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Summary 
 
The world may seem chaotic and sometimes overwhelming. However, there are movements and groups 
of individuals who are working to address societal problems in the world. Good intentions also have 
negative consequences, which can be lessened with proper ethical reflections on own biases and 
development of solutions, especially when using technology such as AI. Since such ethical reflection is 
so essential, the aim of this research was to understand what are the ethical practices and values behind 
the people leading companies and organizations who are leveraging AI in order to address societal 
challenges in the world. Fifteen case studies of social entrepreneurs were carried out as part of this 
research. These cases were then classified in different types, according to identified similar ethical 
practices as well as possible risks. Lastly, a list of challenges concerning business development and the 
context of developing countries was created. One critical take out of this paper is the understanding that 
AI technology will not solve all our problems. The main conclusion is that new technologies, especially 
AI, may bring benefits for humanity. For that to happen the problem must be identified correctly, 
responsible governance mechanisms should be in place, and cooperation amongst different stakeholders 
should be established. However, the most important aspect is behind an ‘ethical AI solution’ is an ethical 
culture and an ethical leader; to achieve this, awareness of the context and self-awareness are vital tools 
and mechanisms that should be promoted in methodologies and guidelines for the development of 
ethical and trustworthy AI, and for any Social Enterprise in general. Much work remains to be done, 
and more conscious individuals need to appear in order to achieve the levels of prosperity and equality 
that we envision.  
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Chapter 1  
Introduction 
Wherever we are, we cannot escape being confronted with social, environmental, political, and 
economic problems on a scale that seems overwhelming. The pictures and videos of war, terrorism, 
natural catastrophes, the hungry and the diseased may certainly promote resignation or a feeling of 
hopelessness and powerlessness. It is evident that we need to make changes, make decisions at a global 
level, but most importantly, we need to act towards addressing socio-economic challenges. This 
includes issues like global warming, elimination of poverty, and allocation of funds to education, 
economic development, and technological innovation.  

International efforts, such as the establishment of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) 
helped to create global awareness on these issues. Similarly, the evolution of more conscious 
corporations engaging in CSR1 has also risen across the globe. Likewise, phenomena leveraging on 
individuals and technology such as social entrepreneurship, social innovation, impact technology, 
tech4good are some examples of how people and organizations are responding to this alarming societal 
and environmental crisis. 

Socially conscious individuals have introduced and applied innovative business models and 
cost-effective solutions to address social problems (i.e., poverty, gender inequality). In developing 
economies, where resource scarcity and weak institutions severely limit the attention paid to severe 
social needs, these entrepreneurs have played a vital role in ameliorating adverse social conditions. 
However, ethical challenges arise in connection with this group of entrepreneurs, as social 
entrepreneurship may represent a “harmful marriage of opposing values” (Zahra, 2009, pp 527). 

 
On the technological side, one technology that unleashes massive (business) opportunities are Artificial 
intelligence (AI) (Davenport, 2018; Fast & Horvitz, 2017; Raconteur, 2018). The potential growth and 
broad application of the AI technology can have significant economic and societal benefits; however, 
also severe societal implications. Simultaneously, ethical challenges arise with their development. 

It is said that AI applications can alter institutions and institutional relationships, benefitting 
humanitarian and development issues resulting in increased individual and societal well-being (IEEE, 
2017). This suggests that, if used in the right way, and by those who strive for social progress, AI can 
become a catalyst for positive change. However, current discussions around the ethics of AI have 
increased, including warnings based on the potential harm to privacy, discrimination, loss of skills, 
economic impacts, and the long-term effects on social well-being (IEEE, 2017; Floridi et al., 2018). 

AI might disrupt systems and society in a way such as the industrial revolution did; however, 
inequality among and within countries might increase dramatically (Harari, 2018). These differences 
between high, medium and low-income countries, and between groups of people within the same 
countries, make it crucial to address the ethical challenges not only in the development of the technology 
but also in the development of the solution and business per se.  

Different guidelines and principles have been defined by experts, and by institutions such as 
the EU or OECD, however, it is essential to remember that no guideline can guarantee a proper 
application. It is the people behind the solutions and the development that make the final decisions and 
concerning the application and interpretation of those guidelines.  
 
Many societally conscious entrepreneurs, also known as social entrepreneurs, are now looking at 
technology, specifically at Artificial Intelligence, as a medium to solve and address critical societal 

 
1 CSR is acronym for Corporate Social Responsibility 
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problems around the world. This research investigates those social entrepreneurs who are leveraging AI 
for the benefit of society, specifically in the context of developing countries. I dive into their daily 
practices, concerns, and challenges, looking at what motivates or restrains them in their decisions and 
what ethical implications arise from this. 
 This research is relevant to the Innovation Sciences domain as it focuses on the intersection 
between ethics, technology, entrepreneurship, and international development. This research contributes 
to the limited literature on the ethics of social entrepreneurs (Harris et al., 2009; Zahra et al., 2009) 
especially in the context of developing countries (Zahra et al., 2008; Gasper, 2012, Goyal et al., 2013). 
Similarly, the ethics of AI is an emerging field; this research contributes to the understanding of how to 
develop AI solutions considering the ethics and the context of developing countries. 
 
The main research question of this research is: 

To what extent do social entrepreneurs (SE) developing AI solutions in the context of developing 
countries consider the ethical aspects of their solutions, their practices, and their technology 

development process?  
 

The main research question has the following sub-questions: 
1. What motivates a SE to start or run a social enterprise working with AI? 
2. What ethical practices and considerations does these SE consciously choose?  
3. What is the business model/financing mechanism that they employ? 
4. Which actors and institutions influence SE's values and decision processes? 
5. What common methodologies does SE use to start the venture and develop the AI solution? 
6. How does the context of a developing country affect the development of social AI solutions? 

 
To answer these questions, this research follows an exploratory approach by using in-depth case study 
interviews, which allows to have different levels of analysis. I analyse the practices and challenges of 
Social Entrepreneurs by drawing on concepts from ethics of technology, theory from ethics of social 
entrepreneurship, and insights from technology development and development studies, which are 
reviewed in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 outlines the methodology. Chapter 4 contains the case studies, 
categorization of every entrepreneur by practices and common business and contextual challenges 
amongst them. Chapter 5 contains a discussion and limitations of this study, proposing different avenues 
of research. I conclude with final remarks and recommendations for social entrepreneurs and actors 
interested on building sustainable and impactful AI-driven ventures, in low and middle-income 
countries. 
 

Fig 1. Illustration on the conceptual framework and layout of this thesis.   
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
In this research, I focus on the interconnection between development projects in developing countries, 
business creation and entrepreneurship, social impact, and technology development (specifically AI). 
Though many of these aspects have been present for a long time, they have also evolved throughout 
time. Similarly, every topic is a specific field and discipline of study, and they are all intertwined in 
different aspects. My intention as a researcher with this thesis project was not to become an expert in 
every area, but to master a general understanding of the foundations and the challenges of every field. 
This is reflected in the content of the report. Most importantly, the focus is on understanding the 
relevance and the interconnections among the fields. Thus, the following sections describe general 
context and concepts, opportunities and challenges from every field which are relevant for this 
intersection.  

As the main focus is on the ethical practices of the social entrepreneur, I first start by describing a 
general overview of ethics and decision-making process. This is followed by a summary and context of 
applied ethics of development, business ethics, and ethics of technology. This section serves as a way 
to introduce the following sub-chapters where I elaborate on a more in-depth perspective into 
developing countries, AI and social entrepreneurship. 

2.1 Ethics  
Our high paced technology might be good for the economy, but is it right to humanity and the world? 
As we are now entering an era of exponential technological development, we are also entering an era 
of fear, an unknown territory where some experts suggest that by 2045 there will be no clear distinction 
between human and machine, real reality and virtual reality (Kurzweil, 2005). These fears have raised 
some questions, and moral dilemmas, where conceding space for ethical reflections can allow us to 
question things such as what should guide our decisions: profit, environment or people? What decisions 
did we make as humans in order to reach a point where we might lose complete autonomy to robots? 
How did we end up at this point? Why are we even doing the things we are doing? What does it mean 
to be human in the first place? 

Ethics is not new; it has been part of humanity for a long time. If we trace back in time to the 
first civilizations, we can find traces of ethics and philosophy, questioning our essence, questioning 
how we think and act (Goodpaster, 2007 pp54). However, what is ethics and why do need it? Before 
diving into that, we must first define morality. 
 
According to van de Poel (2011, pp71) “Morality is defined as the totality of opinions, decisions, and 
actions with which people express what they think is good or right”. Ethics is the systematic reflection 
on morality. In other words, ethics entails taking a step back and reflecting on the opinions, decisions, 
and actions we agree as good or right as individuals or as a society.  

Often ethics concerns decisions where two or more positive moral values cannot be realized 
simultaneously. Ethical concerns never finish as values are in constant change, and are depending on 
the context and inconsistent for many individuals (Boddington, 2017). Ethics itself is not a manual with 
answers; it is only a way to reflect on questions and arguments concerning the moral choices people 
can make. Thus, ethics is more a mindset rather than a prescribed framework of right or wrong, and 
engaging in ethical reflections can increase our ability to cope with moral problems, regardless of 
whether they are technology-related or not. 
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According to Van de Poel 2011) there are four traits considered in morality. These four traits are 
important as they shape the reality; they are the foundations and rationale behind the decisions and 
actions of an individual or a society: 

● Moral values help us determine which goals or states of affairs are worth striving for in life, to 
lead a good life or to realize a just society. 

● Moral norms are rules that prescribe what action is required, permitted, or forbidden. 
● Moral virtues are character traits that make someone a righteous person or that allow people to 

lead good lives.  
● Moral autonomy expresses the view that a person himself or herself should (be able to) 

determine what is morally right through reasoning.  
 
If ethics is reflecting on actions and decisions, it is therefore essential to understand the decision-making 
process of a person when addressing an ethical decision. Van de Poel & Royakkers (2007) developed 
an ethical cycle to facilitate the moral decision-making process and understand the different phases an 
individual can go through when confronted with a moral dilemma.  

  
Fig 2 Ethical Cycle proposed by van de Poel & Royakkers (2007) 

 
A full description of every phase can be found in Van de Poel & Royakkers (2007) work; for this 
research what is relevant to understand is the importance of ethical judgement, as it is in this phase 
where moral acceptability of the options for action is judged. 

Van de Poel & Royakkers (2007) explain that there are two streams of ethical judgment, formal 
and informal. Formal moral frameworks are based on the main theories of ethical thought, which 
include: consequentialism, including utilitarianism, deontology and virtue ethics. However, it is 
improbable that an entrepreneur will reflect and base a decision quoting Kant (deontology) or Aristotle 
(virtue ethics). For that, the other two streams of informal frameworks appear: intuitive and dominant-
value. The intuitive framework indicates which option of action is intuitively most acceptable, and the 
dominant-value method is based on either an individually or a collectively preferred value in a specific 
case. For example, it is possible to argue that although making a profit is essential, the value that is 
really at stake is sustainability, hence the process of determining which value is dominant, can support 
the use of certain guidelines. (Van de Poel & Royakkers, 2007).  
 
Values, norms, virtues and moral autonomy shape our decisions and actions; however, when we are 
confronted with a moral dilemma, the reflection process undertakes a stage of ethical judgments that 
sometimes can be supported by theory, intuition or values. Theory and dominant values often support 
the design of guidelines and principles; especially in the development of technology and AI, several 
guidelines can be found; however, are these guidelines applied in practice? Are the ethical judgements 
of the social entrepreneurs or the developers the same as the academics developing the guidelines? 
 
2.1.1 Ethics of development 
The ideas of justice, equality, equality, wellbeing and the nature of the 'good' life are concepts which 
human beings have been preoccupied with since the days of Plato and Aristotle, but were given a new 
urgency and political explosiveness during the Industrial Revolution (Kitching, 2012, pp viii). If we 
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understand development as fundamental transformations including industrialization, urbanization, 
globalization and more for the improvement of human welfare (Gasper, 2017), then we see development 
projects all around, not only within countries but also amongst countries.  

Assuming that good intentions and improvement in human welfare is the goal, then why do 
inequality, poverty and injustice still exist? In principle, the gains from the use of a location’s resources 
and opportunities should bring benefits for all parties; however, in practice, this has not happened 
(Seelos & Mair, 2005). During the past centuries, many new development projects and technologies 
were deployed by ‘developed’ societies and countries; this resulted in an incredible growth of human 
power, but also in the differential distribution of power and good fortune between people, both within 
and between countries, as well as negative ecological impacts (Gasper, 2012).  
 
Drawing on Gasper's (2012) work, we know that processes of social and economic transformation 
involve significant risks and costs and great opportunities for gain. Still, the benefits, costs, and risks 
are unevenly distributed, and opportunities for participation in specifying what they are and their 
importance are also not fairly distributed. The previous leads to the three main themes in ethics of 
development:  

- Calculus of pain: 
- Planned pains: gains of some groups have been directly conditional on planned 

suffering for others (e.g., the suffering of slaves in the process of agricultural wealth, 
displacement of people to build a highway) 

- Unplanned pains: good fortune for some can generate unplanned suffering for others 
(e.g. job creation in a country led to job loss in another one) 

- Calculus of meaning: understanding that values and definition of meaningful life differ from 
context to context (e.g. considering also how far does the acquisition of and preoccupation with 
material comforts and services assure or jeopardize a meaningful life) 

- Calculus of sustainability: pain and meaning concerning unborn generations and the already 
born children who are not yet able to participate in societal decision-making. Taking their 
interests somewhat into account and respecting environmental fragility and constraints. 

 
According to Seelos & Mair (2005), we have seen that years of experimentation and efforts of 
multilateral development organizations have not led to any "blueprint" that would enable sustainable 
economic development on a global scale. The previous calls for change in traditional models of 
development and the involvement of the ethical reflection in it.  

Ethically speaking, when formulating a development project, we must understand that the 
choices we face are not between ‘without development’ and ‘developed’ but between many versions 
and styles of ‘development’ that differ in terms of behaviour, context, and values. For example, in a 
Japanese context having a social robot accompanying an elderly person might be perceived as 
development, while in Latin America that can be perceived as "underdeveloped" as it represents a lack 
of social capital. Attention to ethics is vital for choosing directions and also for understanding 
behaviour, benefits, costs, risks, formulations, participation, and options. 
 
2.1.2 Business ethics 
In business management, the mindset that companies needed to worry about the impact (positive or 
negative) they created was not a common conception. In the 1970s, a new revolution of conscious 
business started, with Corporate Social Responsibility (Carroll, 1991); this led companies into 
considering the negative impacts of their processes, products, and practices. In the past years, companies 
like Nike, Shell, and Coca Cola have also faced market anger, and scandals as their malpractices around 
the world were exposed (Porter & Kramer, 2006).  
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Nowadays, businesses are more conscious than before, creating new roles such as Director of 
diversity and inclusion, and marketing campaigns of awareness and positive impact; some of them are 
generating impact reports as well as profits reports. Correspondingly, international certifications like 
B-corporations, Fair Trade or Best Place to Work, are part of a global movement that promotes a 
positive impact on society, workers, the community and the environment in addition to profit (B 
corporation, 2019; Kim et al., 2016). In a like manner, Nobel Prize winner Muhammad Yunus, calls 
this mindset of aiming for profit and impact as "social business." 

“In a money-making business at the end of the year you ask the CEO, how much money have 
we made, the more money you make, the more excited you get; in a social business, at the end of the 
year you ask the CEO how much impact have we created" (Yunus, 2012) 

 
In his book Conscience and Corporate Culture, Prof Goodpaster (2006) an expert in Business Ethics 
describes the “state of mind” or “mindset” of individuals or corporates as a “set of habits and practices 
that are action-guiding and not merely thought-guiding" (p. 35). Mindsets involve decision-making that 
are bridges between reflection and behaviour, between thinking and doing. 

He describes three types of thinking that guide the actions and behaviours of individuals and 
corporations in the business world. Having different types of thinking is also aligned to the work from 
researchers in ethics of entrepreneurship, who agree that entrepreneurs exhibit cognitive heterogeneity, 
a clear example is that individuals vary in their sensitivity to moral issues, or their moral awareness 
(Harris et al., 2009; Reynolds, 2006).  

 
Goodpaster's’ three types of thinking are: 

Type 1- thinking: driven by self-interest: this type of thinker mainly look out for himself in a 
rational way, sometimes one way of doing so is to be respectful of other persons and the environment.  
 Type 2- thinking: driven by market-forces or law-forces: this type incorporates ethical norms, 
not through the logic of self-interest, but by responding to systemic constraints. These constraints could 
either be market forces (invisible hand) or legal forces (visible hand) guiding the business goals.  

Type 3-thinking: driven by conscience: this type embraces respect unconditionally. They, not 
only corporate self-interest is essential, and law and competition, but are also conscious and respectful 
for the rights and concerns of affected parties. 

 

 
Fig 3. Goodpaster’s  (2006) illustration of three types of moral thinking 

Consequently, Type 3-thinking definition suggests individuals have a different mindset, a conscious 
mindset, that “allows them to maintain a balanced pursuit of goals in an imperfect and often unjust 
world that is less than hospitable to the best intentions” (Goodpaster, 2006, pp33). For Goodpaster 
(2006), a conscious mindset, therefore, is the set of habits and practices that orchestrates tolerance, 
intellectual honesty, open-mindedness, sensitivity, perspective and the like. It follows from this 
observation that a conscience-driven mindset is difficult to exercise. It is for these reasons that the 
development of conscience involves civil, political, corporate and interpersonal efforts.  
 Lastly, it is important to emphasize that no matter how conscious a person or a company is, 
sometimes the observer may not share the same values as they do, nor understand the experiences and 
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facts behind their decisions, and can judge them for their actions. For example, a food company wishes 
to be more sustainable and would like to become plastic-free. After several meetings, they realized that 
introducing glass will create more risks in the production and packaging of the food and decide to 
address sustainability in other ways. For outsiders, without all information it would seem that the 
company does not care about the environment when, in reality, they are, but that only one specific 
change is not entirely feasible. 

2.1.3 Ethics of technology  
Franssen and colleagues (2009, pp 8) claim that technology is “an ongoing attempt to bring the world 
closer to the way one wishes it to be”. In other words, technology aims to change the world. In practice, 
we can see how engineers (who develop new technologies) are motivated to do so by delivering ideas 
for improvement, which, most of the time are taken by companies that make significant profits from 
these ideas; creating a technology-driven cycle (Franssen et al., 2009)   
 They suggest that the design process of technology itself plays a vital role in understanding the 
role that technology plays in society. Understanding the impact of a specific technology could be easy 
to determine if only it were simple to identify the one person, with the one motivation, to change a 
single problem. However, most of the time, what happens is that a societal agent points out a problem, 
and then engineers are invited to solve it. Many of these problems, however, are wicked problems, 
where it is not clear precisely what the problem is and what a solution to the problem would consist of. 
Having wicked problems "solved" by technology developed by outsiders has led to a technological fix 
phenomenon (Franssen et al., 2009) where we can question whether this solves the problem or whether 
it was the best way of handling the problem. This raises several questions: whose wishes concerning 
what the world should be like are realized in technology? Are the engineers responsible for it? Are 
companies? Where does this technology come from? What were the motivations behind it? 

Even though discussions around technology have been present since Aristotelic times, it was not until 
recent years that the ethics of technology as an independent discipline started. Franssen et al. (2009) 
suggest this might have happened because, for many years, humanity saw technology as something 
independent from humans. The perception was, and sometimes still is, that technology is a neutral 
instrument that can be put to good or bad use by its users (this is known as neutrality thesis). Hence 
ethics remained within the human boundaries only. . 
 In recent years new perspectives on the relationship between technology and humans arose; one 
is by professor Langdon Winner (1980, pp127), who claims that:  

“[…] Consciously or not, deliberately or inadvertently, societies choose structures for technologies that 
influence how people are going to work, communicate, travel, consume, and so forth over a very long 
time. In the processes by which structuring decisions are made, different people are differently situated 
and possess unequal degrees of power as well as unequal levels of awareness”.  

In other words, technology is giving shape and order to how societies work nowadays; therefore, it 
plays a vital role in how we are structured. Winner (1980) concludes that technological innovations are 
similar to political foundations or a change in legislation that builds a framework that will withstand 
many years; for that, it is equally important to give careful attention to the design and development of 
technologies. 
  On the same line, professor Verbeek (2009) explains how, the way technologies are used today, 
help to shape the context in which they function, co-shaping new practices and new ways of living. 
Technology is now an extension, is a mediator between the user and reality. One example is phones, as 
we perceive another person's voice through them, or WhatsApp or Skype as we communicate through 
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them, and the way they are designed to portray image, sound, voice, they all play a role in how we 
perceive the reality. Therefore, “technologies play an important role in human practices and 
experiences, in moral actions and decisions, and in the quality of our lives” (pp64). He stands on the 
firm position that technologies are intrinsically involved in moral decision-making. This does not imply 
that they are moral agents that can be taken to be accountable for anything by themselves. However, he 
does imply that moral autonomy needs to be understood as a fundamentally hybrid affair between 
humans and technology.  

As we described before, one of the four attributes in morality is moral autonomy, but little by little, we 
see how people are outsourcing decisions to digital technologies. Similarly, technology also plays a 
vital role in it; influencing the way we order and structure ourselves. In this case, the entrepreneurial 
world has also been influenced by technology. We are also following structures and systems that are 
defined by the use of technology. Even if we have conscience-driven entrepreneurs, to what extent are 
they taking decisions themselves or are part of a more significant power structure as proposed by 
Winner?  

In conclusion, ethical reflection is crucial when addressing wicked and complex problems. When a 
conscience-driven individual wishes to address a societal problem, he or she must also be aware that 
values and context vary. But most importantly, he or she must determine whether even the solution is 
helping to achieve a meaningful life of its users in the first place. They should be aware of their own 
values, surroundings, structures and systems, that guide their own decisions.  
 The protagonists of a solution could ask themselves questions such as: how do they know that 
their solution is the best? What are the pains their solution creates? What are the values in the context 
where they are developing the solution? As a company, what is guiding their decision-making process: 
Intuition, values? What methodologies are they using, where were they designed? How are they 
influenced by their environment?  

Some of the previous questions are adressed in the following sections, where first an overview of 
experiences with development projects and characteristics of developing countries is made. This is 
important as it allows us to understand the thinking (discourse and values) and acting (resources and 
mindset) in a particular country. Following this, an overview of the AI context is made, as well as the 
common trends, challenges and ethical concerns. This allows us to understand the mindset and context 
many of the entrepreneurs and developers have, when developing an AI solution. Finally, an overview 
is made of what Social Entrepreneurship entails, with this, the understanding of resources, challenges 
and motivations of SE are explained, which allows to dive deeper into the mind of the main actor of 
this research. 
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2.2 Development projects and developing countries.  

2.2.1 Developing countries 
When we talk about ‘developing countries’ different descriptions and terminologies can be found: the 
Global South, emerging economies, low-income countries and the (nowadays) less politically correct, 
Third world or backwards societies. Concerning the classification of countries, the World Economic 
Situation and Prospects (WESP) report from the UN classifies all countries of the world into one of 
three broad categories: developed economies, economies in transition and developing economies.  

The World Bank (2019) classifies countries by region, and per income per capita, having three 
categories: low, middle (lower and upper) and high income. Although some countries can be 
categorized in different categories depending on the organization, developed economies and/or high-
income economies are most of the time all European countries (region), United States, Canada, Japan, 
New Zealand, and Australia. For this research, the focus will be on all the other countries, using the 
terminology of developing economies and low middle-income countries interchangeably.  

Even though culturally and geographically developing countries are different from each other, 
they do share common characteristics such as complex societies, lack of well-functioning formal 
institutions, economic divides, and societal divides among other aspects (Goyal et al. 2013).  

2.2.2 Development projects 
Similarly, in the context of developing countries, the term ‘development' is often used. Development 
can be defined as fundamental transformations including industrialization, urbanization, globalization 
and more; as planned intervention; as improvement in human welfare; or as the expansion of valued 
available opportunities (Gasper, 2012).  

This concept suggests that a developing country needs development. In other words, it requires 
an intention to transform or improve a particular area and population. However, as discussed in the 
‘ethics of development’ section, this thinking has led to the belief that some countries are more 
developed while others are undeveloped. Until today development focuses solely on material 
dimensions and mostly forgets about non-material aspects, especially as referring to suffering due to 
exclusion or marginalization in the process of economic development (Sassen, 2014).  
 
For years development projects have been funded in low and middle-income economies. Even though 
some gaps have been addressed to some extent, the gaps are still there. The differences between high 
and low-middle income economies, and also within every country, are still there (Piketty, 2015). 

Development is a complex process and cannot be ‘programmed' through linear interventions 
(Easterly, 2001; Andersen & Esbjerg, 2012). More than thirty years ago, Rondinelli (1982) noted that 
delays, cost overruns, changes in objectives in development projects, are usually attributed to 
inadequate design, analysis, and administrative control. He emphasized the inherent unpredictability of 
many of the problems and the fact that rigid designs, rational analysis, and planning procedures may 
themselves be the source of many problems (Rondinelli, 1982). From this follows that a new era of 
design and development projects needed to occur. 
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2.2.3 New era of development 
We know that important decisions must be made at a global and national level in order to address socio-
economic challenges around the world, such as global warming, poverty, lack of education. The aim 
should be to balance economic growth and social development for all with the ability of the natural 
environment to sustain human life on this planet.  

What is clear is that the way we perceive and design development projects should change. 
According to Seelos & Mair (2005), the main argument is that sustainable development cannot be 
designed or achieved merely through supply and central administration of resources and top-down 
implementation modalities. What might be needed is a fresh approach to find solutions and change the 
systems that produced the problems in the first place.  

As a global response, international organizations are striving to define frameworks that enable 
local actions to result in the form of global sustainable development. As an example, the UN launched 
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), as an international framework to work and collaborate 
towards the same goals (UN General Assembly, 2015). Worth noting is that development process 
towards defining the SDGs was quite participative. In stark contrast with the previous Millennium 
Development Goals which were formulated in a highly top down manner (Baker, 2006) 

 
At the individual level, individuals are taking action, creating a phenomenon of social 

innovators and social entrepreneurs around the world. Especially in the context of developing countries, 
‘social entrepreneurs’ are vital in solving social dilemmas in innovative and entrepreneurial ways 
(Seelos & Mair,  2005; Perez de Mendiguren Castresana, 2013; Zahra et al., 2008). These entrepreneurs, 
therefore, build hope and optimism from the ground up by focusing on what is achievable locally. 
Through sensible experimentation and discovery, social entrepreneurs often grow their initiatives to 
unexpected scale and scope and change our concept of what is possible along the way.  

Likewise, the rise of disruptive technologies has led to a new dimension in terms of how 
technology can be leveraged to create social and environmental impact. Concepts such as Tech for good, 
Impact technology, and Civic-tech2 are some of the different movements and terminologies that are 
assuming increased relevance to create impactful solutions with the use of technologies.  
 
Even though we have seen how little has changed over the years, we are also living in an exciting time. 
Some individuals are becoming empowered, technology such as 5G, Big Data, renewable energy (which 
enable AI) are becoming more powerful and cheaper, and social awareness about social problems seems 
to be arising. We must understand that global challenges need global cooperation with the local context 
and that new technologies might create a new wave of inequalities if we do not prepare for that. The 
societal challenges we are living as humanity can be addressed in a positive and impactful manner, if 
we change our perception of development and if we consider the implications and hidden costs of our 
solutions.  

 
2 Civic Tech is technology that enables engagement, participation or enhances the relationship between the people and 
government by enhancing citizen communications and public decision, improving government delivery of service, and 
infrastructure (Civic Tech, n.d.) 
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2.3 Artificial Intelligence  

2.3.1 Understanding AI 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) has been around for nearly 50 years; John McCarthy and colleagues brought 
the term in 1955. To the general public, and perhaps due to pop-culture, AI is related to this future 
where robots take over the world and kill us all. However, we are genuinely far apart from that dystopian 
future, especially as AI capabilities are quite “dumb” at the moment. 
 The distinction between what AI is, and what it is not, is not very clear. This is because AI does 
not have one single dimension as, for example, temperature does. AI is complex and has different 
dimensions; for example, it is not the same intelligence used in the spam filter on our mails, as the AI 
used for movie or song recommendations on Spotify or Netflix. AI is therefore not a countable noun, it 
is more a discipline, which encompasses a collection of diverse concepts, problems and methods to 
solve them, including disciplines such as philosophy, mathematics, economics, neuroscience, 
psychology, computer engineering, cybernetics and Linguistics (Russell & Norvig, 2006). To McCarthy 
et al. (1955) AI is the study that breaks downs elements of intelligence into small steps that can be 
described or transferred into code. Thus, AI can solve well defined and isolated problems, one at the 
time, but faster than we humans do. 

Today as in September 2019, any cognitive process that takes a human under one second to 
process is a potential candidate for AI (NG, 2017). Consequently, an AI system can solve one, narrow, 
very specific task, for which it is trained very well; this is also known as "narrow AI". We can find 
narrow AI everywhere around us: Google search bar, Google Maps, translators, recommendation 
systems. However, these narrow AI algorithms are far away from the dystopian visions of what 
researchers have called “Artificial General Intelligence". For some, AGI can be understood as Global 
Brain, with open-ended intelligence (Montes, 2016). However, this term remains only in theoretical 
grounds and is not clear on what does it represents and entails. Professor Fridman (2018) from MIT, 
claims that “we are very far away from resembling human level intelligence”. Mainly because (1) data 
processing costs are too high and (2) we have not yet developed the mathematical knowledge that can 
replicate the complex data processing of the human brain (which is one of the steps towards AGI). 
  
There are different approaches to develop a narrow artificial intelligence, Russell and Norvig’s (2006) 
book showcase the history of AI and all the different approaches to developing them. However, it 
appears that Machine Learning and Deep Learning are amongthe most common approaches among 
entrepreneurs as they have been the ones pushed by Silicon Valley's companies (Montes, 2019). 

 
Machine Learning (ML) systems are systems 

that can advance their performance due to gaining 
more “knowledge” and experience from data for a 
particular case. These systems employ data, identify 
patterns and generate models through a set of 
methodologies/techniques. So, ML systems have the 
capacity to "learn" and to modify or define decision-
making rules by themselves.  

Deep learning systems refers to a specific ML 
technique that employs “neural networks” in the 
learning process; these systems use different layers of 
simple processes which are connected by a network, Fig 3. Illustration of the different types 

and common of techniques of AI 
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imitating the way neurons in human brain function. This results in more complex machines that need 
less amount of data and can also learn and make decisions rules by themselves. However, for these 
types of techniques it is often difficult to explain how their decision-making process works, creating a 
problem of “black box”.  

2.3.2 Opportunities and Challenges in AI systems 
AI in the convergence with other technologies like 5G, big data and cost reduction in data storage, has 
made possible for experts to bring to life many of the dreams they have. Used for good, AI can improve 
the way we live in areas such as medicine, education, agriculture, transportation. (IEEE, 2017; Fast & 
Horvitz, 2017; Raconteur, 2018; Davenport, 2018)  
 On a broader level, Floridi and colleagues (2018) (fig X), developed an overview of the four 
core opportunities for society that AI offers. They are four as these four points address the fundamental 
aspects of the understanding of human dignity (Floridi et al., 2018). These aspects are whom we can 
become (autonomous self- realization); what we can do (human agency); what we can achieve 
(individual and societal capabilities); and how we can interact with each other and the world (societal 
cohesion). In each case, AI can be used to nourish human nature and its possibilities, hence creating 
opportunities; underused, thus creating opportunity costs; or overused and misused, thus creating risks.  
 

 
Fig 4. Overview of the four core opportunities by AI, corresponding risks and opportunities cost of underusing AI developed 

by Floridi et al. (2018) 
 

In order to develop AI systems that can enhance opportunities while reducing the risks, different 
challenges today exist in the development and implementation of complex AI systems such as: 
 

- Oversimplification 
We live in a complex world, where context, beliefs, people, relations, technology they are all 
intertwined.  Flasinki (2016) suggests that translating this complexity into code is impossible, 
leading to an oversimplification of the world, creating systems that work in very narrow 
contexts. 

- Elite closed group of development  
There is a now universal need for AI services by businesses who lack access to capital to 
develop their own AI services, and independent AI developers lack visibility and a source of 
revenue (Newman, 2017). Also, there is an absence of a formal infrastructure for AI cooperation 
(Montes, 2019), which creates that only a small group of companies, with enough resources 
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(money and data), can develop AI systems.   
 Similarly, Flansiski (2016) suggests that the people developing these systems consists 
of a homogeneous group of people, representing a small part of our societies. This lack of 
diversity in the development creates systems that are not representing the values of different 
societies, nor fulfilling desires of the population. This uneven playing field in companies and 
developers has a high potential to lead to inequitable circumstances with negative implications, 
such as unfair AI systems.  

- Gap between academia and developers 
The work of AI academics and independent developers is out of reach in GitHub repositories' 
(Montes, 2019). Similarly, independent developers remain practically invisible unless they go 
through the startup ecosystem, which often serves as a de facto recruitment mechanism for the 
tech titans (Newman, 2017)   

- Strong technology push  
Technological experts strongly dominate the AI field. As mentioned before, given that 
engineers are motivated on improving and solving problems with technology, creates a strong 
technology push perspective in the development of AI, mainly due to the lack of expertise 
translating AI systems (Burgess, 2017)  

- High expectations  
Interestingly, the biggest challenge in the development of AI is the increasing expectations of 
what AI can do, which simply do not match reality (Burgess, 2017) 

 
The previous points raise many different questions. If humans and societies are so complex, why do we 
want to codify them? Which systems can actually help humanity to be better? What is better? Who is 
defining and who is guiding this new future? If big corporations are the ones with the resources and 
pushing for specific AI approaches, then to what extent are entrepreneurs and developers autonomous 
in their decisions? If there is a lack of data sets, but we still have high expectations on the applications 
on AI, who is lying and who is telling the truth of what their system can and cannot do? 

2.3.2 Ethics of AI 
Questions concerned with the future of work; the future of love; the future of war; the future of health, 
are in the main focus around Ethics of AI. However, even though it is important to talk about the 
(perhaps not so distant) future, some challenges and ethical risks are essential to address with the 
technology as it is right now. To ensure that AI development is aligned to benefit humanity, and to 
avoid ethical pitfalls, the AI development process and team need to be carefully assisted in creating a 
desired future. Hence, research and design must be supported by ethical methods and legal norms (Davis 
& Patterson, 2012). 

There are many ethical concerns around AI, some of them are biased AI, non-explainable AI, 
and unfair AI (Gonzalez, 2015; Fast & Horvitz, 2017; Schatsky & Schwartz, 2015; Banavar, 2016; 
Boddington, 2017; O’Neil, 2016; McKinsey,2018). Rossi (2019), the global ethics lead at IBM, 
identified five main areas of AI that call for ethical perspectives which are: accountability, data 
handling, explainability, value-alignment and fairness. On the socio-economic level, risks about 
autonomy given to the user, future of jobs, and increase in inequality are some of the biggest concerns 
(Bossman, 2016).  
 
For this research, the focus is on data handling, fairness and the impact on the digital divide. Even 
though the three of them are complex concepts, the focus of this thesis is to have a general overview of 
how entrepreneurs are addressing and considering these ethical challenges. I chose data handling and 
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fairness on the technology side, as they are the initial steps in the development of AI, specially AI4Good, 
I assume these initial steps need more attention in early stages.  

For data handling the scope is on general practices concerning data gathering, data storage, data 
protection and privacy. On the same line, the focus for fairness is primarily on general practices 
concerning the definition of the problem, definition of the variables, quality and size of the dataset 
(further explained in the next section). Concerning the digital divide, I chose this specific area as it is 
one of the least researched in the AI domain. I believe that bridging the digital divide through 
understanding and developing digital skills is a way to prevent the social inequalities some researchers 
are concerned about.  

Data handling 
Considering that both ML and DL are the most common approaches today, AI today is still data-
dependent. Therefore, it is crucial to pay attention to the way data is being gathered, how is it protected, 
where is it stored, and which mechanisms of privacy are taken into consideration (Accenture, 2016). 
This topic might be already “too popular” in Europe, where regulations such as GDPR have taken place. 
However, in developing countries where there are no data servers, with lack of datasets and lack of 
regulations, understanding the practices and how entrepreneurs work these challenges is fundamental.   

Fairness and bias  
Being accepted in a job, or in a particular school; being offered a promotion, or a bank loan are some 
examples of how sometimes other peoples' decisions influence our lives. What would happen if we 
outsourced these decisions to a machine? 

For a long time, humans believed that mathematics and numbers were objective and therefore 
fair, and, as algorithms are often based on maths, the same was true for algorithms and machines. 
(O’Neil, 2016). However, we have recently learned how algorithms are full of flaws and biases. 
(Saxena, 2018) 

According to Purcell (2018), this happens because, on the one hand, algorithms learn from 
historical data, and most of the times, this data has human biases ascribed to them. On the other side, 
sometimes algorithms are fed with too little information, or unrepresentative training data, leading to 
inaccurate patterns and models, causing the system to be flawed from the beginning. Similarly, another 
moment where algorithms may get flawed or unfair is when it is defined what to measure and how to 
measure; this is a crucial moment, especially as the process of defining itself is a subjective act and can 
be a source for unfairness in AI systems. (Barocas et al., 2018). 

Lastly, as I mentioned before, the world is complex, full of wicked problems, where different 
variables are intertwined, and it is not clear on what is causing the problem. It is therefore essential to 
pay attention to the extent of (over)simplification of the problem, as this can create an absence of context 
and therefore, bias and unfair system.   
We now know that algorithms and AI systems can be biased and can make unfair decisions. Fairness is 
a complex concept with different definitions, and it is also complex to define what are the proper 
measurements to define the algorithmic fairness (Gajane & Pechenizkiy, 2017). Therefore, the purpose 
of this thesis is not to define but, to understand how and to what extent are social entrepreneurs aware 
of their own biases. As well as understanding how do they promote fairness? What type of fairness are 
they promoting in their company and in the development of the technology? How are they preventing 
having an unfair system? 



 19 

Digital divide 
Every time a new technology arises, paper, radio, television, there is a concern about the type of skills 
humans will lose and which ones will have to be developed. Concerning automation and the future of 
work, this is one of the conversations happening around the world. However, also, not only the skill to 
communicate with the computer is necessary; when profiting from technology, retrieving, 
understanding and processing information is important.  

The same radio can be used to listen to music and to listen to the news; the same TV can be 
used to watch the news and to watch soap operas; the internet can be used to invest in bitcoin or to 
browse through Facebook. The same technology can be used for different things, and that use is 
influenced by age, education and socioeconomic status (Van Dijk, 2013; Van Deursen & Mossberger, 
2018). Just like with other technologies, with AI we are facing a new challenge of fast development and 
slow adoption.  
 
Harari (2018), claims that AI can be the next technology that will again disrupt and create a new socio-
economic divide. Not only because the educational systems are not training for information skills and 
skills of the future; but also because the infrastructure and regulations might not be ready for people to 
have access in equal ways, even less to be prepared to understand them and take advantage of the 
technologies 
 The SDG’s define poverty as not having the capability to realize one’s full potential as a human 
being (Tinc, 2018). Even though Google can be accessed wherever there is internet access, many people 
do not have the skills to profit from it. Today, the digital divide can be related to computers and internet 
access, but what will happen when more robust solutions come? When, for example, having a robot 
taking care of the domestic job in your house becomes normal; or when having Alexas or Siris 
controlling the lights, the windows and the AC of your house becomes natural. How will the gap look 
like when some people can have access to an endless possibility of "smart solutions" and other ones 
would not have access to them at all? What will a "full potential" look like in the world with the Internet 
of Things and Smart Cities? What types of skills will be needed in a world like this?  

For many years access or lack of access to internet and computers was the only metric for the 
digital divide, and efforts were (and still are) guided towards bridging the access divide. However, that 
is only the initial step towards reducing the gap. Van Dijk (2013) represents the digital divide in 4 areas: 
access, type of access, usage and profit from usage. The third and fourth stages are vital as they focus 
on what are the skills people have in order to use digital technologies such as the internet and now also 
Internet of Things devices (Van Deursen, 2018). In order to reduce this gap, on the one hand, 
technologies must be at hand and easy to use, but at the same time, the information should be available 
and accessible to for them to access and understand. 
 
In the last couple of years, an increasing amount of AI ethics foundations, events, collaborations and 
agreements have been organized around the world. Principles and guidelines around ethical AI have 
been released by companies and research institutes alike. However, little practical support is published, 
and it appears that the uptake of ethics in the AI practice is very limited. This can be true because 
sometimes AI and ethics represent a challenging relationship given that ethics is seen more as a 
constraint and something difficult to grasp, rather than an opportunity and beneficial for the developer 
(comments at the conference of AI4Good, 28 May 2019). The argument put forth in this thesis is that 
we need to understand the ethical practices amongst entrepreneurs and developers. Understanding day-
to-day practices and challenges can eventually lead to the creation of frameworks, and practical 
guidelines attune to the context and reality of entrepreneurs, designers, and engineers developing AI, 
that could result in more ethical and socially aware AI solutions.  
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2.4 Social entrepreneurs  
People like Nobel Prize winner Muhammad Yunus believes that human beings are entrepreneurs 
(Yunus, 2012). We can assume he is referring to the mindset and skills of being an entrepreneur who 
exhibits, according to some scholars, creativity, drive, determination, ambition, charisma, leadership, 
the ability to communicate a vision and inspire others, and make maximum use of scarce resources 
(Harris et al., 2009).   
 In the business ecosystem, a more precise definition of an entrepreneur is an agent of change, 
who translate the new idea or invention into an innovation that creates new markets or transform the 
existing market (Dees, 2001). Entrepreneurs that decide to start a new business are essential for the 
economy; especially in emerging economies as they might represent a significant percentage of the 
GDP3. Similarly, scholars like Schumpeter (Harris et al., 2009) claim that entrepreneurs are needed for 
innovation, as their freedom and risk-taking mindset allows them to pursue new technologies and 
business models creatively.  

The economic and global discourse has evolved and focused on a more conscious, problem-
solving and empowered individual; this discourse has gathered particular attention from policymakers, 
academics, practitioners, and the general public in the past decade (Sekliuckiene & Kisielius, 2015). 
More and more we see how many organizations (e.g. Ashoka, Aspen Institute, the Skoll Foundation, 
and the Schwab Foundation), events, awards, and celebrations highlight the heroic efforts of social 
entrepreneurs (Marcus and Fremeth, 2009). This ‘rare breed’ (Dees, 2001; Lepoutre et al., 2013) of 
conscious individuals who pursuit not only economic benefits but also social welfare are a tool to tackle 
social challenges and respond to them when the market and the public sector do not (Sekliuckiene & 
Kisielius, 2015). 

Thus, social enterprises and social entrepreneurs create innovative initiatives and solutions to 
unsolved social problems, putting social value creation at the heart of their mission in order to create 
benefit to different individuals, ‘communities’ and other groups (Sekliuckiene & Kisielius, 2015).  
 
As mentioned before, social entrepreneurship is quite a new and complex phenomenon. Several authors 
provide different definitions, Zahra et al. (2009) made a review on the term finding components ranging 
from social justice, social value, viable socio-economic structures, forging a new equilibrium, 
employing innovation, entrepreneurial skills, market gaps, solving social problems, to social 
entrepreneur as a change agent.  
 There is no question that social entrepreneurship is a beneficial phenomenon for society as it is 
one kind of social innovation and might bring benefits to various stakeholders. For this research, I found 
Zahra et al.  (2009) definition of social entrepreneurship most appropriate, as it encompasses: 

“the activities and processes undertaken to discover, define, and exploit opportunities in 
order to enhance social wealth by creating new ventures or managing existing organizations in an 

innovative manner.” 
 
Lepoutre et al. (2013) identified three standard criteria that stood out from the literature: the 
predominance of a social mission, the importance of innovation, and the role of earned income. 
Likewise, Ashoka (2019), the international charity that identifies social entrepreneurs and provides 
them with capital to launch their initiatives, identifies the “ethical” purpose of social entrepreneurs as 
their distinguishing feature. Similarly, Miller et al. (2012) argue that compassion, defined as an other-
orientation and emotional connection to a suffering community (Goetz et al. 2010) is the psychological 

 
3 Gross Domestic Product is a monetary measure of the market value of all final goods and services produced in a period of 
time. The growth rate of GDP is the most popular indicator of the nation's overall economic health. 
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trait that motivates social entrepreneurs to create a social enterprise.  
 Concerning earned income, there is little consensus over whether or not a social enterprise has 
an obligation to have a hundred per cent earned income (Peredo, & McLean, 2006; Lepoutre et al., 
2012). Some scholars and policymakers ascribe much weight to the requirement of earned income for 
a person to be a social entrepreneur, while others define social entrepreneurship, as economically 
sustainable ventures that generate social value, regardless of where the revenue comes from. Dees 
(2001), for example, argues that the primary purpose of a for-profit firm is to create superior value for 
its customers. Moreover, the primary mission of the social entrepreneur is to create superior social value 
for its clients, and economic value is just a way to secure financial viability. For these, we can infer that 
regardless of earning money from clients or funded by organizations, social enterprise creates social 
value. Thus, a not-for-profit can also be identified as a social enterprise as long as it is receiving fundings 
to sustain itself. 
 Further, considering Goodpaster’s and Yunus's proposals, social entrepreneurship can be 
considered as a mindset. Therefore, we can find social entrepreneurs creating new ventures or 
innovatively managing existing organizations.  
 
 
2.4.1 Social entrepreneurs using technology 
We are now using technology to create more money; more and more, we also see examples of how to 

use technology to create both money and impact (Yunus, 2012).  
 
If Social Entrepreneurs are a rare breed, there is an even smaller group of people actively creating social 
impact by leveraging technology. In the same ‘conscience-driven’ way as social entrepreneurs, 
movements around the world on how to use technology for good have risen over the years. These 
movements are not only preoccupied with how we are developing technology and how it is used but in 
how can we use technology as a tool for social change, promoting start-ups and technologists to address 
the social and environmental problems we face today as a society. Prioritizing the "responsible" design 
and the development of technology as well as emphasizing the importance of the intention given to the 
use of the technology. Some authors refer to it as Impact Technology, and we can describe it as the 
intentional use of responsible science and technology to benefit people and the planet, ideally addressing 
a significant social or environmental problem (Tincq, Cunha, & Sinet, 2019). 

From the previous, we can also conclude that people behind these impact technologies have a 
greater sense of awareness and empathy, fitting into the type 3-thinking proposed by Goodpaster.  Thus, 
they bear a greater moral responsibility towards solving their problems around them and sometimes 
they even create the norms for other people to act more responsibly, by creating international 
movements, co-creating guidelines and frameworks and by creating open-source documents of 
methodologies and ways of working. 
 
2.4.2 Challenges of Social Entrepreneurs in Developing Countries  
In section 1.2, I described how entrepreneurs, especially in developing countries, are vital in 
transforming social dilemmas into manageable problems, which they solve in innovative and 
entrepreneurial ways. From personal experience, I know there is a vast and extensive ecosystem, 
researching, supporting, investing, teaching and promoting ‘regular' entrepreneurship globally. Centres 
for entrepreneurship, methodologies, books, conferences, frameworks, investors, everything any 
entrepreneur needs is there.  However, despite the growing interest and increasing relevance of social 
entrepreneurship, there is currently no or very limited data available to assess the nature and incidence 
of social entrepreneurship across the world, nor its antecedents or consequences (Lepoutre et al., 2012; 
Mair & Marti, 2006).   
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 Similarly, researchers argue that every SE has to go through the self-learning process in the 
field to understand the environment and their position in it, as the lack of availability of an integrated 
framework is posing a limitation to the desired growth, penetration and impact of social 
entrepreneurship (Goyal et al., 2013). Where finding their way through their experience, is sometimes 
the best strategy (Andersen, & Esbjerg, 2012). Moreover, starting a new social venture or running a 
social enterprise in a developing country has a different set of challenges that are different from doing 
it in the context of a developed economy (Zahra et al. 2008) 

Goyal et al. (2013) created a list of some of the challenges working in developing economies 
especially when addressing the Base of the Pyramid (BOP)4 (Figure 5). The most interesting for this 
research are enlisted below, as they are most related to the development and use of digital technologies 
such as AI. 

- Context related: (1) ineffective government policies; (2) lack of infrastructure (electricity, 
water, roads, transportation etc.); (3) scarcity of reliable data sets; (4) low population density; (5) 
geographical limitations; (7) and limited availability of skilled resources.  

- Customer-related: (3) low level of literacy; (4) diversity of languages.  
- Competition-related: (1) lack of market awareness; (4) lack of complementary offerings 
 

 
Fig 5. Understanding the context of a social enterprise in a developing country according to Goyal et al. (2013)  

 
4 Base of the Pyramid is a term in economics that refers to the poorest two-thirds of the economic, human pyramid (Goyal et 
al. 2013) 
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1.4.3 Ethics of Social Entrepreneurs  
 

Conscience is the inner awareness of right and wrong, good and evil. Persons said to ‘have a 
conscience’ manifests three characteristics: 1) evaluation of actions, motives, and … character to 
determine if these are appropriate from a moral point of view; 2) experiencing of feelings such as 

guilt or satisfaction that are consistent with moral judgments  made, and 3) disposition to act based 
on one’s moral perceptions" Ashmore (1997) 

 
I mentioned earlier that a very different mindset, a conscious mindset, is needed in order for individuals 
and corporations to remain balanced in the pursuit of impact and economic goals, all these labelled by 
Goodpaster (2006) as Type 3-thinking. Thus, social entrepreneurs belong to this type of thinking, 
concerning conscience as an authoritative guide.  

Little research has been done around the motives, types and little less about the ethics of social 
entrepreneurs. However, specific ethical concerns are encountered throughout the literature. Firstly, 
despite the widely acknowledged importance of social entrepreneurship, concerns persist over the ethics 
of its practice. Some believe that social entrepreneurship represents a harmful marriage between 
opposing values (Zahra et al., 2009). Similarly, it matters greatly how social entrepreneurs go about 
achieving total wealth, not only the benefits they achieve (Zahra et al., 2008), as the ends might not 
always justify the means. Egoism can drive a SE to follow unethical practices, even if they are driven 
by an ethical obligation and desire to improve their communities and societies. Egoism is relevant 
because the identity and passions of SE usually compel them to create and lead social ventures. This 
same entrepreneurial passion and behaviour, driven by an egoistic streak, may lead some social 
entrepreneurs to believe that any actions taken to fulfil their ambitions are ethically justified 
(Longnecker et al., 1988).  
 
If “ego is the enemy”, what are some elements that may represent an ethical company? Baxter (2018) 
suggest some of these elements are: being transparent; having an ethical mindset by empowering 
employees to do the right thing; having a diverse team; taking feedback; understanding the companies' 
values by examining outcomes and trade-offs of value-based decisions.  
 
2.4.4 Ethics of impact technology entrepreneurs 
New ventures often emerge at the cutting edge of innovation and sorting out the ethics involved can be 
particularly challenging. It may be challenging because technology is of necessity, always "value-laden" 
(Martin & Freeman, 2004). Also, because technological advancement often requires deep reflection in 
order to decide how to apply ethical standards, and can even potentially lead to a revision of one's ethical 
judgments (Harris et al., 2009). 

When it comes to addressing a social or environmental problem, though, understanding the 
problem sounds like an elementary first step. Unfortunately, according to the Good Tech Lab (Tincq, 
2019), Impact Tech innovators sometimes lack a deep enough knowledge of the problem, the kind that 
would be necessary to inform solution design. They find it more appealing to deploy sensors and 
blockchain technology at a social problem as that may attract a few investors hungry for buzzwords. 
However, without a proper systems-thinking, these applications will not get far on impact. 
For all these reasons, the intersection between technology and social entrepreneurship also raise several 
ethical challenges. A social entrepreneur using advanced technology faces a specific set of challenges 
and dilemmas that he/she may be or not be aware of.  Drawing on the work developed by Impact Tech 
(Tincq, et al, 2019) some of these tensions are:  
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(1) technology push vs demand-pull: understanding the problem or pushing a solution because 
of their own vision of the future.  
(2) Root causes vs symptoms: treating the effects of a problem or addressing its root causes.  
(3) Impact depth vs impact scale: changing profoundly one person at a time or impacting 
superficially many people.  
(4) Startup vs systemic initiative: creating a startup that excel at using technology to solve a 
problem or develop a systemic initiative that creates momentum across multiple stakeholders 
to achieve a coordinated effort.   
(5) Impact first vs finance first: money first or impact first. 
 

Lastly, SE are seen as role models (Zahra et al. 2009), and even though there are ethical concerns and 
tensions about the practice, the thesis put forward in this research is that SE working with AI might 
have already ethical practices from which other type of entrepreneurs and companies in the world can 
learn.   
 

2.5 Typology of Social Entrepreneurs 
Zahra et al. (2009) developed an interesting framework that builds on the work of the economists Hayek 
(1945), Kirzner (1973) and Schumpeter (1942). The typology they developed identifies similarities and 
differences among the broad range of individuals and organizations engaged in social entrepreneurship 
and then identified ethical aspects and risks to consider for each typology. 

Zahra and colleagues’ three types of social entrepreneurs are Social Bricoleurs, Social 
Constructionists and Social Engineers. Each of the three types they profiled faces unique ethical 
challenges. These depend on their motives, the resources required to pursue their ambitions, and the 
governance and control mechanisms in place to regulate their behaviours. Their work sets the basis for 
this research, as by identifying the different types of social entrepreneurs using AI, we can then identify 
similarities in practices and tensions amongst entrepreneurs, and draw on recommendations and ethical 
practices based on their typology. 
 
Social Bricoleurs 
These entrepreneurs address local social needs, where they can leverage their motivation, expertise and 
personal resources. They aspire to bring social wealth to their communities and resolve local social 
issues. Social Bricoleurs work on a small scale and have a local scope, which allows a quick response 
time, to make do with limited resource requirements and to be relatively autonomous. 

They rely on readily available resources and prefer improvisation rather than formal planning, 
which prevents them from addressing more significant needs and scaling up their operations. Their 
ambition and ability to expand is minimal, principally due to their ignorance of social needs and 
opportunities outside the realm of their knowledge.  

Governance rests in the community. Ethically speaking, as they might be the only ones tackling 
a social problem in the community, they are prone to having agency problems and pursuing their 
agenda. Similarly, given the small scope and the lack of planning, it is hard to determine if, when and 
how a Social Bricoleur is enhancing social wealth. 
 
Social Constructionists 
Social Constructionists are alert to opportunities and are bold and innovative in their actions. They often 
act as if they can accurately forecast future events and bring about a future desired state. Their desire to 
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generate social wealth is matched with a hope to bring new equilibrium to large social systems where 
severe imbalances exist. 

Social Constructionists may face limited competition in the delivery of their programs; while 
competition for required resources is often intense (Wolverton, 2003). Organizations vary from small 
to large scale, from local to international scope, and are designed to be institutionalized to address an 
ongoing social need. The scope of the social needs they address usually requires developing reasonably 
large and complex organizations with considerable financing and staffing needs. 

Social Constructionists, build and operate alternative structures to provide goods and services 
addressing problems that governments, agencies, and businesses cannot. Consequently, these are the 
traditional sources of funding for Social Constructionists (Teegen et al., 2004), as they are seen as a 
"release valves" preventing adverse publicity/social problems that may adversely affect existing 
governmental and business organizations. 

Similarly to Social Bricoleurs, they often have limited resources and competitive resources of 
money and talent. As they have to manage different stakeholders, governance rests in many hands. Their 
vision of change can possess Social Constructionists; ethically speaking egoism and the lack of controls 
and governance can influence their decisions, inclining towards their vision, rather than towards what 
is best for the environment. For that reason, they are prone to manipulate information in order to justify 
the means to an end.  

On the bright side, Social Constructionists serve as positive role models; they also exude 
confidence and are suitable for building support structures and collaborations. These entrepreneurs not 
only want to serve their client group but also seek to introduce social change and reform. 
 
Social Engineers 
Social Engineers often attack national, transnational or global social issues. They identify systemic 
problems within the social systems and structures and address them by bringing about revolutionary 
change. The revolutionary and ideological nature of the reforms they introduce are usually a threat to 
the interests of established institutions and are sometimes seen as subversive and illegitimate. 

Their goals are often to create newer, more effective social systems designed to replace existing 
ones when they are ill-suited to address significant social needs. As a result, their capacity to act rests 
on their ability to amass sufficient political capital to assemble other necessary resources and achieve 
legitimacy. They operate on a very large scale that is national to international in scope and which seeks 
to build lasting structures that will challenge the existing order. 

Ethically speaking, given their passion and charisma, monitoring and constraining visionary 
Social Engineers can be a challenge. Some of them may find risks of placing egos and needs ahead of 
their ventures.  

Social Engineers are driven by a missionary zeal and unbounded belief in the righteousness of 
their causes and are dedicated and perseverant in their cause, as they understand that it takes this 
dedication to transform a community or society. 
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Chapter 3  
Method           
This research adopted a case study approach (Yin, 2009) to understand to what extent social 
entrepreneurs using AI solutions in the context of developing countries, consider ethical aspects and 
incorporate ethical practices in their venture. Given that research in the intersection of ethics, social 
entrepreneurship, AI and developing countries is quite novel, and it is uncertain what issues will prove 
to be relevant, a method with an exploratory approach was needed. For this reason, I used in-depth case 
study interviews, as they are useful for exploratory research in complex settings, allowing the researcher 
to numerous levels of analysis (Eisenhart, 1989). 

3.1 Selection of cases  
The first entrepreneurs selected for this study came from my personal connections and from 
recommendations given by this first group. This starting point was a strategic decision, as this study is 
time bound. Aware that this initial group was biased towards Mexico and Latin America, without 
enough representation from other countries, I decided to apply and attend the AI for Good Global 
Summit held at the United Nations. This summit is the leading United Nations platform for global and 
inclusive dialogue on AI and each year is hosted in Geneva (AIforgood, 2019). During the summit 
different entrepreneurs, researchers and experts presented their ideas, allowing myself, not only to have 
a better understanding of the global context, but to interact with different entrepreneurs that fitted this 
research.  

The previous resulted in an initial list of nearly 30 entrepreneurs (appendix 1). The selection criteria 
for this study were:  

- Being a co-founder or leader of an organization developing an AI solution in the sector of 
finance, health, education or governmental affairs.   

- The AI solution was either a platform or a chatbot, as final user interaction was needed for the 
analysis. 

- The company/organization was established in a developing country 
- A clear social mission was stated in the mission of the company/organization 

Every entrepreneur was self-selected as a social entrepreneur using AI for the betterment of humanity; 
this was done to shed light on how common or not it was to use those words in the entrepreneurial and 
AI ecosystem. 

3.2 Data collection and analysis 
Fifteen social entrepreneurs were interviewed between May and July 2019. The interview guideline 
followed a semi-structured format (appendix 2), covering main ethical business and technological 
elements while allowing ample room for the interviewees to elaborate on additional aspects that they 
considered relevant (Yin, 2009).  
The interviewed was structured in a way that allowed me to identify and understand the following 
aspects: 

- Motivations and resources (ethics of social entrepreneurs based on Zahra’s framework)  
- Internal culture and governance mechanisms, the tensions and balance between money-impact 

approach, and problem identification approach (ethical business practices) 
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- The main practices used to handle data, to promote fair systems or avoid bias, and to confront 
the digital divide (ethics of AI) 

- Institutions, and actors that influence their decision-making process (social entrepreneur 
context) 

- The main challenges as well as the benefits of developing an AI solution and a social enterprise 
in a developing country (developing countries context) 

For the analysis, the initial step was to become intimately familiar with each case. This process allowed 
the unique patterns of each case to emerge before pushing to generalize patterns across cases. (Eisenhart, 
1989). The interviews were recorded and transcribed, and the recordings were sent to the interviewees 
for validation (Cresswell, 2009). 

Names of actors, methods, institutions, business models, tools and investors were colour codify 
in every interview, as well as key words implying motivation, challenges in their country, practices 
concerning organizational culture within their business were also selected (see appendix 3). Lastly, as 
every entrepreneur had different levels of AI development, expressions referring to the main practices 
or comments were marked. This procedure led to a first classification of every SE in terms of Zahra's 
framework. Finally, a cross-case analysis was created considering (1) ethical practices within the three 
types of SE and (2) common business practices and challenges in general. 
 

Entrepreneu
r 

Country Company Description Application Sector 

Irene Mexico Helki Chatbot for middle income 
parents 

Chatbot Health 

Rafael  Mexico Mexica Storytelling system that creates 
new narratives and stories 

System Education 

Paulina  Mexico Cívica 
Digital 

Chatbot for citizens to understand 
gov procedures 

Chatbot Governmen
t 

Ilana  Colombia World Tech Education digital skills platform Platform Education 

Tito  Chile Radar Platform for data measurement in 
education 

Platfrom Education 

Ricardo  Mexico IMCO Platform that helps you with what 
to do with a crime 

Platform Governmen
t 

Héctor  Mexico Clivo Chatbot for emotional 
intelligence 

Chatbot Health 

Juan Pablo  Colombia Random 
Monkey 

Civic tech developer company Platform Governmen
t 

Sofia  Mexico Diorama Platform that detects fraud 
contracts in Mexico 

Platform Governmen
t 

Jesús  Mexico AI4social 
wealth 

Data movement in Mexico Organizatio
n 

System 

Juan 
Manuel 

Mexico Social Tic Organization to develop digital 
skills  

Organizatio
n 

System 

Juan  Latam Web 
Foundation 

Web Foundation researcher and 
Harvard researcher 

Organizatio
n 

System 

Eduard Latam Rindecuenta
s 

Data journalist and data lead at 
WikiLeaks 

Platform Governmen
t 

Kathleen  Kenya AI4D AI4development in Africa and 
Women in Data movement 

Organizatio
n 

System 

Reem Jordan Whyise Platform that help companies 
gather data and measure impact 

Platfrom System 

Table 1. Social Entrepreneurs, companies and small summary of their solutions. 
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Chapter 4  
Analysis and results 
In this section, a description of every entrepreneur, their company/organization and their motivation is 
described. Understanding their motivations, resources, and scope leads to classifying every entrepreneur 
into a category within Zahra's framework. It is essential to remark that many of these entrepreneurs 
could, and did, fall into one category based on some criteria, and into another category according to 
other criteria. More specifically, it appears as if the types are not stationary or fixed, but you could see 
how one person could change through time. 

In order words, a starting entrepreneur might begin with a local mindset, but what I discovered 
is that many of them eventually realized that in order to address a social problem by creating a company 
working with AI, more data and a scale-up mindset was needed. Lastly, in the scaling phase many of 
them realized that not only data and mindset are essential to create a business, but they also noticed 
different holes in the system and the structures. Many of them then decided to leave their business and 
start a company or a movement that addresses those gaps from a systemic perspective.  
 
This section is divided into three different sections. First, a description of every case, personal 
motivation and categorisation on type of SE is shown. Second, general ethical practices found amongst 
the same category of SE are described. Lastly, I draw out general practices and challenges concerning 
the context of the entrepreneurial world and the developing countries. 

4.1 Entrepreneurs 
1) Irene / Mexico 
Irene is the founder of Helki. Helki is developing a chatbot called Eli, which provides middle-income 
parents in Mexico with professional and personalized guidance for the challenges in the development 
and upbringing of their children. At the moment they give support to 25 parents, and they have 
developed a first version of the ChatBot based on the data collected from those conversations, which 
led to a very poor chatbot, and they are working on improving it. 
 
Motivation 
As a child, Irene had a hard upbringing, with parents that would use physical aggression to educate. 
When she grew older, she realized the importance of early childhood (0-5 years) development and the 
importance of parents' guidance and education on how to become more conscious and better parents. 
She decided to open a company with her sisters, where they deliver personalized guidance and support 
to middle-income parents in Mexico, first via WhatsApp and they are building a company in order to 
create a chatbot that could reach more people and help more parents.  
 
Type: Bricoleur, with the mindset of transitioning towards Constructionist. 
 
2) Rafael / Mexico 
Rafael is a Research Professor at Universidad Autónoma Metropolitana in Mexico City. He developed 
a system that writes new stories and narratives; the system can do this once it is fed with stories, which 
are mostly composed of emotions, characters, and reactions. This tool is a way to understand how 
different cultures have different emotions and different reactions. Rafael named this first system 
Mexica, as the system was fed with stories from the Aztecs, and then compiled a book with all the news 
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stories created by the system.  
  
Motivation 
Rafael studied Computational Systems and then pursued a PhD in Artificial Intelligence, he was always 
interested in human cognition and human creativity, as he comes from an artistic family. He also had a 
passion for understanding emotions and reactions, especially in the creative process of humans. He 
realized that many stories shared within a culture shaped their reality, their ideologies, and how the 
community would respond to reality; this is the premise behind Mexica; the system develops very 
simple stories based on characters, actions, emotions, and reactions. Mexica’s artificial creative stories 
have a specific cultural characteristic of emotions and reactions; if we compare it to another creative 
system with a “native American” or Palestinian background, we could find many differences. However, 
it will also be the case that it could be easy to find similarities amongst them. This train of thought 
stimulates interesting thought reactions, as it helps to make clear that every culture is different and we 
must consider local reality when deploying a solution. However, it also promotes understanding of how 
can technology help in finding commonalities amongst cultures instead of "building walls", promoting 
"intelligent inclusion" or "culturally intelligent” systems. 
 
Type: Bricoleur. With some characteristics of the Engineer type, as he also focuses on systemic changes. 
 
3) Paulina / Mexico 
Paulina is the co-founder of Civica Digital of a software development company that creates digital tools 
to enhance citizenship. As Civica Digital, they have participated in different projects that promote 
government transparency and citizenship participation across Mexico. At the moment, one of the tools 
they are selling is Urbem, a chatbot that digitizes citizen attention. So far, they have helped digitalize 
and centralized the information of over 500 different services across the three states. They are training 
their chatbot on language processing and are looking for funding to grow the team and scale to other 
states.   
  
Motivation 
Dissatisfied with the government and the systems in place, Paulina and her co-founders realized that 
one of the many factors that reinforce these problems is the lack of participation and accountability 
measures provided to the citizens. This was one of the main motivations behind founding Civica Digital, 
empowering citizens, and as computer scientists in the global movement of "civic tech" and "social 
technology", the best way to do that was through digital tools. It also occurred that the government 
passed a law in which all governmental entities should digitalize their processes in order to guarantee 
transparency. This law motivated the Civica Digital team to think about solutions to help the different 
governments on this digitalization process and a friendlier face towards the citizens. The motivation 
behind the chatbot Urbem is that as the information about services is usually scattered and not consistent 
throughout platforms, that discourages citizens from proceeding with services and reinforces the loop 
of "distance" between citizens and government. They realized that by developing a tool without the 
need for portals or websites that are difficult to design and mobile applications that nobody downloads, 
a chat message is a solution for the government to offer easy and friendly services. 
 
Type: Constructionist, with some characteristics of the Engineer type as she collaborates in some 
projects addressing systemic changes  
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4) Ilana / Colombia 
Ilana is the founder of two different companies in the education sector: Heartbit Inc and World Tech 
Inc. Heartbit is establishing a new standard on how to teach technology education to children. 
Combining experiential learning, maker kit education and adaptive software for a personalized, fun and 
engaging learning experience. World Tech Inc is an online learning platform that helps Millennials with 
21st century (digital) skills, leveraging adaptive learning and on-site training. Even though they have 
experience delivering training, they do not have data nor a trained algorithm. In other words, they have 
the platform ready, but they have not trained the algorithm that can deliver personalized information, 
as the platform of World Tech was launched right after the interview with Ilana. 
 
Motivation 
Ilana is a Colombian polymath that has had the opportunity to study and live in different places in the 
world. She soon realized that the education system, in general, was only focusing on delivering degrees 
and certifications, while Tech companies were focusing more on skills and attitude, rather than degrees 
and knowledge. That motivated her to co-found World Tech to deliver training with alternative 
technology education programs. With time, she realized that in order to create a real impact and promote 
change in the long term, she should focus on children and younger generations, and founded Heartbit. 
 
Type: Constructionist 
 
5) Tito / Chili 
Tito is the co-founder of Radar, a platform designed for the management teams of educational 
establishments to take full advantage of the data they have of their students. The platform contains 
modules for learning, attendance, chronic absenteeism, grades, student records, course records, 
enrolment, assessments, evolution and historical information of students, it collects different sources of 
information, processes the data and delivers tools to make decisions in a faster way, allowing 
management and teachers to focus on one thing: to educate.  At the moment they only operate in 
Santiago, with 140 schools, that represent data from 100,000 students.  They will join Startup Chile 
during summer in order to create a scaling strategy now that they have enough data and that they know 
that the platform works properly. 
 
Motivation 
Tito, as well as his co-founders, have been interested in Public Policy and impact. Their main motivation 
was and still is to improve education in Chili with suitable policies. Before founding Radar, the three 
co-founders worked together in an NGO responsible for creating a data-driven analysis that could 
improve the educational system of Chile by creating conscious public policies. In the meantime, the 
government made official that all schools in Chile should measure and publicly disclose information 
concerning in detail metrics of performance. That was the motivation to found Radar, as they saw that 
there was a lack of aggregation of the data and that schools could make better-informed decisions. They 
could all be working for a big consultancy firm, but for them, money is not as important as creating a 
change. 
 
Type: Constructionist 
 
6) Ricardo / Mexico 
Ricardo is currently the Legal Director at IMCO (Competitiveness Mexican Institute). IMCO is a 
research centre in public policy and citizen action that proposes effective solutions to the most critical 
challenges in Mexico. Apartidists and nonprofits, IMCO is one of the most renowned organizations that 
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proposes public policy to transform people's lives and promote the free exercise of their rights. IMCO 
is creating a platform and chatbot called Norma, that can help and guide citizens in Mexico City, 
whenever they are victims of robbery. So far, IMCO has impacted at a national level. At the moment, 
they have collected the data and developed the decision tree. They are training the algorithm with all 
the data collected. Focus groups are being held in order to test both the platform and the chatbot. It is 
not clear what the business model or sustainable model would be.  
 
Motivation 
Ricardo is a lawyer who has worked in different projects with a passion for technology and data. In a 
project in which IMCO was involved where they helped digitize all the information of the files 
concerning robbery crimes, they realized that one of the main issues was that the citizens did not know 
their rights when raising a legal act. This lack of information and awareness was the motivation behind 
Norma, and what interested Ricardo to lead the team towards developing a platform that could empower 
and support citizens to know their rights and the process needed in that moment of distress.  
 
Type: Constructionist, however IMCO, in general, is a Social Engineer type organization in Mexico. 
 
7) Héctor / Mexico 
Hector is the founder of Clivo, CLIVO is a digital platform where work team leaders can manage their 
team member's emotional status by reports and statistics in real-time. Besides, they receive customized 
content (videos, podcasts, lectures) via a Chatbot, that matches with the team member’s situation, to 
help them coach and empower the whole team. 
 
Motivation 
Héctor is a passionate young man who has had the entrepreneurial bug from a very young age. He 
pursued some business ideas that did not turn into anything concrete, and realized that much of that 
discovery felt like an emotional rollercoaster. That motivated him to create a chatbot that could guide 
people into understanding more about themselves and support them in developing a stronger emotional 
intelligence. His original idea was to support entrepreneurs, but he has pivoted (change strategy), first 
towards autism, now with high-performance sales teams in multi-level marketing companies. 
 
Type: constructionist 
 
8) Juan Pablo / Colombia 
Juan Pablo is an engineer with a master's in Artificial Intelligence. Juan Pablo is the founder of Random 
Monkey. Which is a data science consulting company with strong roots in multidisciplinary, creative 
and responsible work that offers different services around data so that their clients and users can 
communicate and understand information more easily. As a social enterprise, Random Monkey has a 
whole line of Civic Technologies in its Datasketch data journalism portal. After four years of growing, 
they are now deciding to find investors who could help them grow and develop more civic tech tools. 
 
Motivation  
Juan Pablo studied in Switzerland, where he realized the importance of innovation and technology and 
how far away Colombia seemed to be from other countries. That motivated him to start developing 
digital tools that could map innovations but also that could help the country to leverage technology. He 
founded two companies on IA that went bankrupt, that is when he realized that IA was not the solution 
to all problems and that it was more important to understand the problem, to start small and be 
consistent. Most importantly, he realized the importance of establishing a "data" mindset in Colombia, 
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where he realized the most important industry was journalism. That is what motivated him to found 
Random Monkey along with the Datasketch portal. 
 
Type: Constructionist, with some characteristics of the Engineer type as she collaborates in some 
projects addressing systemic changes 
 
9) Sofia / Mexico 
Sofia is the Director of Applied Research at Mexicans against Corruption and Impunity (MCCI). MCCI 
is a non-profit civil association dedicated to preventing, denouncing, punishing and eradicating the 
systemic corruption and impunity that prevail in public and private systems of Mexico. They do so by 
doing journalism research, promoting legal actions, analyzing corruption causes and consequences, 
enabling social movements, and providing information. With Sofia’s leadership, they created an online 
tool for journalists and researchers that combines four different sources of information allowing users 
to discover corruption stories from government purchases, audits, official records of ghost companies 
and journalistic investigations on the same platform. Diorama uses Machine Learning to read news from 
different sources and cross the information with public sources. The platform is in beta version; that 
means that the platform is a feedback loop and requires users to make comments about it. 
Similarly, more funding is needed in order to host and continue with those improvements. At the 
moment, the accuracy of the algorithm that reads news and the visualizations of the reports need to 
improve.  It is not clear what the business model or sustainability model will be.  
 
Motivation 
Sofia has served as a public officer, worked in academia and has been an independent consultant always 
concerning public impact and integration of society and government. However, she has always been 
interested in how to use the power of technology to facilitate this process. For that reason, within her 
role in MCCI, she proposed and led the initiative of using technological solutions that could help reduce 
the research time of journalists significantly and increase the quality of the investigations that are needed 
in a country such as Mexico. 
 
Type: Constructionist, however MCCI, in general, is a Social Engineer type organization in Mexico. 
 
10) Jesús / Mexico 
Jesus is the founder of the AIxSocial Wealth-Lab, which is a division of the Mexican Society for Data 
Science. The lab addresses problems faced by local and federal governments that can be solved with a 
DataScience and Machine Learning approach. The lab develops predictive data products to automate 
operational decisions and have a positive impact on the citizenry, and audit projects and models with a 
proprietary framework to diagnose, control and remove bias and potential ethical problems. The 
association has only been around for four months, and given the social capital of the founders they have 
found exciting projects to work on.  
 
Motivation 
Jesus worked on different financial organizations and helped them build their data strategy. Since there, 
he realized the importance of helping organizations create and develop a data culture. He co-founded a 
company called Datank for that purpose, where he also tried to pursue social ventures, but his co-
founders were not aligned on that vision. That motivated him to find new partners and create a not-for-
profit organization with people with the same passion for transforming the culture around data, and that 
could lay the foundations for new technologies such as AI. 
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Type: started as a Constructionist and then transitioned towards Engineer 
 
11) Juan Manuel / Latin America 
Juan Manuel is the founder and director of Social Tic, which is a non-for profit organization dedicated 
to research, training, support, and promotion of digital technology and information for social purposes. 
Social Tic works with actors across Latin America, and it is mainly focused on three areas: info-activism 
(use of digital technology and information for social change), the use and opening of data and digital 
security. Social Tic has a global impact. As non-for-profit, they receive grants, and they also receive 
income for paid research and some governmental projects. 
 
Motivation 
Juan Manuel has always been interested in finding ways to bridge technology and society, and how to 
use it to change the world for the better. In 2009, when the Open Data movement started to echo around 
the world, he was part of a group of people that promoted the movement in Mexico, Argentina, and 
Uruguay. This Open Data movement was followed by others such as “Data4Good”, “Code4America” 
“Civic Hacking”, with the mindset of having conscious citizens and governments working together on 
digital solutions to improve society. He realized that there was much work to be done concerning "data 
literacy" in all levels of society. All these motivated Juan to found Social Tic, to sensitize technological 
specialists about the need to get involved in social change and encourage their collaboration in civic, 
journalistic and government projects. 
 
Type: Engineer 
 
12) Kathleen  / Pan Africa 
Kathleen is a data scientist and machine learning engineer who is Regional Coordinator for the Artificial 
Intelligence for Development (AI4D), which is an initiative of the IDRC - International Development 
Research Centre (with HQ in Canada) and the UNESCO chair in AI to build a collaborative agenda to 
advance efforts in different regions, continue to build global thought leadership and establish a multi-
donor fund. She is also Co-Founder and Co-Organiser of the Nairobi Women in Machine Learning and 
Data Science community, which meets on a monthly basis with the mission of upskilling young women 
in technology. 
 
Motivation 
Kathleen found a passion for maths and data in her bachelor. Motivated to find a proper job that matched 
her interests, she started joining different movements in Nairobi, where many data meetups were 
happening, and she found like-minded individuals. Even though she found a job at a telecommunication 
company on “data science”, she realized that the road to get to data science needed much to do. That 
kept her motivated to continue training herself and joining more data meetups in the region. However, 
she noticed that the presence of women in those reunions was quite small, and decided to found a 
movement where women were empowered and invited to join, founding the Women in Machine 
Learning and Data Science community in Nairobi. Since then, she started gaining international attention 
and became a spokeswoman on the topic of inclusion, in gender but also culture. For that reason, she 
recently joined the AI4D team, with the motivation of creating a network across Africa that could lead 
the conversation of inclusion, language, culture and human rights in the agenda of technology 
development.  
 
Type: Engineer, with some characteristics of Bricoleur, as Women in ML and Data Science community 
is local oriented and has no vision nor idea on how to expand. 
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13) Reem  / Middle East and North Africa 
Reem is the founder of Whyise, which provides companies and organizations with an impact analytics 
platform. Whyise’s platform allows organizations to aggregate their data from multiple sources and 
analyze it for strategic planning, efficient reporting and evidence-based decision making. They help 
mission-driven organizations to measure their economic, social and environmental impact; they do so 
by establishing KPIs (Key Performance Indicators) for each goal and by determining the correct data 
that must be collected and analyzed. Whyise has a global impact, working with companies and 
organizations from the US, Jordan, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia. 
 
Motivation 
Reem was born in Palestine, and she was raised with the mindset of "if you do not like something, you 
can change it". She is a firm believer that at least in countries like Jordan, Palestine or Lebanon, you 
cannot create change from the government, and it is the role of citizens and entrepreneurs to change 
things. On her first job, she worked with an important businessman as her "impact manager". With him, 
she learned about the importance of reporting the social and environmental, as well as economic impact. 
It also allowed her to be aware of the complexity of the subject, as, concerning social impact, it is hard 
to define objective metrics for somehow subjective goals. That motivated her to help organizations 
design impact models, help them determine what to measure and what data to collect. 
 
Type: started as a Constructionist and then transitioned towards Engineer.  
 
In conclusion, Social Entrepreneurs are intrinsically motivated to solve societal challenges. Most of the 
times, these motivations come from having a personal connection with the problem or by feeling 
knowledgeable and empowered to make a difference. Interestingly, it seems to be common to mention 
they are doing AI when, in reality, they are only doing advanced data analytics. Sometimes, they even 
do not have enough data, but they do have invested money and time coding a solution. This seems 
important as it reveals how easy it is to 'lie' about the possibilities of AI solution, but also how 
compelling stories can be. Similarly, it also supports the theory that mentions how SE are driven by 
their vision of the future, and sometimes are blinded by it.  

Goodpaster (2009) mentions that the development of conscience involves civil, political, 
corporate and interpersonal efforts, being the latter important to pinpoint. As a 'rare breed', SE using AI 
know each other or at least have heard about each other; they know their products, they know their 
solutions, and have opinions about each other work. This results in an interesting ecosystem that could 
be fraternal and amicable or could lead to being closed and biased towards specific worldviews. 

Lastly, it is easy as an outsider to feel compelled to judge or jump into conclusions of their 
actions and decisions. However, all entrepreneurs seemed genuinely motivated to change the world and 
their surroundings. Expressions like “[…] money is not important.” “[…] I love my work because I 
know I am doing something meaningful […]” are examples of how these entrepreneurs have the best 
intentions in them.  

To many of them, their awareness and sensitivity on the seriousness and complexity of the 
problems they tackled, allowed them to understand that they needed to create alliances and join forces 
with other stakeholders. They support and develop different practices within their company, which most 
of the times seem too progressive for their surroundings. They firmly believe it is also a way to prove 
to their environment, how business and impact can be done inclusively and sustainably.  
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4.2 Ethical practices by type 
In this section, I draw several general conclusions about the different types of Social Entrepreneurs 
defined by Zahra and colleagues. These conclusions are based on the interviews held and have 
limitations as will be addressed in the discussion.   
 
The ethical practices are defined with reference to the most important tensions addressed in the 
Literature Review which are:   

- Business practices: governance mechanism and organizational culture, identification of the 
problem (technology push vs demand pull; root problem vs system solution), balance between 
money and impact. 
- Technological development of AI practices: data handling, fairness and bias, and digital 
divide.  

4.2.1 Social Bricoleurs 
Social bricoleurs address social needs, where they can leverage their motivation, expertise and personal 
resources. They are less concerned about broad applications because their limited resources and 
expertise limit their ability to address other needs or expand geographically. In other words, efforts to 
recognize widespread opportunities is an impossible task because most of the knowledge entrepreneurs 
possess does not exist outside their local context.  
In the case of the entrepreneurs in this research, the foregoing is also true. However, the very nature of 
an AI application requires somewhat broader applications in order to be profitable; therefore, being a 
Social Bricoleur is not the ideal mindset to become a successful social entrepreneur using AI. 
 It could be said that sometimes being a Social Bricoleur is the first step in the AI venture 
strategy, as this way one understands the context of a specific problem and it allows one to work with 
limited resources before making a high investment of technology. 
 
Governance and culture 
The typology suggests that the governance rest in the hands of the community (Zahra, 2006), in practice 
this is represented by promoting the habit of listening continuously to the customer's or beneficiary's 
needs: "the customer is always right". As for culture, the best example is Irene from Helki, where she 
promotes the value of “kindness” on her team, as she would like them to feel that the way she treats her 
team, is as kind as she would like them to treat the clients and their children.  
 Another interesting practice that promotes a culture of helping and giving to the community, 
which is closely related to the limited resources, is that Social Bricoleurs employ volunteers much more 
than the other types in the typology.  

 
Problem identification 
As Social Bricoleurs address social needs based on their resources, this type mostly focuses on 
symptoms rather than root problems, as they solve the problem they empathize with, with the knowledge 
they have. This type needs to be careful in not trying to push a technological solution where it is not 
needed. The tools of Empathy Map, User Persona and the methodology of Design Thinking were 
described as great tools to build up the habit of understanding the client's needs, which is very much 
needed in the development of AIs solution and social interventions. 

Other types would spend more time, designing, attending workshops, and the solution may 
change over time, whereas for this type, the solution stays fixed for a more extended period. 
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Money and impact 
One of the main ethical concerns described in theory is the allocation of resources and how this 
allocation can create social wealth. A good example is Rafael from Mexica, who, given his reluctance 
to create a company, has decided to allocate his time and energy on promoting a book instead of creating 
a business or creating a new system. Similarly, Irene, as a computer scientist, decided to invest all her 
money on developing a chatbot, when they only had a database of 25 clients (a sample too small to train 
a system). Whether these decisions are “good” or “bad” is not the scope of this research, but it is 
interesting to understand how the mindset of the SE in the typology, determines the decisions they make 
in allocating resources and their impact, in this case, motivation and personal resources play an essential 
role.  
Defining the metrics of the solution and measuring impact might be one of the most complicated things 
for this type, as they sometimes cannot quantify the relevance of their solution. They mostly "measure" 
their impact in a subjective manner, which is by identifying personal satisfaction they get when someone 
congratulates or thanks them. 
 
Digital divide 
As Social Bricoleurs are driven by understanding the needs of the users, they are the ones most sensitive 
to how to design applications that will be used properly. One of the digital divides discussed previously 
is in the usage of the technology; in this case, Social Bricoleurs and their applications are helping to 
reduce this divide by providing services and showing people that phones and computers can also be 
used to learn. 

The best practice comes from Irene, whose target is middle-income families who mostly use 
their phone for entertainment (Van Dijk, 2005). However, by using Eli's service, they are also 
guaranteeing that a phone (even if it is through WhatsApp) can also be used in other ways and help 
them improve their lives. This happens because Irene is remarkably persistent on being kind to her 
clients, understanding the best way to communicate with them, and creating friendly content, using 
different images and friendly language in order for people to feel safe and heard.  

Another ethical practice also shared with the other types is sharing information, videos, and 
content through social media, in order to promote, teach and empower people to use digital tools for 
their benefit. 
 
Data handling 
Data collection, storage, and treatment are among the ethical concerns around AI that are most 
publicized. Correspondingly, as they are quite small in scale, regulation (if their country had any) 
regulations do not necessarily modify their behaviour. 

Social Bricoleurs are aware of the importance of data safety, however, as they also have limited 
resources and knowledge, most of the time they use commercial tools believing that by being from big 
corporations they are “safe”. Irene is again a good example, as she is aware of the challenges of handling 
personal and sensitive information about young children.  However, the tools that the company uses at 
the moment, are tools such as WhatsApp, Google Drive, and OneDrive, which are owned by big 
corporations, that do not ensure the safety of the data but are also easier to use. 
 
Fairness and bias 
Similarly, with the other categories, Social Bricoleurs are very much aware of the importance of bias. 
Concerning ethical practices, we can differentiate the team and process. From the entrepreneurs 
interviewed, we learned that it is vital that Social Bricoleurs build teams with different backgrounds 
and expertise to guarantee that different angles are covered in the process. On the team side, the concern 
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of having a somewhat balanced team in gender was paramount; this has the aim to deliver what is best 
for the user and for the development of the team itself. 
 However, the most important take out from Social Bricoleurs is the importance of 
understanding the context, the values and the needs of the user. Rafael and Irene, and also Kathleen 
with her project, showed the importance on understanding local culture,  

4.2.2 Social Constructionists 
Social Constructionists are alert to opportunities and are driven by a future vision, not so much of 
personal resources as Social Bricoleurs. Zahra et al. (2009) suggest that Social Constructionists may 
face limited competition in the delivery of their programs, but competition for required resources is 
often intense, and this was the case in all of the entrepreneurs interviewed in this research.  

Social Constructionists using AI are the ones with stronger AI-driven solutions, from the three 
types in the typology these entrepreneurs are the ones actively gathering data, developing technology 
and creating platforms.  

Ethically speaking, these entrepreneurs are the ones who should listen more to guidelines and 
principles published by organizations, as they are the ones developing the technology. Similarly, as they 
have bigger teams, embracing and promoting a culture of responsibility and reflection is on their hands, 
but they have to do it by a personal conviction as sometimes external actors may not favour these 
behaviours. 

 
A common trait among Social Constructionists is that they found an opportunity after their national 
governments issued a law. Most of the time, the change in law was seen as something positive, and 
these entrepreneurs decided this was the best way to create a change, having a perfect excuse to 
approach clients (whether they are governmental institutions or organizations).  

Unlike Social Bricoleurs, Social Constructionists do not jump into a solution based on their 
personal resources; these entrepreneurs, when they see a problem, they find a way to collect talent and 
resources and solve them. Thus, some of the entrepreneurs using AI do not have a technical background. 
They solve their knowledge gap by outsourcing the development of the solution to software 
development companies. Sometimes, these companies do not understand the context and do not share 
their same mission and passion as they do. This leads to a gap of context and problem understanding, 
and could possibly lead to having unfair or biased systems.   
 
Governance mechanisms and internal culture 
According to the theory, it is tough to "govern" a Social Constructionist, as they are surrounded by 
"many hands," e.g., investors, clients, mentors, partners. Some of the common elements shared across 
Social Constructionists is that they have a clear and straightforward mission and vision, and clear values 
of the organization. 

Social Constructionists strive to offer better benefits and to foster an excellent work culture, 
mainly because they have to compensate for the low salaries. This is represented by having inclusive 
workspaces, especially concerning work-life balance and gender equality, for example by promoting 
paternity and maternity leave and being openly supportive to the LGTB+5 community.   
 
 
 

 
5 LGBTQ+ acronym for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer/Questioning 
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Identification of the problem 
In contrast to the other types, Social Constructionists vary in terms of how they address the problem. 
Some of them provided a technological solution because that was their expertise, while others first 
identified a problem and then realized that, from different possibilities, the best way to solve a problem 
was by using AI. 

As mentioned earlier, some Social Constructions are outsourcing the technology development 
to third parties, creating a gap of knowledge and empathy between the developers and the context. Some 
of the methodologies most of these entrepreneurs use are Design Thinking or Human-Centred Design. 
Both methodologies were developed by the company Ideo6 in Silicon Valley (Ideo, 2019).  

These methodologies promote the immersion and understanding of the needs of the people who 
will use the solution. Promoting field exploration and observation to understand their context, daily 
habits and needs. However, in practice, this is not often the case. As Sofia and Ricardo experience, 
sometimes the immersion sessions are hypothetical and made in a physical room in their offices, without 
getting in touch with the final user. These type of sessions do not necessarily guarantee that the team 
truly understands the context. In Sofia’s case, this led to a situation where the third party created features 
and functionalities more complicated than they should have been, as they felt "excited" and empowered 
to create them, not because the problem needed that.  
 One good practice comes from Tito, who worked with a third party but made an agreement that 
the developers needed to work within the offices of Tito’s company, Radar, in order for the developers 
to stay synchronized with the companies’ mission, the culture and the context of the problem. 
Eventually, these programmers were hired by Radar, once the start-up had developed the capability to 
hire and train them. 
 
Money and impact 
Social Constructionists are funded by governments, NGOs and charitable foundations (Zahra, 2009), 
which is the case with many of the entrepreneurs interviewed in the research. If they are not funded (as 
in sponsorship) like Sofia or Ricardo by these actors, many Social Constructionists using AI see them 
as clients, which is the case of Paulina, Juan Pablo, Ilana. 
 As theory suggests, these entrepreneurs run the risk of diverging from their original mission as 
they develop reasonably large and complex organizations, with considerable financing and staffing 
needs. Many of the entrepreneurs have to adapt and respond to many actors (investors, sponsors, 
clients), making them drift from their main impact goal. This was the case of Ilana who stopped working 
on Heartbits as WorldTech was generating more revenue. 

Most entrepreneurs agree that there are solutions that should exist in the world for the sake of 
humanity (e.g. a platform that can measure the assistance of senators to congress). But, in order to have 
the impact they envision, these solutions should remain utterly untouched by the government and 
powerful actors. Thus, creating tension, as they are willing to create and develop those solutions, but 
sometimes they need to decide whether to continue investing their time and energy on those solutions 
or move to something profitable. The latter being the case with many of the entrepreneurs interviewed. 

Many of these Social Constructionists started their companies without funding as a way to 
guarantee that their solution was feasible and also free from external pressures. Allowing them to find 
ways to gather as much data as possible, probe the right business model, and pivot accordingly. 

Social Constructionists using AI, are therefore the type who struggles the most with the tension 
between impact and profit. The best practice to cope with this tension is to have continuous sessions of 
reflection and remembering their mission. Secondly, finding and selecting investors who are aligned 

 
6 Ideo is a global design company based in San Francisco. It is known, amongst other things for creating the “mouse” for the computers. 
They strive to create positive impact through design.  
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with their vision, and finally to have a sufficient number of economically profitable projects that can 
sustain the non-economically profitable projects, like Juan Pablo from Random Monkey, does.   

 
Concerning the business model, there are two common ones: "Software as a service" for business and 
subscription model for customers. In the SaaS model, the client pays a subscription, and with that, they 
receive training and updates. This makes the sales process shorter than when they sell software. This 
business model allows them to be close to their clients, understanding their needs and make an impact 
within their processes; however, it also leads to a slower pace of growth and revenue, creating internal 
tension and desperation.   
 
Digital divide 
Social Constructionists are the ones with more tangible applications; these are the ones with real 
chatbots, platforms, and systems. Hence, they should be the ones more worried about the user 
interaction and the user's digital skills, however, as they are quite worried about finding talent, managing 
stakeholders and day-to-day operations, usually they forget about understanding the needs of the user.  
 Two good examples of this tension are Paulina and Ilana; Paulina is aware of the digital skills 
gap, and the importance of testing their solution with the user, however, she also says " I have not had 
time to do any user test". Ilana, on the other hand, is creating a platform to develop digital skills. 
However, it is designed for people with internet access, that are technology-savvy (as the content is 
focused on programming and coding) and have enough money to pay for the platform. My intention is 
not to point out their mistakes, but it is to indicate how hard it is for this type to juggle with resources 
and impact. 
  The best practice comes from Tito, who from the beginning used Design Thinking as a mindset. 
As a team, they understood that many of their users did not have sufficient digital nor statistical skills. 
Thus, they took over the responsibility to deliver and design a platform as friendly and accessible as 
possible, suggesting that the user could improve their skills by "doing".  
 
One aspect worth noting is the importance of language in the development of chatbots and bridging the 
gap between different socio-economic groups. This is because, in low-income groups, education in 
language and writing skills is so low that , they misspelt words or used slang that the chatbot cannot 
understand. It is therefore vital, in order to guarantee the proper use of the chatbot by different users to 
train the chatbot taking into consideration different backgrounds and education levels. 
 
Data handling 
It is hard to draw general conclusions for this point, as for the moment of the interview, many of the 
entrepreneurs were developing their model and were about to start gathering data. However, they agreed 
on the importance of collecting and safely saving data. The ones who harnessed more data were Paulina 
and Tito. Both companies, even though they are not in Europe, were GDPR compliant, and had their 
data storage in European countries (as they have better regulations in place). 
 An important remark is that when I asked this question, I could identify the actual maturity of 
their solution. Before this point, the entrepreneurs will talk about their solution in present tense, when 
in reality it was future. Eg: Ilana mentioned several times “our platform recommends your next step in 
learning improving your digital skills”, when in reality it only has the “functionality to” or the capability 
to” as the platform does not have any data, nor users yet.  
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Fairness and bias 
Gender bias 

Even though there was no specific type of bias defined from the beginning, throughout the interviews, 
it was clear that many Social Constructionist and Social Engineers were worried about gender bias and 
inclusion in their team. Many of these entrepreneurs promote gender equality in the workforce (as stated 
before), as they believe this is the best way to avoid gender bias in their solutions, by guaranteeing that 
the team is represented in gender and sex. Many of them aimed to have a team that was 50% female 
and 50%, male, but talent was always the main point for hiring. 
 

Other biases 
Similarly, these entrepreneurs are also aware of other biases. Many of them aim to have a team with 
diverse backgrounds but mostly focused on sales, technology development, and design. The team is 
diverse in personalities and passions; yet, there was no clear intention on addressing biases concerning 
economic, social, religious views, nor including other disciplines outside their business scope.  

An example is Paulina; she is aware that besides gender, as a team, they could have a "social 
status" bias. She mentioned that many of the team studied in private universities and owned a brand 
new MacBook, while many of the people they train are the government officers who own old hardware.  

As mentioned before, when an entrepreneur is outsourcing the development, entrepreneurs 
should be aware that programmers might not always be aware and sensitive to the context if they are 
not part of their organization. Therefore, it is suggested to have meetings and sessions where the people 
developing the model are also included so that they can also understand the context; it can be an 
agreement also that programmers should work within the offices of the company. Some methodologies 
to guarantee this are Design Sprints and having stand-ups (from the Scrum methodology) in both cases, 
all important actors should be involved, and the mission of the solution should be repeated. 

4.2.3 Social Engineers 
Of the three types in the typology, Social Engineers have the most robust practices in place, they are 
also the ones with a stronger vision and a stronger sense of what needs to be said, done and developed. 
They have an international outlook and are more sensitive about human rights and social problems than 
the other types.  

Even though the initial scope of the research was to focus on platforms and chatbots, many of 
these entrepreneurs run NGO's which promote responsible use of data and technology through training, 
research, and consultancy. Many of them, however, started as Social Bricoleurs and developed 
platforms and solutions to address a problem. However, when they realized that their country or 
environment was not ready for AI solutions, yet, and much more was needed to be done, but nobody 
was doing it, they decided to take action. These entrepreneurs are the ones behind global movements 
such as Open Data, Civic Tech, AI4Good, Data4Good, among others.  

 
Zahra suggests that the primary ethical concern about this type is ego. However, it is interesting to see 
that there is awareness of personal biases: many of these entrepreneurs implemented internal practices 
in order to guarantee sovereignty in their decisions and to guarantee to have a decision-making process 
as flat as possible. However, certain comments belittling the government's effort or other organizations 
can be identified in some of them. Expressions like, "no one was doing it right. Therefore he had to take 
action.", "you know how they are; all governments are stupid" are examples of this. 
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Governance mechanisms and internal culture 
As the theory suggests, Social Engineers are more difficult to govern as they are “free spirits”. 
Interestingly, from the entrepreneurs interviewed, these entrepreneurs are the ones creating legislation 
and movements around the world in order to create better structures and mechanisms for the 
development of responsible, inclusive and trustworthy AI. 
 Within their organizations, the mission, vision, and code of conduct are very well defined and 
communicated. One good example of this is Juan from Social Tic, who publicly announces and shares 
on the company’s webpage the process to file complaints, demands, and situations of any violence from 
any Social Tic worker. Their code of conduct is a yearly reviewed and open document that is developed 
by the team with the support of specialists in gender, institutional development, new masculinities, and 
non-violent communication. 
 
This type promotes a culture of using and developing Open Source tools, generate Creative Commons 
material, the usage of encryption methods and tools. Similarly, they also promote a culture of 
cooperation with other entities which is crucial for these entrepreneurs, as they understand that the 
problems they address are complex and require multiple actors and angles, and it is crucial if they wish 
to create a global impact. 
 
Problem identification 
Social Engineers are root problem-oriented; this can be a reason why some of them decided to "jump" 
from building a company to create a movement that would bring forth systemic change. This type 
understands that artificial intelligence is not necessarily the tool for all the problems humanity faces. 
They are aware that, sometimes a simple visualization of data can help decision-makers make better 
decisions, without the need of investing time and resources in the development of technology.  
  Two good practices are shown here. First, problem definition with different stakeholders and 
disciplines is essential, just like Eduard and Jesús do. Secondly, it is vital to define who solves the 
problem, as the way to address it might change depending on the person's motivation and background. 
Concerning AI and problems that can be solved through data, Jesús was very determined on the fact 
that developers, in general, lack mathematical and statistical skills to solve difficult problems. He 
suggests that training people to become a “coder” has been one of the biggest problems of our times, 
he then promotes challenges where skilled mathematics students can give solutions, and evaluate what 
kind of technological solution is more appropriate. 
 
Money and impact 
As with any other typology, Social Engineers also struggle with finding funding. However, most of 
them express how their social network and their knowledge have led them to be “looked for”. In other 
words, as they have developed strong networks, and have positioned themselves as experts in the field 
of data, impact and AI, national and international organizations have invited them to collaborate with 
them in impactful research and projects. 
 Similarly to Social Bricoleurs, Engineers also identify the need for specific tools to exist in 
order to guarantee democracy (for example). However, by developing it, a whole infrastructure needs 
to be behind the solution, and sometimes it must be free from political power in order to be effective. 
Unlike Social Bricoleurs, Social Engineers find a way to maintain these platforms or solutions alive and 
embrace them within their organization or create another organization if that needs to be done. A great 
example is Social Tic that has hosted platforms that are aligned with their mission and vision. 
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Digital divide 
This type is the most sensitive to the social divide, and the digital divide lived in their countries. 
Depending on their interests, they each address this issue in different ways. Some of them, like Juan 
from Social Tic or Ilana in Colombia, do so by developing digital skills and data skills training for 
journalists; as mentioned before, Jesús addresses this issue in developing numeric and data skills 
amongst developers. 
 As mentioned before, social media is also a tool Social Engineers use to bridge the information 
gap, and promote a more conscious usage of technology. They create content and share it in order for 
people to understand that there is more to do outside social media. 
 
Data handling 
Many of these entrepreneurs have organizations that promote a sensitive and responsible use of data, 
rather than handling solutions themselves. Compliance with GDPR is one of the practices they suggest, 
as it is an international standard and many of the organizations they work with use it, in order for 
organizations to be ready for any future legislation coming to their countries, but also to reach 
international markets.  

When developing and training an AI model, they promote that developers and engineering 
teams use methodologies such as Human-Centered design. Some other guidelines proposed are from 
ACM (Association for Computing Machinery), Institute for Ethical AI & ML in the United Kingdom, 
and to follow the Modeler’s Hippocratic Oath.   

However, before that, they emphasize the importance of defining the problem and designing 
the proper data points and data points that will be collected. The best examples for this are Jesús and 
Reem, Jesús claims that philosophy is crucial to ask the right question. Similarly, Reem suggests that 
defining the goal and defining the right metrics is crucial for the development of responsible and 
trustworthy Big Data and AI solutions. 
 
Fairness and bias 
Conversations about bias with these entrepreneurs are interesting, as most of them believe that bias is 
human, and worrying about bias in technology is a way to "outsource" a problem that comes inherently 
from the human being. Many of them agree, that all the technologies and systems that we have designed 
are or have been somehow biased, and that if we take that as a starting point then we can proceed to 
define mechanisms and solutions that could help minimizing the bias. 

Reem, for example, is aware that having members with the same socio-economic status in the 
team can also create a vital bias in the solution, so she makes sure to hire people from different 
universities (public and private), cities and backgrounds. Similarly, most of the Social Engineers 
working with AI have a strong technical background, but they have experts in social fields also surround 
them, such as sociology, journalism and psychology. They promote not only gender equality but 
diversity within expertise and sectors across humanities and science, and ethnicity. An example of the 
last one is Kathleen from Kenya, who is an advocate of the inclusion of African languages in AI 
development. 

 
Zahra et al (2009) created a framework with categories, with this research it can be said that it is more 
a spectrum rather than a categorization. As discussed before, many times an entrepreneur shifts mindset 
from one type to another. On another times, the same entrepreneur can have two different projects and 
the projects can be categorized in different types.  

One could ask, which type is better? Which one suits better the approach of developing in an 
ethical and trustworthy AI? For this, the answer is none of them, and all of them. It is important not to 
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get lost in methodologies or frameworks, but to understand that every category holds important practices 
that should be considered in the different stages of development of the company and the technology.  

Are these practices enough to avoid an unintended ethical risk? Probably not. However,  it is a 
statement for the entrepreneurs and companies out there, as these entrepreneurs are showcasing that 
even in a complex environment, one can have adopt ethical practices and still be profitable. 

4.3 Common business practices and challenges 
Like traditional entrepreneurs, many of the Social Entrepreneurs deal with customers, suppliers, barriers 
to entry, and competition. Similarly, running a social enterprise in a developing country, SE face a 
challenging environment where much needs to be done. Driven by the purpose of creating change in 
their environment, this can be both very exhausting and rewarding for the SE, as they can be seen as a 
hero when things are going well, but also can be misunderstood when things are not completely 
changed. In this section, the main business practices and common challenges amongst entrepreneurs 
are enlisted. 

4.3.1 Business 
Problem identification 
We are living in the midst of what one entrepreneur defined as “technological solutionism”; to avoid 
this, some entrepreneurs affirmed that the most important thing to do is to learn how to formulate the 
proper questions that could lead to identify the problem. Philosophy plays a vital role in this part; thus, 
delivering humanities courses for future engineers is more important than ever, as they should 
understand the problems and the context they will be designing and coding a solution for.  

Mathematical and statistical knowledge is key in this stage. If it is decided that AI is needed, it 
is essential to understand that AI is not only Machine Learning nor Deep Learning. Technology 
companies around the world are pushing the agenda and moving the discourse around these techniques 
because this is the one they are developing. 
 
In the business level, the use of methodologies that help teams to understand the context, to empathize 
and to interact face to face with the user or beneficiary is also vital. What worries me is that the most 
common methodologies – Design Thinking, Human-Centred Design- used at this stage were developed 
by a design company in Silicon Valley. It is worth mentioning that there is a big offer of certified 
trainings, delivering workshops to young entrepreneurs and companies all around the world. 

The idea behind the methodologies- human in the centre, people first- is aligned with the values 
shared in this paper. However, if we understand where do these methodologies come from (technology-
push environment, money driven environment) I’m skeptical on whether it is the best way to address 
problems such as citizenship participation, or design platforms for middle-class income parents living 
in a small town in Mexico. 
 On the bright side, we see how some of these entrepreneurs (mostly Social Engineers), are 
developing their own methods and ways to assess societal problems from a multidisciplinary approach 
in order to define how and to what extent AI can be a good solution. It will be interesting to see and 
follow the work that unfolds from their work. 
 
Talent 
One big challenge all entrepreneurs face is finding and retaining qualified talent. Reem mentioned how 
stagnant the education is in Jordan; where sometimes, even having a university degree, engineers do 
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not have the skills nor knowledge she needs for her platform. Thus, she is aware that she will hire by 
attitude and train for aptitude, costing her time, and therefore, money.  

On the other hand, as Tito mentioned, if they do have the talent and the knowledge needed to 
develop complex technological solutions, these engineers will have more and better paid opportunities. 
Aligned with Montes (2019)  research, this leads engineers to feel more compelled to work in a big 
technological company instead of a small social enterprise.  
 
Selecting the right person with the right mindset, set of values and skills is still crucial to determine fit 
with the culture and guarantee a successful integration; but, time pressure and money limitation often 
lead to hiring what is available. However, when they find the right talent, retaining is also a challenge. 
Therefore, some of the entrepreneurs interviewed in this research make sure that they have a great team 
culture in place, to offer appealing benefits, and to be inclusive and flexible.  

Most of the people interviewed did not have the responsibility to code the system of their 
solutions; they were managers and had an overview of the solutions. This means that the day-to-day 
ethical decisions of the development of the solution are distributed among the team. Trusting that people 
are doing the right thing is important, but also having regular sessions to promote the right values and 
code of conduct as well as having the right governance mechanisms in place is important. 
 
Funding 
Similar to talent, finding the right investor is also a challenge. Especially as many of the investors and 
venture capitalists are more interested in having outstanding revenues in a short period. This has 
primarily been a mindset promoted by Silicon Valley and big tech companies. However, little by little, 
the impact investing movement is growing, and more and more investors are also considering returns 
on social wealth as well as economic gains. This creates a more positive environment for SE, and allows 
entrepreneurs to think as impact investors as allies, and not as “sharks” they should protect themselves 
from. 
  Entrepreneurs do play a role in improving this ecosystem, Reem mentions, it is essential to 
understand what are the impact measures of every entrepreneur. For a long time, measuring impact was 
subjective and challenging, yet, there are now different libraries and tools that can help an entrepreneur 
determine their goals and measures.  

On the other side, depending on the type of solution, a good starting point before looking for 
funding is to start without it. Tito and Juan Pablo affirmed that, for them this was the best way to 
challenge themselves and prove that the solution was both impactful and profitable. This way, both 
companies are now ready for investment, because they have the foundations set, and a clear vision of 
what is needed. 
 
Another interesting insight is that some the projects were funded by international organizations 
promoting technological development projects in developing countries. Names such as UNESCO, UN, 
BID and USAID are the main promoters of these projects. However, some of these grants were only 
starting points and are not recurrent fundings, creating a sustainability problem if they do not have a 
revenue model to sustain the solution. 
 
Business model 
When the main client of the company is another big organization or the government, the most common 
business model is Software as a Service, where the entrepreneur develops a piece of software and sells 
a monthly or yearly service contract. This service includes use of platform, training of the tool, updates 
and other features within the period service.  
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 What was interesting when researching this question, was the realization that some 
governments do not have the mechanisms to properly assess software solutions. This is an important 
point for further research and work, as it may lead to malpractices.  
 
Another common business model is having two operations running, one for profit (consulting or selling 
services to big corporations and governments) and the non-for profit, that consisted of solutions that 
should remain independent to be impactful or the development of solutions for other NGOs that did not 
have the resources to pay. In this case, the for profit stream, sustains the operations of the whole 
organization, including the non-for profit impact projects.  
 
Impact measurement 
From literature review until the practice, we have seen how difficult it is what social wealth and social 
value really is. Before the interviews, understanding the way entrepreneurs defined their impact 
measurement strategy was not the focus. The topic was also absent in many of the interviews, which is 
the reason why I find important to mention, as it reveals a weak link in the development of Social 
Enterprises in general. The fact that this topic was not common, triggers interesting questions, how do 
they know they are creating a change? How do they know their solution has impact?  
  
Governance mechanism and self- awareness 
From literature we know that having a governance system is an important practice for social 
entrepreneurs, as this can allow them to have external eyes that can help to be aware of their egos and 
to pinpoint where they are drifting away from their mission. In practice, Social Engineers were more 
prone to have an established governance model; we can assume that is because their awareness of the 
problem they are tackling makes them more conscious of their limitations. Or it may be that establishing 
those mechanisms seem secondary when running and starting a business is more important, as this is 
also not something that the entrepreneurial culture around the world promotes. Why would they slow 
down to create those mechanisms when they can always go faster and create them eventually? 

4.3.2 Country-level 
Legislation and governments 
Many challenges were enlisted concerning legislation and governments in general. However, I will start 
by commenting that one common trigger for at least three SE, was that their social business opportunity 
was a reaction of a new law that came into action. Tito in Chile, Paulina in Mexico and Juan in different 
countries in Latin America found market opportunities based on the requirements that schools, local 
governments or entities needed to legally fulfil, and they had the solution to help them achieve it.  

On a business level, one restriction mentioned was the lack of legal figures for social 
enterprises, as they are in-between categories (for-profit and association).  

Similarly, as many of our entrepreneurs consult or have the government as a client, they also 
have to face bureaucratic processes, and sometimes they have to face how the selection process is more 
oriented towards personal relationships and favouritism, rather than talent and capacity.  
In a systemic perspective, and what many Social Engineers aim to address, there is a lack of regulations 
governing these new technologies. However, what is more important is the lack of knowledge and 
expertise within the governments, when in some cases, have led to situations where the government 
seem to have the best interest, but international corporations take advantage of the situation, over 
charging and under delivering solutions. 
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Infrastructure 
Concerning development of technology, the main challenge is the lack of infrastructure that support the 
development of AI which are: availability of data sets, data storage servers and energy. Many of these 
countries suffer from unreliable energy power, which is vital to support AI systems and develop on-
demand, live solutions. Similarly, these countries have not invested in the creation of data servers, which 
leads some entrepreneurs to use private services like Amazon, and to lose complete ownership and 
responsibility on the privacy. 
 Lastly, many solutions could work with the availability of open public data, however, even 
though many movements have been created around this, there is still a lack of reliable and updated data, 
which then hinders the possibility of development civic technologies, and solutions in general that 
benefit the public.  
 
Digital and numeracy skills 
The initial aim of the study was to understand how was the digital divide addressed by entrepreneurs. 
As many of the entrepreneurs develop solutions within big cities, they did not face the problem of  
having users with no access to a computer or to internet. However, they are aware that there is a big 
divide between cities and the rest of their countries. This was the case for every entrepreneur.  

What was interesting to realize was that digital skills also require literacy skills, which are very 
low in many countries. How can a person profit from the internet if they can not read nor write properly? 
How can a person profit from the internet if much of the content is in English? 

Similarly, many of the entrepreneurs interviewed developed solutions that help users make 
decisions based on data (directors, journalists, government workers). However, the numeracy skills and 
data skills required to understand basic statistical data such as average and standard deviation, are very 
low.   
 
So far, I have listed different challenges, areas of focus, including some “shoulds” and “musts” proposed 
by the entrepreneurs themselves; it seems like everything is important, and everything is critical. 
Starting a company is complicated by itself, now adding these complexities may seem overwhelming.  
To be prepare and adapt to every situation in the most responsible way, the most important principle is 
to build strong foundations; this involves building a diverse team, cultivating an ethical mindset, 
promoting systems thinking and impact management habits, and for that moments of reflection as 
company and individuals should be promoted.   

Consquently, the most important challenge of all, is the development and practice of awareness 
and specially of self-awareness (Goodpaster, 2009). Alongside with impact measurement, these two 
elements are important to further research, promote and develop together with the development of 
practical guidelines for the development of sustainable and responsible AI solutions.  
 With all the fears rising with the development of AI and the pressure on development of faster 
and more persuasive technologies, I believe that the counterpart i.e the Social Entrepreneurs movement 
should embrace and deploy more words like slow, humanity, philosophy, empathy, love and 
compassion. Living in a world that does not entirely promote those values, requires strength and work, 
therefore it is essential for entrepreneurs to develop the habit of reflecting on their own weaknesses and 
biases, in order to create the proper teams, collaborations and mechanisms to overcome them. 
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Chapter 5   
Discussion  
 
This research contributes to the limited literature on intersection of ethics, Social Entrepreneurship, 
developing countries and AI. Contributing with a descriptive analysis of the practices of both ethics of 
social entrepreneurs but also ethics of AI. Similarly, with the recent rise of the Impact Tech and AI for 
Good movement and their high expectations to solve all of humanities problem, this research contributes 
in understanding the state of the solutions, and the challenges developers in general face when 
developing AI solutions in the context of a developing country.  
 From this study different avenues can unfold such as: the development of public policy in order 
to support SE ethical AI ecosystems per region or per country (which considers not only the 
technological side, but also the development of mechanisms and organisms that could mitigate the risks 
of AI); development of guidelines and practices which incorporate both technical tensions, business 
challenges and conscious mindset into consideration. 
 
In this part of the paper, the limitations of the study are presented, and the findings are reflected upon. 
This is done to inform upon improvements for future research. There are three main points of discussion 
that indicates the shortcomings of the paper. First of all, the initial scope of the research was set at a 
global scale, as little research has been done about the social entrepreneurship working with AI, I was 
unaware of the size of the population. However, only fifteen participants were interviewed, most of 
them coming from personal connections in Mexico and Latin America, suggesting that the sample is 
not representative of the global context. Further research needs to be done in order to understand global 
practices and to properly understand national realities.   

Secondly, according to Creswell (2007) reliability of qualitative research is high if the approach 
is consistent. However, as both the entrepreneurial world and development of AI are constantly 
changing, it may be the case that in the future the context and the methodologies may not be the same. 
On the other hand, validity looks if the measurements also measure what the researcher wants to 
measure. For this research I brainstormed about the keywords that are interesting in order to ensure the 
validity of this report. In addition, those keywords were used in order to code the interviews to the get 
relevant points for this topic. The paper assumes that if another researcher would have used the same 
methodology as this paper used, the results would be the same. However, due to difference in 
preferences and perspective of the researcher, he or she would have chosen other papers and codes to 
aiding his or her argumentations. Moreover, there would be more content related to this topic if exactly 
the same research is conducted over few years. 

Lastly, the initial scope was to understand practices at a general level, as there was no previous 
research to follow up on. Furthermore, these interviews were held virtually, which is not the ideal 
environment for trust and personal connection. This might have led the interviewees to adapt their 
stories or omit information. Similarly, it also limits the understanding of the day-to-day operations. 
Thus, further research needs to be done, to get more in depth information of the ethical practices behind 
the companies; this is to guarantee a good cross-case analysis by improvement of data triangulation 
(Yin, 2009)  
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Chapter 6   
Conclusion 
The main research question of this research was: To what extent do social entrepreneurs (SE) 
developing AI solutions in the context of developing countries consider the ethical aspects of their 
solutions, their practices, and their technology development process? 
 
To answer that question, I formulated 6 sub-questions which I answer below. 
(1) What motivates a SE to start or run a social enterprise working with AI? 
Personal experience that connected to the problem, aligned with passion for technology was the main 
motivation behind these entrepreneurs. The scope of the solutions and the way to address the problem 
differ from type to type, where Social Bricoleurs were more focused on solving “closed to their heart”; 
Social Constructionist on addressing a “hole in the system” and Social Engineers on “creating a system” 
 This was aligned and confirmed Zahra and colleagues’ typology. There is in fact a difference 
in motivation, vision and mindset between Social Entrepreneurs, however, it can be the case that one 
person can have a different category. This leads to think that perhaps Zahra’s typology more than a 
type, as an adjective, is concerned as mindset that can shift and adapt depending on the problem and the 
solution in place.  
 
(2) What ethical practices and considerations does these SE consciously choose?  
Promoting a culture of transparency and honesty, striving for gender equality and inclusivity, having a 
board of advisors, organizing annual reunions with external stakeholder to review their code of conduct, 
and promoting encrypted open source tools are some of the practices SE working with AI consciously 
choose. However, promoting reflection process, designing a person responsible for ethics and social 
impact, having a multidisciplinary approach when understanding a problem or finding a (technological) 
solution, interacting with the final user in order to develop user friendlier platforms that could contribute 
on bridging the digital divide, having clear metrics of their social impact and promoting spaces of self-
awareness are practices that are not common among Social Entrepreneur.     
 
(3) What is the business model/financing mechanism that they employ? 
In general, the most common business model is subscription-based model, software as a service. For 
many of the SE, the government is an important actor, as funder, client or stakeholder. Consultancy is 
common amongst the Engineers, this also allows them to fund the projects that they believe should 
exist, even though they are not economically viable. Concerning funding, it is one of the hardest parts 
for most of the entrepreneurs, Also, defining which kind of funding. This could also be solved if they 
had the practice of defining their impact and their metrics. Not only as an ethical practice that could 
help them understand their impact and make better decisions, but also to give results and become more 
accountable, and as a way of showing how they are doing.  
 
(4) What common methodologies does SE use to start the venture and develop the AI solution? 
Design Thinking, Human-Centred Design, and Design Sprints (from Scrum methodology)  
For the development of AI the most common technique was Machine Learning. All of the previous 
have clear influence of the tech bubble from Silicon Valley. However, it is interesting to see how Social 
Engineers dedicate more time to reflect on their process and strive to keep themselves apart for 
mainstream methods.   
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(5) Which actors and institutions influence SE's values and decision processes? 
Organizations and movements such as the SGD's, Impact Tech and AI4Good are promoting a discourse 
that encourages entrepreneurs to collaborate in the development of responsible and ethical AI. It is 
interesting to see that at the same time (March) that in Kenya, people were creating an AI initiative; it 
was the same time that happened in Colombia and Mexico. 
 In the local level, incubators and investors play an important role in how an entrepreneur 
decides on which business model, that is why, some of them decide to “bootstrap” and do not be attached 
to any other values. When they do, they make sure the firm or the investor is aligned to their values and 
their mission. 
 One thing is certain, the influence of Silicon Valley is imminent, in vocabulary, tools, and 
methodologies. Silicon Valley mindset shapes the mindset of many of the entrepreneurs working with 
AI. We see a trend of some of them who are defining and proposing new methodologies, developing 
agreements and promoting practical guidelines.   

 
(6) How does the context of a developing country affect the development of social AI solutions? 
Country and governments play an important role. First of all, institutional failures and holes in service 
provision, serve as inspiration for SE to start up their ventures. Similarly, in different countries, the 
government supports the development of SE in different ways. Principally by seeing the SE as important 
ally, hiring their services in order to address problems that they could not do by themselves 
(technological or as consultant). However, the governments can hold them back, by not coming forward 
with support, or simply by with favouritism within their suppliers.  

It was clear that at least in developing countries Artificial Intelligence applied for social good 
has still a long road to walk, specially as one of the main ways to create public good is with public data 
and this is one of the main restrictions entrepreneurs face, lack of public, updated data sets. Digital 
divide issues also hard to address for some SE. Most importantly, the lack of infrastructure is one of the 
main concerns. This might be a good opportunity for other SE to develop solutions addressing these 
holes, promoting a more responsible and ethical AI ecosystem.  
 
In summary, social entrepreneurship refers to a specific type of entrepreneurship, where the 
entrepreneur (also called as social entrepreneur) focuses on the fulfillment of the social needs by setting 
up (or managing) a non-profit or a for-profit enterprise also known as social enterprise. These 
entrepreneurs, play an vital role in ameliorating adverse social conditions. Therefore, they build hope 
and optimism from the ground up by focusing on what is achievable in their environment. Lastly, 
technologies such as AI can help reduce gaps, however in order to effectively utilize existing technology 
responsibly, we must understand the societal paradigms, drivers and blockers that either enable 
prosperity or exacerbate our existing socio-political and economic divides.  

The main conclusion of this paper is that new technologies, especially AI, may bring benefits 
for humanity. For that to happen the problem must be identified correctly, responsible governance 
mechanisms should be in place, and cooperation amongst different stakeholders should be established. 
However, the most important aspect behind an ‘ethical AI solution’ is an ethical culture and an ethical 
leader; to achieve this, awareness of the context and self-awareness are vital tools and mechanisms that 
should be promoted in methodologies and guidelines for the development of ethical and trustworthy AI, 
and for any Social Enterprise in general. Much work remains to be done, and more conscious individuals 
need to appear in order to achieve the levels of prosperity and equality that we envision. 
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