately link people to their digital records’
(Simprints 2015; Norman 2016; Galbraith 2016). They spent a great deal of time choosing the
right structure for the impact they wanted to make. In the end, to improve their ability to raise
money, Simprints chose a hybrid legal structure through a ‘100% asset lock in their articles of
association, preventing dividends and the sale of equity outside of impact investment, and
mandates that its assets go to a charity if the company ever winds up’ (Simprints 2015; Norman
2016).
Two examples of non-asset locked CLS, for profit for purpose, companies are d.light and
SolarNow - the topic of the third case study. d.light is dedicated to providing the most reliable,
affordable and accessible solar lighting and power systems for the developing world, reaching
100 million people by 2020 (Acumen 2016). They have sold 10 million solar powered products,
developed in a bid to eradicate the blight of kerosene lamps, to 62 countries, improving the
lives of over 50 million (d.light 2016). They chose to set up as a CLS so that they could take
‘full advantage of the financing channels available to private companies while maintaining a
clear focus on their core social mission’ (Simprints 2015; d.light 2016). According to their CEO
they ‘always believed that we needed to create a financially sustainable and profitable model
for renewable energy solutions that could leapfrog kerosene lanterns other off-grid energy
alternatives’ (Simprints 2015). They have been inarguably successful and their scale has started
the ball rolling on systems change where their technology has made going straight to solar
power, bypassing the grid, for those 1 in 7 people without access to reliable electricity a real
possibility (Acumen 2016).
4.2: The challeges of funding a nonprofit in 2016
It’s important to talk about funding because it is a huge distracting challenge and the key reason
that nonprofits hide behind for the use of the word beneficiaries, rather than customers.
According to a recent report by Oliver Wyman and Seachange Capital Partners only 30% of
US nonprofits can be considered ‘financially strong”—and ‘many trustees do not understand
the financial condition of their organization or how it compares to its peers’ (Roberts et
al 2016). In a phenomenon referred to as the ‘nonprofit starvation cycle’ 75% of all U.S.
foundation grant making is restricted (Gregory & Howard 2009; National Committee for
Responsive Philanthropy 2011) as ‘many donors, don’t want to spend money on back-end
costs like buildings, equipment, leadership training, and salaries, when they could put cash
directly toward a field project to make a tangible impact on the cause - even though it’s like
backing Google to roll out a search engine but not backing the servers and engineers to
support it—they put restrictions on their donations’ (NCRP 2011). This rigidity forces some
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CEOs to report one budget to the funders and one to the organisation and is hurting the
long term sustainability of these organisations.
Bridgespan and others suggest that although nonprofits generally have a good
understanding of their revenues, knowledge about costs can sometimes be less robust. This
is particularly the case when it comes to the true, all-in costs of providing services, running
programs, and otherwise operating the organisation. As Save the Children has learned,
sometimes the back-end budget doesn’t have any wiggle room. Because their indirect costs
aren’t fully covered, the group ends up having to cover the deficit with between $12 to $18
million of their ‘unrestricted funding’ funds annually, the report notes (Bridgespan 2015).
Certainly the mindset and preferences of donors and philanthropists can take some of the
blame for the perpetuation of this starvation cycle, but could this unreasonable demand be
countered if these nonprofits were better able to prove their impact beyond purely financial,
or effectiveness metrics? Or if they chose to focus on raising trading revenue, rather than
donations, via the provision of services to their beneficiaries?
Organisations like Guidestar and Charity Navigator claim that the reason is ‘the false conception
that financial ratios are the sole indicator of nonprofit performance’ (Bridgespan 2015). As
outlined above, the impact of a nonprofit is in no way linked to financial ratios or pure
fundraising power. By placing themselves at the mercy of funders and donors who have read all
the papers on the inefficiencies present in the nonprofit sector, and have their own idea about

how their money should be spent charitable nonprofits have doomed themselves to a less than
reliable flow of funding and to spending a great deal of time reporting on how fundraising
dollars are being spent, rather than focusing on delivering impactful services.
Newer models available to social enterprises and for profit for purpose businesses make these
organisations more attractive to larger, longer term investments, removing the panic, distraction
and pressure of having to meet a fundraising target year after year. 73% of social enterprises
earn more than 75% of their income from trade (Social Enterprise UK 2015). Allowing them
to proactively rather than reactively conduct development activities, fund R&D without it
going toward ‘overhead’ costs and build products that specifically meet the needs of their
beneficiaries. Over time shifting from a focus on beneficiaries to customers. Even without
changing the funding model, traditional nonprofits can start to work with design to increase their
empathy and put their end users at the centre of their world (and services).
Having all of the money that they needed for a 2 - 3 year period, allowed d.light, Simprints and
Solar Now to focus on improving their services and marketing these to their customers, rather
than trying to deliver services to beneficiaries, while at the same time selling the stories of
beneficiaries as marketing to funders and donors.
4.3: Findings from stakeholder and value network mapping exercises
Stakeholder mapping is a tool that is used by service designers and others to understand the
people, groups or organisations that have a director or indirect stake in an organisation because
‘they can affect or be affected by the organisation’s actions, objectives and policies’( Reason
2016). The concept of stakeholder was coined by the Stanford Research Institute in 1963. They
first defined stakeholders as ‘those groups without whose support the organisation would cease
to exist’ (Greenwood 2011). This definition has since been expanded to define stakeholders are
those who have a legitimate interest in a project or entity

Fig. 19 Oxfam Annual report 2015

For this paper I completed a stakeholder mapping exercise to identify the key stakeholders
that needed to be included in the value maps for each of the case studies. The data I used to
inform this exercise came from a combination of my primary research (interviews and site visits
with each of the key cases) and a review of existing literature including the excellent article from
Bloom and Dees on cultivating your ecosystem. The outputs from the original mapping exercise
can be found below.
Value is always created and destroyed within a network or ecosystem. Visualising a value flow
helps to create a better understanding of what value is and how and where it is created. Value
mapping as a technique helps a designer to understand, analyse and design ways of creating

Fig. 20 Bridgespan & Seachange
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Money - where the stakeholder donates or invests money or where money is paid in
exchange for a product or a service

Impact - where the stakeholder delivers products or service that result in a social
impact

Service / Product - where a product or service is delivered

Reputation - where reputation is built or destroyed

Trust - where trust is built or shared
Fig. 21 Original stakeholder map

Power - where power is exerted
and capturing value in services (Golnam, Viswanathan, Moser, Ritala & Wegmann). It allows the
designer to develop a set of criteria and use this to understand how value flows between the key
stakeholders within in an ecosystem. It provides a view of the bigger picture, while also helping
to identify and describe the nature of the key relationships within the system.
For this exercise I have adapted a tool from The Design Thinkers Network (2016) to group
and describe the key stakeholders, relationships, the network they belong to, POIs (point of
influences), the values that are being exchanged and how value flows through the ecosystem.
This process was completed to allow me to further understand, and demonstrate for the three
case studies in which context value is being created.
For this paper I have chosen to map how value is created using tangible and intangible sources
across the following 10 POIs:

Experience - where experience is shared between stakeholders

Marketing - where marketing is targeted by one stakeholder at another stakeholder

Advice - where advice is provided to a stakeholder

Information - where information is shared between stakeholders
Before providing the details of the value map, I will provide context on each of the case,
including their vision and mission, why they were founded, their business model, how impact is
measured and their value network map.
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Case One - Social Enterprise Isledon
Isledon is a social enterprise delivering youth and other services through a social enterprise CIC
model in Islington. As part of this case I visited Platform to observe the services being delivered
and interviewed a number of individuals involved including founder Jonathan Gibbs.
Vision, Mission and Values
Isledon was founded to provide services to the young people of Islington in a new way. The
focus on on services and operations where users are highly involved in producing the services
they receive. At their two main venues Lift and Platform the young people who attend the dance,
acting and other self development classes also take part in running the business themselves.

and youth workers employed by Isledon. The number and popularity of the services that are
delivered to the users, but also by Isledon on behalf of Islington council are also tracked and
measured They will admit that they do need to get better at being able to act real time on
customer or user feedback. Word of mouth is the best source of marketing for Isledon so they
also track the number and type of referrals to their locations. The referral rates are tracked as is
the overall popularity.
Isledon’s value network
Their value network map demonstrates how important their customers. In the case of Isledon,
an interview with Jonathan Gibbs demonstrated how their customers, sometimes called the users
of their services are at the centre of everything they do at Platform and Lift, taking part in the
delivery of services and acting as the informal marketeers.

Platform is branded as Islington Council’s creative hub for young people. It’s a creative space
where ‘Young people can come for personal help with apprenticeships, college applications,
CVs, looking for work, volunteering or developing projects. We have opportunities to develop
skills and experience for employment. Platform is also here to support with advice and guidance
on personal issues, lifestyle decisions and sexual health’ (Platform 2016).
How and why they were founded
Isledon Partnership was founded by Jonathan Gibbs in June 2010, after running Islington’s
leisure charitable leisure trust for six years. The contract to manage Platform, a drop in youth
centre, providing various classes and personal development activities to young people on behalf
of Islington Council was won in April 2011. Lift a similar, smaller venue followed later that year.
Here To Islington launched in January 2013 and Lift Kitchen in January 2014. In April 2015 they
were also awarded the contract to manage Rose Bowl in Canonbury.
Business model
Isledon is structured as a CIC to allow it to be easily wound down if their services are no longer
required. The CIC makes money and delivers impact in a number of ways. 50% of its income
comes from trading via the delivery of services of value to the youth of Islington (Gibbs 2016).
By delivering products and services on behalf of Islington Council, by renting out their spaces at
Platform, Lift and the Rosebowl for profit to local organisations for events and other initiatives,
while also requiring that these local organisations staff their events with the youth who attend
the centres to provide them with paid, local work experience. They also partner with like minded
organisations such as the Friends of the Rose Bowl who raise money on behalf of the enterprise.
They are co-owned by Trestle Arts Council.
Isledon has a core team of 16 full time staff and a further 30 part-time youth workers, duty
managers for each of the locations, catering staff and greeters. Many of the staff were the young
people who were customers at the Lift and Platform hubs.
How impact is measured
Impact is measured on a number of different levels. The number of young people who have
been impacted - approximately 100,000 to date. The scale and breadth to which each individual
has been impacted is also measured on a case by case basis by the individuals who are impacted
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Fig. 22 Original value map

Their most effective marketing tool is their existing users, so they want to make sure that these
users have experiences that they want to tell their friends about. This is shown in the value map
via the power, information and reputation transfers out into the community.
From a money standpoint, Isledon has been offered and declined donations that were either
from donors who were misaligned to their purpose or that were given with too many conditions.
Gibbs suggested in his interview that the irregular nature of such charitable donations or
philanthropy means that they cannot be relied upon as income sources. That’s why they much
prefer to rely on their trading income for their operational expenditure - doing this means they
retain the power to do what they think is right for their customers.
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Case Two - For Profit For
Purpose SolarNow

Business model
SolarNow commenced operations in Uganda in May 2011. They generate revenue through
the sale of solar related products and home systems and from the sale of solar systems to small
businesses. They make it easy for individuals to switch from kerosene lamps to solar lamps by
offering a payment plan of a similar size and schedule to what their customers were accustomed
to (buying smaller amounts of kerosene on a daily basis, rather than all upfront).

SolarNow is a for profit for purpose provider of solar products to customers across Africa. As
part of this case I spoke with Solar Now’s investors and their current Chief Marketing Officer.

Solar Now was founded as a Social Enterprise, but they found that they were taken more
seriously and it was easier to attract non impact investors, as a for profit for purpose, so they
changed their business model. They are working to become more innovative, responsive and
client centric, focusing in on improving the current pain points in their client journey.

Vision, Mission and Values
SolarNow is a Uganda-based company manufacturing and selling solar home systems. The
Company is addressing the widespread lack of access to energy, 1 in 7 people still don’t have
access to the grid and rely on kerosene lamps for their light, by not only providing an innovative
off-grid solar solution, but also a financing solution that allows customers to pay for the system
for a period of 18 months. Local presence through franchisee networks, maintenance and
installation of home systems as well as a two-year warranty are all unique to SolarNow.
How and why they were founded
Over 85% of Uganda’s population lack access to electricity. The low electrification rate of 15% is
due to the high infrastructure costs for on-grid connections (Acumen 2016). As grid expansion
fails to catch up with the growth in demand for electricity, solar energy is a sector that can
leapfrog traditional energy provision models through the provision of efficient, reliable and
clean energy. Living off the grid is dangerous, kerosene gives off fumes that are responsible for
more deaths per year than malaria, tuberculosis and HIV combined (Novogratz 2016). The lack
of connections to the grid create a real opportunity for companies to provide high-quality solar
home systems. However, lack of end-user financing to afford solar home systems and lack of
strong distribution networks through which to sell the systems create bottlenecks to ensuring
that rural Uganda can also enjoy high quality power.

How impact is measured
SolarNow tracks all of the typical customer metrics that you would expect to be tracked by client
including the number of units sold, share of wallet by household, customer retention, satisfaction
and referral rates. They can also assume that for every home system or solar power light they
sell they are removing the need for dangerous kerosene powered lamps. They have so far sold
4,100 solar home systems across 43 franchisees. With this investment, SolarNow will focus on
fulfilling the growing demands of its existing clients, expanding to new franchises in underserved areas of the country, and preparing to expand into Kenya and Tanzania. By providing
access to clean energy and the provision of end-user financing, SolarNow is projected to impact
over 3.8 million lives cumulatively in East Africa by 2018.

Fig. 24 SolarNow impact

SolarNow’s value network map

Fig. 23 Ruster 2016
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Fig. 25 Original value network map
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The key to the SolarNow value map are the customers. The business was funded via a series of
impact investors and now commercial investors, but they retain the power to do what they want
with the money that is provided. The money is also provided upfront or via a payment schedule,
which alongside their trading income, gives SolarNow the space to plan how the money will be
spent, on research and development, customer outreach or market development activities.
Although they appear sophisticated online, their marketing is quite basic and based on word
of mouth and face to face sales teams. Their reputation with their customers is key, as word of
mouth marketing is powerful when it’s positive and can destroy businesses in this market, when
it goes the other way. Solar Now also offers financing arrangements to allow their customers
to purchase solar products in a way that suits them, which has been a huge barrier to entry for
many individuals who would have liked to switch away from kerosene to solar powered products,
but could not save the money required to pay for the whole product all at once. They also offer
local merchants the ability to add to or create their own small businesses by installing Solar Now
generators to offer power to other families or local merchants in the area. They are working on
improving the way they deliver this increasingly complex range of services to their customers,
by examining the existing pain points in their customer journey maps.

Case THREE - Nonprofit donor funded
Heartfelt connector model
There is a huge variety of models within the nonprofit sector, mostly linked to how the
organisation is funded, rather than how services are delivered. For the purpose of this report
I will focus on one particular type of nonprofits, termed the heartfelt connectors (Foster, Kim,
Christensen 2013).
Vision, Mission and Values
Heartfelt connectors are founded to raise money for a particular cause primarily in the
environmental, international and medical research areas. They are different to nonprofits who
connect people through a common interest and are more about ‘building explicit connections
between volunteers through special fundraising events’.
An example in the cancer sphere is The Susan G. Komen Foundation. ‘Established in 1982,
the Komen Foundation works through a network of 125 affiliates to eradicate breast cancer
as a life-threatening disease by funding research grants, by supporting education, screening,
and treatment projects in communities around the world, and by educating women about
the importance of early detection. The foundation’s mission has a deep resonance with many
women, even though its work may never benefit them directly’ (Foster, Kim, Christensen 2013).
How and why they were founded
Heartfelt connectors grow large by ‘focusing on causes that resonate with the existing concerns
of large numbers of people at all income levels, and by creating a structured way for these
people to connect where none had previously existed’.
Business model
The model is typically funded entirely by charitable donations and fees. The average donation
is $33 but they have a wide, growing supporter base, most of their donations come via the
Susan G. Koman Race for the Cure, which engages over 1 million people via approximately 120
running races each year. ‘From 1997 and 2007 the Komen Foundation’s annual fundraising grew
from $47 million to $334 million’. Its major fundraising vehicle is the Susan G. Komen Race for
the Cure.
How their impact is measured
The effectiveness of their organisation is focused on the money they are able to raise for the
cause, which is based on awareness, engagement and participation numbers. Ultimately their
effectiveness on ending breast and cervical cancer is hard to isolate given the large number of
other players in this market. However, their effecti. A good case for these kinds of organisations
is the ALS Association who raises money for ALS research. The money raised by the ALS
Association, from the high profile Ice Bucket challenge has just been shown to have funded a
groundbreaking discovery (Woolf 2016).
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delivery of services to beneficiaries that are donor driven, rather than aligned to the expressed
or latent needs of the beneficiary. Sometimes what the beneficiary needs is not palatable to the
donors, so they are rebranded to make them more palatable, rather than focusing on what the
beneficiary really needs (Yung 2016).
An illustration of how these needs are interpreted by donors versus users on The National
Campaign, shown in appendix 1, shows how different services can be when they are designed
for donor versus beneficiary needs (Smart Design 2016).
It’s interesting to note that many heartfelt connectors provide advice, rather than specific
services to their beneficiaries and that in some instances, they may not even have a direct
involvement with the beneficiaries. They can also have a close relationship with academics as
they fund their research. Industry bodies make a huge impact on these organisations as well. In
the UK the National Council for Voluntary Organisations and charity assessors such as Give Well
and Just Giving have a huge impact on the ability of heartfelt connectors to raise money and
influence the ways in they are able to raise money and operate their organisation.

4.4 Analysing the results of the stakeholder analysis and value network mapping

Fig. 26 Original value map

Value network map
The key stakeholder in this value map is the donors. They are the focus of all of the
organisations marketing efforts and hold the power to make or break the organisation. The
other key differences is the absence of customers and presence of beneficiaries. This is a key
distinction that heartfelt connectors are very specific about. To quote Foster, Kim, Christensen
in the Stanford Social Innovation Review ‘ beneficiaries are not customers’. Some of the reasons
they cite to defend this practice, is that they believe ‘that running a nonprofit is generally more
complicated than running a comparable size for-profit business’. They also believe that ‘when a
for-profit business finds a way to create value for a customer, it has generally found its source of
revenue; the customer pays for the value. With rare exceptions, that is not true in the nonprofit
sector. When a nonprofit finds a way to create value for a beneficiary (for example, integrating
a prisoner back into society or saving an endangered species), it has not identified its economic
engine’ (Foster, Kim, Christensen 2013).
This notion of the beneficiary is an embedded mindset that places the heartfelt connector
model in a position of a ‘saviour’ of the beneficiary, rather than empowering them in a way
to save themselves and removing the need for the heartfelt connector to continue to raise
money to ‘save’ them. As noted in a variety of academic publications including those from
Effective Altruist Will MacAskill and Adam Forrests’ ‘Kill your Charity’, this saviour mindset, can
have unintended, negative consequences for the beneficiary and their community, including
disempowerment and donation dependence that can leave them in a worse place than where
they started (MacAskill 2015; Forrest 2015). This focus on the donor over beneficiary, when the
marketing and metrics are about the donor can lead to mission drift. It can also result in the
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A table below outlining a summary of differences between the value maps for each of the three
cases across the 10 POIs can be found in the table below. This is not a summary of all of the
interactions on each of the maps.

Value POI
Money

Case 1 Isledon Social
Enterprise
Provided by partners in
exchange for the delivery of
specific services
Raised via the provision of
products and services to
customers / users

Impact

Delivered by the provision
of services to the young
people of Islington and
measured on an individual
(development of the young
person) and macro scale
(numbers of young people
impacted across Islington)

Case 2 Solar Now
For Profit For
Purpose

Case 3 Nonprofit
Heartfelt connector

Provided by commercial
and impact investors

Provided by donors and
intermediaries

Raised via the provision of
products and services to
customers

Distributed to beneficiaries
and academics

Delivered by the provision
of solar products that
eliminates the need for
kerosene lamps and for
access to the electricity
grid. Impact is measured
on a macro (changes to the
energy market, decrease in
the need for grid access,
increase in the number of
people accessing electricity
they need to study, or cook)
and micro scale (impacts on
individual customers)

Delivered by providing
advice or services to
beneficiaries or passing
funding on to academics
for research purposes.
Measured on a macro scale
by numbers impacted and
funds raised
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Value POI
Power
Trust
Experience
Reputation

Case 1 Isledon Social
Enterprise
Power is evenly distributed
between Isledon and the
customer. There is limited
power in the hands of a
donor or investor, given
that most of the revenue is
trading revenue.
The word of mouth
marketing model means
that the reputation of
Isledon is built and
maintained by the standard
of services it provides to
the the users.

Advice
Information
Marketing

Power is held in the
hands of the organisation.
Investors such as Acumen
provide expert advice on
scaling and service delivery
in the Ugandan and other
African markets, but the
power to implement these
suggestions.
Reputation is important for
Solar Now, as their existing
customers are their best
sources of word of mouth
marketing.

In future, Solar Now is
focussed on implemented
more human centred design
practices and techniques
to hand more power to the
customers.

In future, Solar Now is
focussed on implemented
more human centred design
practices and techniques
to hand more power to the
customers in the design of
new products and services.

Advice and information
provided to and given by
the organisation to various
based on their experience.
Marketing is directed at the
customers, via social media
and word of mouth.

Advice and information
exchanged between
the investors and Solar
Now, academics from a
research and development
standpoint.

Information is provided
back to Islington Council
on how services are being
delivered and the impact
that is being made.

Product / Service

Case 2 Solar Now
For Profit For
Purpose

Creative services designed
to engage and develop
young people from across
Islington
Provision of spaces to
local businesses willing
to employ and develop
young people from across
Islington

Marketing is targeted
at existing and new
customers, to attract
them to try Solar Now, to
increase Solar Now’s share
of wallet or to encourage
the customer to access new
products or services they
don’t currently have access
to.
Solar oriented products
and services designed
for customers who aren’t
connected to the electricity
grid
Financing products and
services to allow customers
to develop their own solar
oriented businesses

Case 3 Nonprofit
Heartfelt connector
Power is with the donors, as
all the money comes from
them.
When it comes to
organisations like the ALS
Association or various
cancer charities, power is
also in the hands of the
academics or researchers
who choose how to use
the funds, based on their
expert experience.
Rarely is design used to
understand what it is that
the beneficiaries would like
the money to be spent on.

Advice and information
is provided to the
beneficiaries but also to the
donors to explain how their
money is being spent.
Marketing is focussed on
the donors to encourage
them to engage with the
cause and donate more,
but also to spread the word
about the cause within their
communities.

Comparing case 1 and 2 with 3, funding requirements place the power in the hands of the
donors, especially if the nonprofit is competing for donations or if the irregularity of donations
has the potential to distract them from making good use of the money they do raise. As
outlined above, this donor centricity underpins the concept that for donor driven nonprofits,
beneficiaries can never be customers. It’s is a common, vehemently defended argument,
but one that fails to acknowledge is the difference in mindset from the giver and the receiver
between someone who is handed something versus something they have paid for and see value
in, feel ownership of and can provide feedback on. The difference is about empowerment versus
and these nonprofits have the opportunity to change their model to empower their beneficiaries
as customers.
I would suggest that it is not the funding model that is prohibiting donor driven nonprofits from
changing the language and the dialogue, it’s their mindset and unless they change this mindset
and to move from ‘beneficiaries’ to customers, all stakeholders will continue to struggle. Below
I outline how service design can be used, not to change the funding model, but to change the
mindset and structure of these nonprofits to turn their beneficiaries into customers and improve
the sustainability of their services.
4.5: How service design can be used to help nonprofits connect with their beneficiaries by
treating them more like customers
Great service is subjective and can be independent of how the service is funded. Service design
dictates that services are always co-created by service users - the direct beneficiaries of the
service and service employees - the individuals who deliver the service. This idea of co-creation,
means that the service outcome will vary for each service user and one individual’s experience
of a service may be completely different than anothers. Service employees can do everything
to provide a good experience, but there are unknown factors each time that can ruin that
experience. A positive service experience considers and works to account for these situations.
(Reason 2015; Polaine et al 2016; Ross & Ruiz 2014).

Mostly donor oriented
services focused on
generating donations for
the organisation. In the
case of organisations like
Make-a-Wish, the services
are highly customised, but
also only granted if the
organisation is able to do
so

Fig. 27 Ross & Ruiz 2014
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The key benefit of service design is that it can be used to bring the front stage and the
backstage of the organisation together and oriented around the key beneficiary of the service. In
services, there are things the customer does and doesn’t see - frontstage and backstage (Polaine
et al 2016).
Despite the assumptions of donors who limit their funding to frontstage activities, the backstage
does just as much to shape the experience as the front. They help to deliver the service, play
an active and critical part in shaping the experience, and represent a company’s brand, as do
service partners that help to deliver the service (Polaine et al 2016; Ross & Ruiz 2014) .
Great service design delivers services that improve the relationship between the service user and
the organisation, increasing loyalty on both parts and improving the sustainability of impact. By
employing the following service design tools and techniques, I believe that nonprofits can act
their way into new thinking and change the mindsets that compel them to keep the power with
donors and relegate beneficiaries to a lesser status. Please note that this is only a summary of
these tools and techniques, for a full guide to each of these techniques, please refer to Service
Design: from insight to implementation.

1.

Complete a stakeholder map to identify who your key stakeholders are and the power
and influence each of these stakeholders have. Ask was this intentional? Ask do we
have beneficiaries or customers? Why is this?

2.

Create a value map, as shown in the case studies. This will help to further articulate
the relationships between these key stakeholders. Ask who should be included? What
are our key products and services? What are the key POIs for our organisation? Could
we treat beneficiaries more like customers? How could we tip the balance in this value
map to move the focus and power towards our beneficiaries?

3.

Use beneficiary observation and other data collection tools to create customer journey
maps, similar to the simple example used by Solar Now, across each of your products
and services. A customer journey map helps answer the following questions: how do
we entice service users? How do they enter into the service? What is their service
experience? How do they exit from the service? And how do we extend the service
experience to retain them as a repeat service user?

layered with the front and backstage people, policies, processes and technologies
that are responsible for delivering the services, both today and in the future. They
can really help to identify where the organisation is doing a bad job at considering the
needs of the customer, or serving the customer in a disjointed way.
5.

Complete a metrics and measures review. What gets measured gets done and
completing this will challenge what the organisation chooses to focus on. Ask: what
are the metrics you choose to measure and report on? Are they focussed on the
impact the organisation is making on improving the lives of the beneficiaries? Are they
about funding and attracting donors?

Nonprofits who fail to invest in their people or the infrastructure that they need because they
have given donors the power to starve them, are delivering bad service experiences. Nonprofits
who have designed services for donors, rather than beneficiaries are set up to deliver bad
service experiences. Bad service experiences bring frustration, pain, and suffering. However,
those nonprofits who use SD to design great services will be poised to make a great impact.

Using observation is important because it busts assumptions and biases by observing
what people actually do, rather than what you assume they are going to do or what
they say they are going to do. Mapping customer touchpoints, will show how and
when beneficiary interactions occur and the nature of these interactions. Changing
these interactions is the chance to transition beneficiaries into a new role as customers
by asking them for their opinion, involving them in the design of the service or
empowering them to provide feedback on the service.
Touchpoints are these exchange moments in which service users engage with the
service. They are also the way value is created and exchanged that leads to the
outcomes of a service. (Ross 2014). See appendix 2 for the 5 types of touchpoints.
4.
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Create a service blueprint to understand how the key services are provided. The
service blueprint usually starts with a simple version of a customer journey map,
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Section 5: Discussion and conclusion
In this section I will summarise the main findings of the research, before outlining the my key
recommendations for change and detailing where I believe further research into the topic should
be focussed.
5.1: Findings from the research
The nine key observations I have from the research I’ve conducted are listed below.
The problems that we need nonprofits to solve continue to grow. We need nonprofits
more than ever. New models are emerging, but these models are only serving to highlight how
traditional nonprofit models are more focused on raising money, than delivering great services to
their beneficiaries.
Challenges facing nonprofits are huge, they have to evolve to survive. High impact
nonprofits are out there ‘making markets work for them’ they aren’t relying upon pure altruism
to survive.(Grant & Crutchfield 2007). They are trying new things but they also aren’t constantly
reacting. But many large nonprofits suffer the same issues as corporates of their size, they are
status quo oriented, risk averse, slow to innovate and seemingly, more invested in their own
survival than solving the problem they were established to solve. Donors can see that.
Donors know that the model isn’t working, Donors have read all of the papers on how
inefficient nonprofits are and they have their own ideas about what they want to achieve and
these are often misaligned to what the beneficiaries actually need. But nonprofits hand them
the power to put limits on their funding by making them the customer and being unable to
prove that the money invested in the backstage activities, makes a difference to the front stage
services.
Newer models are capable of taking the power back and ensuring sustainable sources of
funding and making an impact. Ultimately, there is a fatal flaw in the nonprofit model that takes
the power away from the nonprofit and the beneficiary - treating donors as customers. When
donors are the ‘customers’ it is against their criteria that impact has traditionally been measured
and their feedback on the success or failure of programmes that has been taken into account.
Newer models treat the beneficiaries as customers as the donors as funders. This creates a
significant power shift and changes the mindset of the whole organisation.
Newer models have the customer at the core and many are ready to fold once the
problem has been solved. New models such as the CIC in the UK, are specifically designed
to be dissolved or to move onto the next problem once the problem is solved, or if the social
enterprise is no longer the right way to try to solve the problem. In the case of Isledon, if and
when the problem is solved they will dissolve. In the case of Solar Now, once their customers all
have lights, they will move with them up the energy curve to fridges and phone chargers. Could
you imagine Oxfam or Save the Children being comfortable with the idea of solving the problem
and closing up shop? This is not to say that the problems that nonprofits tackle can or will ever
be solved, but the mindset is different. Another key difference in many of the newer social
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impact models is that the end user is the customer and in most cases they pay for their services.
Even if it is a nominal amount subsidised by donors, that simple act of paying, makes a huge
difference to how the end user feels and it creates a new source of revenue for organisation that
helps it to become self sustaining, for as long as it is needed.
There is a difference between how you feel when you are treated like a customer, rather
than a beneficiary. People don’t want to be saved, they want to save themselves. The
difference between customers and beneficiaries is more than a funding model or mnemonics. It’s
an attitude and a way of delivering services. The current methods of programme implementation
within nonprofits are undeniably paternalistic (Mohamed 2012) and under this model beneficiary
implies dependence. Being called beneficiary makes a person feel differently, like they should
be grateful for the service, rather than empowered to comment on the experience and how well
it is or isn’t working for them.
Design can make beneficiaries feel like customers. Whatever the funding model, SD can be
used to help nonprofits undertand how they can treat their beneficiaries more like customers.
The tools are available, but they have to want to make the change. This doesn’t mean that
the beneficiaries dictate the programme, or that every programme needs to fulfill their every
desire, rather, that at least their important needs and barriers are taken into account and the
beneficiaries are treated with respect and dignity. If a nonprofit has decided that the donors
must continue to be the customers, it is a purely money raising vehicle and it should be clear
about that and let other service providers decide how to deliver the services in an engaging,
empowering and sustainable way.
Despite their protests about funding models prohibiting the change, nonprofits are
capable of treating beneficiaries, as customers, if they change their mindset. It is entirely
possible to treat these beneficiaries as customers. Because it turns out they will gladly pay
for decent service if it is priced fairly (Novogratz 2015). Sure some nonprofits may say treating
beneficiaries as customers is more difficult in the case of reactive, emergency aid situations. But
if we take Oxfam (Oxfam Annual Report, 2015) as an example, 37p out of every dollar is spent
on emergency response, while 42p is spent on proactive work. So even if nonprofits sought to
change their attitude toward their beneficiaries for only their proactive work, that could make a
huge difference to the impact of their organisation.
SD hasn’t been appropriately leveraged by the nonprofit sector. SD can be a way for
nonprofits to act their way into new thinking and change their mindset, by finding ways to
start to treat their beneficiaries more like customers. It provides tools for nonprofits to better
understand and empower beneficiaries, treating them with dignity and improving the service
experience, even if they don’t ever technically become customers. Providing a high quality
service experience is also one of the characteristics of high impact nonprofits and is a proven
way to endear customers to an organisation.
5.2: A new design oriented mindset is required
The key takeaway from this research is that nonprofits need to change their mindset. They need
to stop hiding behind the word beneficiaries and be clear about whether they exist to deliver
services or raise money. Choose one to focus on.
If the nonprofit exists to deliver services and make an impact, don’t assume to know what a
great experience looks like, use the SD tools listed above to understand what makes a great
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service and how the nonprofit needs to change internally to ensure that they can deliver a great
experience that is empowering and sustainable. One that avoids paternalistic assumptions and
makes beneficiaries feel like customers, even if they aren’t paying for the service. Everyone
deserves that, it’s a matter of dignity and empowerment. To quote Jacqueline Novogratz ‘when
we look at the poor not as people to fear or to fix, a world of opportunity opens. And whe more
we view low-income people with respect, as customers, the greater opportunity we have to learn
about our own potential as well’ (Novogratz 2015).
A new mindset requires new metrics, metrics that aren’t about size, or dollars raised, or how the
dollars are distributed. It requires metrics that are about the breadth and depth of the impact on
their customers and the community around them. New metrics that aren’t about measuring the
problem, rather than the solution. Metrics that are proactive in nature and focus at least some of
the nonprofit resources on anticipating problems and solving them before they take hold.
5.3: Where further research should be focussed
There is considerable scope for further research into how SD is being used within nonprofits
where it is not labeled SD. Experiments could be conducted with willing nonprofits who have
identified as primarily fundraising vehicles in how they can use SD tools to experiment with
splitting out their fundraising and service delivery arms, so that they can focus entirely on
fundraising and outsource the service delivery to another organisation.
For those nonprofits who are committed to fundraising and delivering services, there is research
that could be conducted into how to maintain the donor model and use the SD tools above to
turn beneficiaries into ‘non-paying customers’ or customers who are paying a subsidised amount
for their services.
Following on from this it would be very interesting to look into the changes in impact that result
from this mindset shift.
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Section 7: Appendices
Appendix 1 Summary of primary data sources

Type of
data captured
Interview

Primary purpose of
data capture
Understanding the
nonprofit sector

Secondary purpose of
data capture
Practical examples

Name, title

Anne

Organisation

The Self Agency

McCrossin,

Date

August

Interview

2016

Observation at

Consultant

Understanding the
nonprofit sector

Practical examples

Ugo Ikokwu,
Investment

Interview

Interview

Understanding the
nonprofit sector

Practical examples

Understanding the
nonprofit sector

Practical examples

Understanding the
nonprofit sector

Kate Hayes,

August

Investment

2016

July 2016

Melanie
Neill,
Head of
Partnerships

Big Society
Capital

July 2016

CEO

August

Gibbs

Isledon Arts CIC

2016

Evidence for Case
Study 1

How design is impacting

Toby Norman,
CEO

Simprints

July 2016

Evidence for Case
Study 2

How design is impacting
the nonprofit sector

Lorenn Ruster,

SolarNow

July 2016

Evidence for Case
Study 2

How design is impacting
the nonprofit sector

Jessica Martin,
Acumen

Investor in
SolarNow

July 2016

Evidence for Case
Study 3

How design is impacting
the nonprofit sector

Stefanie Yung,
Design Director

Smart Design

September 2016

Evidence for Case
Study 3

How design is impacting
the nonprofit sector

Nate Galbraith,
Associate
Director

Smart Design

August
2016

Interview

Evidence for Case
Study 3

Practical examples

Fabian
Llinares Koller
Enterprise
Development
Programme
Manager
Programme
Strategy and
Impact Team

Oxfam

August
2016

Interview

Evidence for Case
Study 3

Practical examples

Caty Batten,
International
Philanthropy
and
Partnerships

Oxfam

August
2016

Interview

Zahid TorresRahman

Business Fights
Poverty

Interview
Document review
Interview
Observation at

the nonprofit sector

CMO

the NY Design
July 2016

Studio
Interview

How design is
impacting the
nonprofit secto

Understanding the
nonprofit sector

Ashish
Kumar,
Design team

Dalberg
International

September
2016

Interview

How design is
impacting the
nonprofit secto

Understanding the
nonprofit sector

Camilla
Buchanan,
Social
Investment
team

Cabinet Office

August
2016

Interview

How design is
impacting the
nonprofit secto

Sally Spinks,
Design
Director

IDEO

August
2016

Interview

Understanding the
nonprofit sector

Dan Gregory,
Head of
Policy

Social Enterprise
UK

July 2016
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Date

Johnathan

the NY Design

Practical examples

Organisation

nonprofit sector

Observation at

Interview

Name, title

Understanding the

Document review

Echoing Green

Impact Lead

Practical examples

Secondary purpose of
data capture

Evidence for Case
Study 1

Interview
The Social
Business

Interview

Primary purpose of
data capture

Platform

to Nonprofits
Interview

Type of
data captured

Studio
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Documentation of the original value network mapping exercises
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Appendix 2

The difference between the donor and beneficiary point of view on The National Campaign

More on how design is being used in nonprofits
Wyatt, Brown, Amatullo and others would suggest that at the core of design for nonprofits is an
inherently optimistic attitude that the by centering the design process around the person that
you are designing for you can empower them to solve their own problems. Certainly the 11 case
studies featured in Leap Dialogues: Career Pathways in Design for Social Innovation suggest that
this is the case. At it’s best design can get to the heart of what really matters to people, rather
than what a study or a model suggests should be important to them. In essence design can
be the process that turns beneficiaries into customers, without needing to change the funding
model.
Design is being used to solve all of the issues that the nonprofit sector is facing. From poverty
eradication, to climate change, maternal health and income inequality, there are thousands of
examples of where design has been said to have been used successfully, according to whatever
measure the project team. The difficulty is, that while the design projects may be successful,
these are only projects what happens when the design team from IDEO.org, or frog, or Catapult
steps away? As mentioned above, it’s up to these organisations to maintain and deliver, how are
their organisations being changed to ensure that these well designed user centred services can
continue. One option is to develop and in-house design team similar to what has been done
in the innovation team at the United Nations or at the Policy Lab in the Cabinet Office or the
Enterprise Development Team within Oxfam (Fabian 2016).
One new organisation in the UK is trying a slightly different model of bringing traditional
nonprofits such as Oxfam, Save the Children and others together to start to use design to
innovate as a team. As mentioned in the previous chapter, charities, particularly in the UK
continue to rely on public giving as their main source of income. This is a huge issue because
giving as a percentage of household expenditure has remained flat at 0.4% for the past 25 years
(GoodLab, 2016). Designers like those from Good Lab UK are working with traditional nonprofits
to look for new ways to raise money to ensure that they can meet the demand for their services.
The 5 different types of touchpoints (Ross & Ruiz 2014):
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a.

People, including employees and other customers encountered while the
service is produced.

b.

Place, such as the physical space or the virtual environment through which the
service is delivered

c.

Props, such as the objects and collateral used to produce the service encounter

d.

Partners, including other businesses or entities that help to produce or enhance
the service

e.

Processes, such as the workflows and rituals that are used to produce the
service (this relates the people, place, props and partners) (REFERENCE)
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Appendix 3 The legal structures available to social enterprises in the US, sourced from
TrustLaw Connect 2013
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