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Daniela Papi

WHO: Daniela is Director of PEPY, an edu-
cational development organization based in 
Cambodia. 

WHAT: Having funded the construction of a 
school in Cambodia, Daniela and her friends 
realized that providing quality education 
would take more than building school and 
have worked to create an organization fo-
cused on leadership and capacity building. To 
provide a responsible tourism option and in-

crease understanding about development lessons, Daniela founded PEPY 
Tours. Read Daniela’s article, Much Ado about Scale on p44.

AUTHOR: William Easterly—while some of his conclusions are extreme, 
the first 100 pages of “White Man’s Burden” should be required reading for 
anyone working in the social sector

Andrew Kassoy and Beth Richardson 

WHO: Andrew Kassoy is co-founder of B Lab along with partners Jay Coen Gil-
bert and Bart Houlahan. Beth Richardson oversees the development of GIIRS, 
NC Business Development, and auditing for B Lab. B Lab is a nonprofit organiza-
tion whose mission is to create a new sector of the economy that harnesses the 
power of business to solve social and environmental problems. 

WHAT:  Andrew Kassoy and Beth Richardson are helping launch a new entity 
within B Lab called GIIRS which rates the comparative social and environmental 
performance of private equity/venture capital investments. B Lab’s vision is that 
GIIRS Ratings will make it easier for new investors to enter into the impact in-
vesting marketplace freeing up additional capital to flow to companies and funds 

generating positive social and environmental impacts. Learn more about GIIRS on p25.

AUTHORS: Beth’s favorite is Gabriel Garcia Marquez. Andrew loves Wallace Stegner.

Matias Echanove and Rahul Srivastava

WHO: Matias Echanove studied economics at the LSE in London and urban 
planning at Columbia University in New York. He is currently completing a Ph.D 
in participatory planning and information systems at the University of Tokyo and 
resides in Mumbai. Rahul Srivastava studied social and urban anthropology in 
Mumbai, Delhi, and Cambridge (UK), and later taught at Wilson College, Mum-
bai. He also writes fiction and splits his time between Mumbai and Goa.

WHAT: They founded The Institute of Urbanology and co-founded Dharavi-based 
URBZ with Geeta Mehta. Their writings on urban development, the informal econ-
omy, unplanned settlements, participatory politics, and information technology can 
be found on www.airoots.org. They share their perspective on the development of Dharavi, Mumbai’s largest slum, on p28.

AUTHOR: We’re both big fans of Ivan Illich.
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CONTRIBUTORS
In this issue, we asked, “Who’s your favorite author?” 

Sarika Bansal

WHO: Sarika is based 
in Mumbai and enjoys 
short stories, guerilla 
art, and hats. 

WHAT: Sarika is a 
freelancer focusing on 
international develop-
ment, microfinance, 
and Indian society.  She 
has previously worked 
in microfinance and in 
management consult-

ing. See her analysis of Thrust Funds on p36.

AUTHOR: It’s a toss-up between Isabel Allende, 
VS Naipaul, and David Sedaris.



out clause. The larger contract is the non-verbal one: given the 
risk involved, thrust fund investors are implicitly expected to 
trust their investees to make sensible life choices.

The three founders of Thrust Fund—Saul Garlick, Jon Gosier, 
and Kjerstin Erickson—believe this is a necessary step in the 
evolution of social entrepreneurship. As the world of social 
entrepreneurship matures, Garlick argues, we need to think 
more creatively about funding options. Thrust funds are a step 
in this direction: they allow investors to link up with a poten-
tial “superstars” in the social entrepreneurship world and to 
mentor them to achieve both financial and social impact. They 
also allow investors to invest directly in people rather than in 
organizations. 

While a thrust fund may sound exciting at first glance, we must 
ask ourselves: are they viable? What are the implications of 
an outsider taking equity in an individual’s life? Do these funds 
make sense for social enterprise?

First, let’s take a closer look at the numbers. Garlick and Gosier 
are each asking for US$300,000 equity, for which they will 
give the investor 3% of their annual income for life (Erickson is 
asking for, and offering, double this). For an investor to break 
even, they will each need to earn US$10m over their lifetimes. 
The three entrepreneurs in question are in their late twenties, 
and, assuming they retire in their late sixties, will work for ap-
proximately another 40 years. This means that they will need 
to earn US$250,000 per annum from now until retirement—
an amount earned by the top 1.5% of American households.

To be frank, it is doubtful that many social entrepreneurs will 
consistently earn this princely sum. Some investees may 
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Suppose that you are a socially-minded individual with 
US$300,000 of spare cash to invest. You want to invest in 
something socially relevant and, if possible, something unique. 
You do not mind waiting years before seeing your returns ma-
terialize; as long as your money is helping society progress, 
you consider your investment solid. Given these conditions, 
how would you invest your money?

Three young social entrepreneurs have boldly declared that, 
for investors with these criteria, they would be worthwhile in-
vestments. Unlike most up-and-coming entrepreneurs, they 
are not looking for investments into their organizations; rather, 
they are looking for investments into themselves. They are 
essentially asking for large upfront infusions of equity, which 
they will use as they see fit. In return, they are offering a per-
centage of their annual income--specifically, 3-6%--for life. 

“Thrust funds allow individuals like me to scale existing busi-
nesses, and to also use part of the funds towards my personal 
development,” says Saul Garlick, founder of the international 
non-profit ThinkImpact. “The investor is making a long-term 
relationship with someone he/she believes will succeed, re-
gardless of what they do.”

Thrust funds—or lifetime investments in a person—are struc-
tured quite differently from traditional venture capital invest-
ments. For one, the funds may be utilized however the inves-
tee chooses. This may include directing funds towards his/her 
current professional activities, but could also include traveling 
to conferences, starting new businesses, or earning a master’s 
degree. Second, mutual trust and respect lie at the core of the 
arrangement. The written contract is merely four pages long, 
and primarily discusses the definition of income and the buy-

Thrust Funds: 
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choose to supplement their entrepreneurial endeavors with a 
few years in the non-profit world, others may spontaneous-
ly decide to pursue a PhD, and still others may temporarily 
exit the workforce to spend time with their children. “The net 
present value of the potential investee is based on what the 
person will likely earn over the next 3-5 years, and not their 
lifetime,” says one venture capital investor. “Given how dif-
ficult it is to predict someone’s career choices and income 20 
years in advance, this model will have very high risk for the 
investor. Even if the investor is socially minded, and even if 
they adjust their financial expectations downwards, most will 
at least want to break even.”

The equation fares worse for in-
vestors looking to do more than 
break even. Investors—social 
or otherwise—primarily ben-
efit from fledgling organizations 
as they go to scale. In a clas-
sic case, the venture capitalist 
Kleiner (KPCB) achieved a 344x 
return from its 1999 investment in Google. Individual incomes, 
and particularly those of socially minded individuals, will rarely 
see this kind of jump. Even if a social entrepreneur hits upon 
the “next big idea,” it is unlikely for his/her personal wealth to 
scale in the same way.

Besides the financial risk, thrust funds also beg an ambigu-
ous philosophical question. By definition, investors are allowed 
some form of rights in their investments. In traditional invest-
ments, these rights would take the form of decision-making 
power in the investee organization. How would this translate 
with an individual? Do thrust fund investors have control over 
3-6% of an individual’s life choices?

Garlick claims that while his prospective investor will have 
rights to “mentor” his life choices, he/she will never control 
them. While this sounds logical, it may become messy in real 
life. Investors may inadvertently push investees to pursue more 
lucrative career paths, some of which may be antithetical to the 
investee’s interests. Others may prefer their investees to remain 
unmarried and childless for as long as possible, and still others 

may disapprove of their investee’s proclivity towards extreme 
sports. Once equity has been purchased, how many of these 
decisions does the investor have the “right” to influence?

A second moral question revolves around using money to 
measure the impact of social enterprise. The lifetime invest-
ment model has worked in the entertainment and mainstream 
entrepreneurial world, where investees are specifically look-
ing to make money. When it comes to social enterprise, how-
ever, the equation changes. On the SocialEdge blog, one 
commenter asked, “Would you invest in Gandhi? Desmond 
Tutu?”1  Many historical movers and shakers, he argues, have 

de-prioritized personal wealth to 
create large social impact. Given 
this, one may argue that money 
is not the correct metric to meas-
ure “success” in the social entre-
preneurial world. 

Financial and philosophical ques-
tions aside, there are also sev-

eral thorny—albeit more surmountable—legal issues at play. 
One lawyer asks, “What happens if an investee chances upon 
a large inheritance or gets lucky at Las Vegas? Such earnings 
technically qualify as annual net income.” Then comes the 
tricky issue of marriage: if the investee stops working, does 
the investor earn a percentage of the spouse’s income? If the 
investee gets divorced, does the investor earn part of the in-
vestee’s alimony or child support money? Before a thrust fund 
investment is made, it is crucial that such issues are resolved.

Let’s return to the question with which we began. How would 
you invest your hypothetical US$300,000? Would you use your 
time and energy to find tomorrow’s social enterprise superstar? 
Or would you see more impact through investing in a company? 
The answer is deeply personal, but may signal a paradigm shift 
in how the social enterprise world conceives of fundraising. 

- By Sarika Bansal, a freelance writer based in Mumbai.

1 SocialEdge. “Invest in me, Take my Equity.” January 2010. www.socialedge.
org/discussions/funding/invest-in-me-take-my-equity
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