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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores how key actors' roles and relationships shape transformation
dynamics in Perl’s impact investing sector. Drawing on a qualitative approach, the research
combines thematic analysis of ten semi-structured interviews with the construction of a
Causal Loop Diagram (CLD) to uncover patterns of collaboration, transformation
opportunities, and actor influence. Actor-Network Theory and systems thinking provide the
theoretical lenses through which these interactions are interpreted, offering a perspective that
treats both human and non-human elements, such as policies, narratives, and financial tools,

as influential in shaping change.

Findings reveal that transformation in the sector is closely linked to actor
participation, investment readiness, knowledge dissemination, and the presence of enabling
policies. In addition to well-known actors like investors and government institutions, the
study highlights the underexplored role of associations, cooperatives, and multi-role
intermediaries, particularly relevant in the Peruvian context. The research demonstrates how
informal coordination and fragmented infrastructure currently shape sectoral dynamics, while

also identifying points of leverage where collaboration could be strengthened.

This research offers a systems-based understanding of an under-researched national
sector, contributing conceptual and empirical insights relevant to practitioners, policymakers,

and scholars seeking to advance impact investing in emerging markets.
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1. Introduction

New forms of investment have emerged to address urgent concerns such as climate
change and social inequality. Among these new trends, impact investing has gained notable
traction as a mechanism to mobilize capital for both financial return and positive societal
transformation (Hand et al., 2024a). Defined by the Global Impact Investing Network (GIIN)
and echoed in Latin America, the region this study focuses on, by actors such as Aliados de
Impacto (2024a), impact investing refers to investments made with the intention to generate

measurable social and environmental impact alongside a financial return.

Traditional investment models have focused mainly on financial profit, often viewing
social and environmental concerns as the domain of public institutions and philanthropy, but
as Bugg-Levine and Emerson (2011) observe, "every one of us is confronting the shared
reality that regardless of who holds political office or what the latest social trend is, our social
and environmental challenges are too vast and our financial resources too limited for our

current approaches to work," highlighting the need to shift from traditional approaches.

Within the Latin American landscape, Peru represents an underexplored but promising
context for the expansion of impact investing. While it is still emerging, the Peruvian sector
has shown momentum in recent years, as foundations, startups, intermediaries, and select
financial institutions increase their participation. However, structural challenges such as
fragmentation, lack of coordination, and limited public sector engagement continue to inhibit
the sector’s capacity for systemic transformation. Despite this activity, from the available
literature reviewed, what remains largely missing is empirical work exploring how
collaboration unfolds between actors in this space, and its relational, systemic, and actor-level

dynamics, all contextualized in less formalized ecosystems.

This research explores how the roles and relationships of key actors influence the
dynamics of transformation within Pert’s impact investing ecosystem. It examines how actors
operate in isolation and how they engage with one another to co-create or constrain change
across the sector. The central research question guiding the study is: How do the roles and
relationships of key actors shape the dynamics of transformation in the impact investing
sector in Peru? Supporting this, three sub-questions examine the key actors' specific roles and
contributions within the industry, seeking to understand their formal functions, informal

responsibilities, and value. The second investigates the connection and collaboration patterns
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among these actors, mapping how relationships are formed, maintained, and leveraged. And
the third explores how these roles and relationships collectively influence the sector's
transformation, examining whether current actor dynamics enable or constrain the sector's

evolution.

In line with these questions, the research aims to achieve three main objectives. First,
to map the key actors involved in Peri’s impact investing sector and examine their roles.
Second, it seeks to understand the perceived barriers and enablers of transformation identified
by actors within the field. Finally, to draw on participant insights to identify recurring themes

that reveal patterns of collaboration and influence.

Methodologically, this qualitative research draws on ten semi-structured interviews,
coded through inductive thematic analysis to generate seven overarching themes and multiple
subthemes in each. These informed the construction of the Causal Loop Diagram (CLD),
allowing for integration of stakeholder perspectives into a systems framework. In addition, the
research draws on Actor-Network Theory (ANT) and Systems Thinking as conceptual lenses.
ANT supports the analysis of actor roles, alignment processes, and heterogeneous networks,
while Systems Thinking enables attention to feedback dynamics, reinforcing structures, and

leverage points.

Although academic and institutional interest in impact investing is growing, much of
the existing literature focuses on well-resourced ecosystems in high-income contexts, offering
generalized frameworks with limited application in less institutionalized environments.
Empirical research in countries like Pert remains insufficient, and studies often overlook how
informal networks, perceived legitimacy, or structural asymmetries mediate collaboration.
While some works recognize the importance of intermediary actors or hybrid organizational
forms, few provide first-hand insight into how stakeholders themselves navigate these
realities. This study responds to that gap by mapping accessible actors within Peru's impact
investing sector through direct interviews, centering their own perspectives rather than
external perceptions, while identifying actors often missing from existing classifications and
visualizing the patterns of connection, constraint, and coordination that emerge from their

experiences.

From a practice perspective, the study seeks to contribute insights on how actors can

better understand their position and influence within the system. The CLD highlights highly
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connected elements offering potential leverage points for more effective collaboration. This
may support the design of improved financing mechanisms, communication strategies, and
coordination platforms. By surfacing structural limitations and informal practices that shape
coordination, the research provides inputs to create new approaches to sector-building in

emerging contexts.

Following this introduction, the literature review situates the research within a broader
lens of impact investing, actor types, and relevant conceptual debates. The subsequent
chapters trace the sector's evolution from global origins to its manifestation in Latin America
and Pert specifically, and detail the research design combining thematic analysis with systems
mapping approaches. The findings are then presented, followed by deeper interpretation
through theoretical lenses, reflection on structural factors, and future research areas. The
study concludes with synthesizing insights and implications for Pertl's impact investing sector

development.

2. Literature Review

The following section explores the key theoretical foundations for understanding the
impact investing sector. It begins with definitional concepts before diving into the key actor

types and existing research.
2.1 From Traditional Investment to Defining Impact Investment

Conventional investment approaches have long focused exclusively on maximising
financial returns, with decisions driven primarily by risk-return assessments and market
indicators. (GIIN, 2023). Under this framework, mainstream investors typically abandon the
notion that they should consider the social or environmental consequences of their
investments, believing that such responsibilities fall to governments and nonprofit
organisations (Bugg-Levine & Emerson, 2011). Amidst this, an alternative approach to
development finance has gained traction: the impact investing sector, which some view as
offering new mechanisms for linking capital with social and environmental goals (Jackson,

2013).

Around 2007, the phrase “impact investing” was conceived during conversations
among pioneering investors and early leaders in the field, such as financial intermediaries

(Hochstadter & Scheck, 2015). However, debate continues over the precise definition of
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impact investment, as scholars and practitioners sometimes use different terminology for
related but distinct concepts and apply different terms to describe the same phenomena

(Schliitter et al., 2024).

A commonly accepted and commonly cited definition is provided by Hand et al.
(2024a, p. 2), who write that "impact investments are investments made into companies,
organisations and funds with the intention to generate positive, measurable, social and
environmental impact alongside a financial return". This is echoed and complemented by
other formulations, which conceptualize impact investing as a hybrid private equity and
philanthropy model (Sullivan, 2010) or an investing method that integrates social and

environmental effects into financial return (Okker et al., 2023).

Yet, Jackson (2013) emphasises that two less obvious but essential components of
these definitions are the investor's intent to generate such impacts and the evidence or
measurability of those impacts. A clear example of this emphasis can be found in a 2010
report co-authored by J.P. Morgan, the Global Impact Investing Network (GIIN), and the
Rockefeller Foundation. The report offers one of the most widely cited definitions of impact
investment, describing it as “investments intended to create positive impact beyond financial
returns.” (Harji & Jackson, 2012, p.11) highlighting not only the dual objective of financial
and social outcomes, but also emphasising the need for investors to be deliberate in their

efforts to achieve both.

Still, not all scholars and practitioners view this definitional agreement as a sign of
conceptual clarity. Critics argue that the lack of rigorous boundaries creates opportunities for
superficial adoption of the impact investing concept. For example, Findlay and Moran (2019)
highlight what they describe as a “definitional crisis” within the field, warning that without
stronger criteria for assessing investor intentionality, the term “impact investing” risks being
used only for reputational gain, a phenomenon they defined as “purpose-washing.” While
intentionality is regularly cited as a cornerstone of impact investing, these authors argue it is

often superficially or wrongly evidenced and monitored in practice.

Further concerns relate to the implementation of impact measurement itself, as it has
been noted that the sector faces a “dual accountability crisis” in terms of ethics and technical
issues (Chiappini et al., 2023). On one hand, it is not clear how impact investments are held to

their stated missions; on the other, the variety and complexity of impact metrics make
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comparison difficult, and the measurement costs are unevenly distributed. These unresolved
issues complicate attempts to assess impact rigorously and risk weakening trust in the sector.
This ultimately makes it harder to verify that investments genuinely embody the core

principles of the impact investing concept.

In addition to definitional inconsistency and measurement gaps, scholars have raised
concerns about the conceptual space in which impact investing operates. Literature points out
that impact investing overlaps with adjacent fields such as socially responsible investing
(SRI), green finance, microfinance, and venture philanthropy, confusing practitioners and
researchers alike (Agrawal & Hockerts, 2021). Although efforts have been made to
distinguish it based on key characteristics, the lack of clear boundaries allows for conceptual
ambiguity and practical misalignment. This blurring of categories can obscure accountability
and complicate implementation, especially for actors navigating the field without established

guidelines or regulatory standards.

Together, these critiques underscore that defining impact investing involves more than
outlining intent and outcomes. It also demands critical reflection on how these ideals are
implemented and measured in practice, and how inconsistencies might affect the field’s

credibility.
2.1.1 The Concept of Blended Value

More recently, companies have begun to view the integration of social and
environmental concerns not only as obligations to comply with regulation, but also as
strategic components of their core business models (Wood & Logsdon, 2019). The idea that
investment decisions can affect the broader world beyond financial performance is not new;
as Bugg-Levine and Emerson (2011) point out, this idea may trace back as far as 17th-century
England, when individuals sought to align investment and consumption with their values. A

term now known as blended value.

This term plays a role in framing this research, particularly in understanding how
different actors within the impact investing sector define and pursue “value.” Unlike
traditional investment approaches that treat financial, social, and environmental returns as
independent or even incompatible, the concept of blended value proposes that these outcomes

may be interdependent rather than treated as distinct categories. In this sense, it serves as a
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conceptual bridge between the economic logic of investment and social and environmental

transformation objectives.

According to scholars, value is whole and indivisible, and social, environmental, and
economic value are not separate categories to be balanced, but elements of a single, integrated
value proposition generated through the application of capital (Emerson, 2010). From this
perspective, for-profit, nonprofit, or hybrid organisations inherently create all three forms of

value through their operations.
As Bugg-Levine and Emerson (2011, p. 14) put it:

All investors, whether market rate, charitable, or some mix of the two, generate all
three forms of value. But somehow this fundamental truth has been lost to a world that
sees value as being only economic (created by for-profit companies) or social (created

by nonprofit organisations or government).

The authors argue that every investment decision, regardless of intent, generates
multiple forms of value, but conventional thinking has artificially compartmentalized these
outcomes into separate sectors (for-profit vs. nonprofit) when, in reality, they are
interconnected and co-created. Blended value thus represents a return to recognizing this
fundamental interconnectedness and dynamic interaction rather than creating something

entirely new.

In line with this, the industry has developed significantly in recent years by
establishing collaborative networks, designing frameworks and measurement tools, and
channelling considerable amounts of private and public capital toward achieving social and
environmental outcomes (Jackson, 2013). Such developments reflect an ongoing effort to

create shared value, a distinct pillar of the impact investing sector.
2.2 Key Actor Types in the Sector

Impact investing is gaining institutional recognition as a financially sustainable tool
for addressing social and environmental challenges (Garg & Arora, 2023), responding to a
growing awareness that traditional resources, such as international aid, philanthropic grants,
and limited public funding, are insufficient to tackle today's complex global challenges,

particularly as Western countries reduce foreign aid and domestic social spending (Harji &
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Jackson, 2012). In response, a range of actors has begun to engage across sectors and
geographies, attempting to develop business models that combine financial returns with
measurable social and environmental outcomes, creating what is believed to be a more
impactful approach than conventional ESG investing (Carroux et al., 2021). These efforts
challenge two opposing assumptions: that commercial investments should focus solely on
generating money, while those concerned with social and environmental issues should either
give away their money to address these problems or rely on government intervention
(Bugg-Levine & Emerson, 2011). Instead, the line between these two approaches is becoming
less defined, leading to the development of a more flexible and diverse field of impact
investing where the concern is not only financial return, but it is also not in the philanthropy
territory. This shift sets the stage for understanding the wide range of actors now playing a

role in shaping the sector.

In recent years, impact investing has emerged as a new and growing form of
sustainable capital allocation, a trend demonstrated by the past decade's significant expansion
in diversity and number of engaged actors across public, private, and hybrid institutions
(Chiappini et al., 2023). Scholars and members of the sector have proposed different ways to
categorise these actors based on their relationship to capital and their functions within the
ecosystem. One of the most replicated groupings, offered by Harji and Jackson (2012),

divides actors into two primary groups:

e The supply of capital: the field includes asset owners such as high-net-worth
individuals, families, and philanthropic foundations, as well as impact funds acting as
intermediaries. These are joined by larger institutional players such as banks, pension
funds, and development finance institutions.

e The demand for capital: enterprises seeking capital, including small and growing
businesses, social enterprises, and cooperatives. But in addition, it also includes
service providers, intermediaries, and public actors, particularly those involved in

developing standards, networks, and enabling environments for the field to grow.

To add further clarity, Jackson (2013) proposes a more detailed version of these
clusters by dividing each of the two broad capital-based categories into more specific roles.

He outlines four actor types:
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e Asset owners: those who control and allocate capital.

e Asset managers: those responsible for deploying capital.

e Demand-side actors: organisations that receive and use impact capital.

e Service providers: intermediaries that enable the functioning of the market.

These classifications are slightly different in terminology and detail, but refer to the
same categories of actors, emphasising the consistency of participation across the sector.
What varies is the degree of specificity in how each actor’s role is defined. Regardless of their
grouping, all these players contribute to a new kind of value creation that integrates economic
performance with sustained environmental and social outcomes (Bugg-Levine & Emerson,

2011).

A notable area of change has been the supply side of capital, particularly within the
traditional financial sector, where some shifts in investment priorities are starting to happen.
In a recent study, interviewees within the industry consider that financiers they have contact
with have slowly moved from simply avoiding harmful investments to actively selecting
companies that outperform on environmental and social criteria (Bengo et al., 2021). This
reflects that a broader change in capital markets could happen with time, where social and
environmental performance could become key factors in strategic decision-making.
Supporting this trend, it has been observed that institutional asset owners, such as pension
funds, insurance companies, and sovereign wealth funds, are beginning to restructure their
portfolios with impact-driven priorities in mind (Hand et al., 2024a). In practice, microfinance
institutions in developing countries and affordable housing programs in the Global North have
historically been preferred entry points for impact capital, but investors are now diversifying

into new sectors and geographies (Jackson, 2013).

As Bugg-Levine and Emerson (2011) fittingly state, “We cannot predict what will
happen when this tide crests, but those who develop the insights and strategies to prepare for

the changes it will bring will be well served.” (p,10) In many ways, this is precisely what the
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actors in the sector are striving to do: adapting their roles, redefining their direction, and

reimagining how capital can be used to create a more inclusive and sustainable world.
2.3 Existing Research on Impact Investing

While interest in impact investing has expanded rapidly in recent years, empirical
studies that examine how the sector operates in practice, particularly in under-researched
regions, remain limited. Most research has focused on mature ecosystems, exploring investor
behavior, and some stakeholder perspectives. However, critical questions remain about how
such models evolve in less institutionalized settings, where formal mechanisms and enabling

infrastructure are still developing, thus stakeholder roles are fluid and overlapping.

Some studies, though not always labelled under “impact investing”, offer insights into
the coordination and development of this type of hybrid sector. For example, a study
investigateing how early-stage impact investing markets operate in the absence of formal
regulations found that sometimes legitimacy develops through shared stories and agreed-upon
standards rather than official rules (Nicholls, 2010). Yet, the author acknowledges that his
study lacks the cultural and institutional variations that shape how social investment operates
differently across diverse global contexts, particularly given the absence of internationally
standardized accounting frameworks for these capital flows. This is especially necessary
because, without internationally agreed-upon accounting standards, social investment likely
adapts to and reflects local institutional logics and cultural values in ways that make universal
conclusions or frameworks potentially misleading or inappropriate when applied across

different contexts.

Similarly, Ormiston et al. (2015), studying the Australian social enterprise sector, and
Michelucci (2017), focusing on social finance in Italy, both identify the challenges of aligning
the interests of investors and investees to foster collaboration. These works highlight the role
of intermediaries, trust-building, and informal coordination in enabling collaborative
alternative finance models. Both papers point to the need for research beyond studying
individual actors or single organizational types to examine the relational dynamics, how
different types of investors engage differently, how investees experience these relationships,
and “how organizations with different missions, visions and values interact to let SII succeed."
(Michelucci, 2017, p.18). They're calling for more nuanced, multi-stakeholder research that

captures the complexity of these collaborative dynamics.
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In addition, a study that examines the Finnish impact investing sector and develops a
classification system for different actors, including intermediaries, capital providers, and
service organisations, emphasises how the way institutions are structured directly affects the
ecosystem's development (Okker et al., 2023). While Finland represents a higher-income
context than the present study, the study's actor-centred approach and use of semi-structured
interviews provide methodological insights applicable to emerging ecosystems and this
research. Furthermore, the authors acknowledge that their study was focused on mapping the
ecosystem but didn't dive deep into the operational dynamics. They call for future research in
how these ecosystems function, how relationships develop over time, how actors navigate the
specific challenges of being both commercially viable and impact-driven, and how companies

struggle with impact measurement given their often intangible or long-term effects.

Beyond Europe and Australia, studies like Ducastel and Anseeuw’s (2020) research on
land finance in South Africa show that impact-oriented capital often encounters friction when
multiple logics (financial, social, political) collide within institutionally fragile systems. These
tensions are evident in contexts marked by governance gaps or dependence on international
funders. While valuable, this research stops short of offering grounded actor-level insights

into how collaboration unfolds in such environments.

In Latin America, information about impact investing is primarily derived from
market reports and sector mappings produced by organizations such as the GIIN or GSG
Impact. These provide essential overviews of capital flows and institutional presence but lack
grounded qualitative analysis of actor dynamics, coordination challenges, and systems-level

interactions.

Importantly, even literature reviews focusing on the impact investing field's challenges
reveal limited academic engagement. In one of the only systematic reviews dedicated to
identifying challenges in impact investing, the authors conclude that over the last 14 years,
research in this area has been scarce and dominated mainly by non-peer-reviewed sources
such as reports (Garg & Arora, 2023). While their study makes a valuable contribution by
categorizing known barriers, it acknowledges that these factors could not be validated with

stakeholder perspectives, or directly engage with actors in implementing impact investing
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3. The Evolution of the Impact Investing Sector: Latin America and Peru

This section explores the development of impact investing within the Latin American
context, with particular focus on Pert. The analysis begins by exploring global and regional
trends that have shaped the impact investing landscape across Latin America, the, it narrows
to examine Per's specific market characteristics and the structural conditions that influence

how impact investing operates within the country's unique socioeconomic environment.
3.1 Trends Shaping the Global and Latin American Landscapes

One of the first global events to significantly influence the evolution of impact
investing was the 2008—2009 financial crisis that catalysed a broader reassessment of risk and
sustainability in investment decisions; In response, a growing number of investors began to
explore and validate new models that demonstrated the feasibility of financing scalable
businesses capable of delivering both social and environmental value (Harji & Jackson,
2012). Since then, the sector has grown, driven both by the intentional efforts of actors within
the field and by shifting global conditions that have increased the urgency to act on systemic

challenges.

In the current context, impact investing is well-positioned to continue expanding,
especially as social and environmental issues gain importance on global political and
economic agendas. According to recent reports, both impact investing and
sustainability-themed strategies are set to grow, with strong momentum driven by regulatory
shifts, innovation in data and metrics, and increasing public pressure to address climate and
inequality (Hand et al., 2024a; US SIF, 2024). The Forum for Sustainable and Responsible
Investment reports that 73% of institutional investors surveyed expect the sustainable
investment market to grow significantly within the next one to two years, primarily due to
increasing client demand, regulatory evolution, and advances in data analytics, all in the

middle of political resistance and intensified scrutiny (US SIF, 2024).

Entering 2024, the financial landscape presents multiple challenges for investors, who
must navigate fluctuating interest rates, inflation pressures, ongoing global conflicts, and
political transitions across major economies; all challenges particularly relevant for impact
investing, as climate and social issues increasingly shape election agendas and consequently

influence investment strategies and regulatory approaches worldwide (Hand et al., 2024b).
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Furthermore, as previously highlighted, the impact investing field faces a significant
shortage of comprehensive academic literature. However, two recent reports from the Global
Impact Investing Network (GIIN) provide the most current and authoritative data on the
global landscape: Sizing the Impact Investing Market and The State of the Market, both
published in 2024, highlighting recent market composition, regional trends, and sectoral
allocation patterns helping contextualize the current state of impact investing globally and in

Latin America specifically (Hand et al., 2024a; Hand et al., 2024Db).
Key Findings:

e Market Size: The global impact investing market reached USD 1.571 trillion in 2024,
representing capital explicitly allocated toward solving global challenges and
advancing SDGs.

e Actor Composition: Investment managers dominate the field (59%), followed by
pension funds (14%), with development finance institutions, philanthropic
foundations, insurance companies, and banks each representing 4-5%.

e Regional Investment Trends: Growing interest in emerging markets, with 53% of
investors planning increased allocations to Sub-Saharan Africa, 49% to Southeast
Asia, and 46% to Latin America and the Caribbean.

e Sectoral Distribution: Energy sector leads with 21% of total impact assets, followed
by housing and financial services (14% each), though most investors channel capital
across multiple sectors, including healthcare (54%), financial services (53%), and food
and agriculture (53%).

e Geographic Imbalance: Most impact investments are managed by organizations in
Europe and the U.S., while investment demand grows rapidly in developing regions,
creating a structural North-South divide.

e Latin America Position: The Second most popular destination for emerging market
impact investors, with the regional market valued at USD 8.64 billion in 2023 and
projected to reach USD 31.15 billion by 2030, yet only 3% of global impact investing

organizations are headquartered in the region.

These last two insights reveal a fundamental structural asymmetry in the global impact
investing ecosystem, where capital flows from the Global North to the Global South, but

strategic decision-making and management capacity remain concentrated in developed
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markets (Harji & Jackson, 2012; Almaguer & Davidson, 2023). It is evident that Latin
America successfully attracts capital, but has not yet built a proportional capacity for
managing and shaping that capital. The mismatch between external sources of capital and
internal ownership of investments raises important questions about agency, long-term

sustainability, and alignment with local priorities.
3.2 Impact investing in Peru

Peru has established itself as a significant player in Latin America's impact investing
landscape, attracting $218 million across 152 investments as the leading recipient of impact
capital among Latin American countries by 2018 (Senatus, 2018). This early momentum

reflected Perd's potential as a destination for investors.

Building on this, Pert has continued to develop its impact investing infrastructure
through various channels. The government has actively participated in sustainable finance
markets by issuing social, green, and sustainable bonds, focusing specifically on issuing them
in Pert's own currency (soles) rather than foreign ones like US dollars, which helps reduce the
country's dependence on foreign currency debt and makes Perua's financial markets stronger

(OECD, 2024).

A comprehensive understanding of Peru's impact investing ecosystem comes from the
National Study of the Impact Investmen Ecosystem in Pert, conducted from October 2023 to
April 2024 (Aliados de Impacto, 2024b). This research provides current insights into the
sector's development and challenges, in tune with increased institutional attention to the field,
as evidenced by the Ist Peruvian Impact Investment Summit held in Lima on June 27, 2024,
which brought together key stakeholders, including investors, entrepreneurs, and

policymakers (GSG, 2024).

The study reveals important characteristics of Pert's impact-oriented entrepreneurs.
Gender representation shows a relatively balanced distribution, with 30% of surveyed
organisations founded by women, 35% by mixed-gender teams, and 35% by men; and when
examining the intended impact areas, entrepreneurs primarily focus on education and
environmental conservation (37%), job creation and development opportunities (35%), and

innovation in clean energy (20%) (Aliados de Impacto, 2024b). This distribution suggests that
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Peruvian impact enterprises are starting to address fundamental development challenges as

they capitalize on the country's natural resource advantages.

Despite this promising landscape, impact entrepreneurs face significant operational
challenges when it comes to measuring and communicating their social and environmental
impact. The majority of entrepreneurs (71%) report difficulties in impact measurement, with
the most common challenges being collection and communication logistics (36%), lack of
specialised resources (36%), and high certification costs (18%) (Aliados de Impacto, 2024b).
These percentages show a pressing barrier when it comes to scaling impact investments, as
investors require robust impact data to justify their capital allocation decisions and show

accountability to stakeholders.
3.3 Structural and Contextual Conditions in Peru

While global and regional trends provide essential context, it is also necessary to
understand the country’s structural conditions, such as economic indicators, political stability,
public sector capacity, and other development dynamics that shape both the need for impact

capital and the environment in which it operates.

Perti's economy showed substantial progress from 2002 to 2013, reducing poverty
from 60% to 24% (World Bank, 2025). However, GDP growth has slowed from an average of
6.2% (2005-2014) to 2.4% (2015-2024), with modest projections of 2.9% and 2.5% for
2025-2026, respectively (OECD, 2024; World Bank, 2025).

Furthermore, one of the primary sources of the country's uncertainty is political
instability. Pert has had six presidents since 2016, reflecting deep institutional fragility
(World Bank, 2025). This instability has threatened public trust and obstructed policy
continuity, hindering the state’s ability to respond effectively to shocks such as the COVID-19
pandemic and extreme climate events; Still, in 2024, the country showed signs of recovery,
with 3.3% growth, attributed to increased public investment, greater business confidence, and
improved macroeconomic management (World Bank, 2025). But despite these wins, public
sector capacity remains weak, especially in areas crucial for sustainable development. For
example, Perti only reports on less than 30% of the SDG indicators it is expected to track,

according to a traffic-light system used by the UN and INEI (INEI, 2022).
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In terms of corruption and public sector integrity, Pert ranks poorly. In the 2024
Corruption Perceptions Index, the country ranked 127th out of 180 nations, dropping two
points from the previous year and seven points since 2012 (Transparency International, 2024;
Daniels, 2025). This perceived lack of integrity further destroys trust in government

institutions and complicates coordination between public and private actors.

The consequences of weakened governance can also be seen in the rise of organised
crime and extortion, which have begun to affect not only transportation and large enterprises,
but also small businesses, schools, and shops. Analysts attribute this wave of criminal
expansion to a combination of internal instability and external influences, including the
spread of Venezuelan gangs and the regional fallout from Colombia’s FARC demobilisation
(Daniels, 2025). Criminal networks have grown so powerful that they now exceed the
capacity of many Peruvian ministries to respond, making it more difficult to assess risks and

make investment decisions in the country.

Another major structural barrier is the informality of the labour market. According to
the International Labour Organisation, Pert has the highest rate of labour informality among
the eleven Latin American countries reviewed (ILO, 2025). Currently, 72% of the workforce
operates in the informal economy (70% of men and 75% of women), well above the regional
average, creating precarious livelihoods for the majority of workers and also compromising

fiscal stability and the long-term sustainability of the social security system (ILO, 2025).

Poverty trends reflect this fragility. In 2024, 27.6% of Per’s population,
approximately 9.4 million people, lived in monetary poverty (INEI, 2025). Urban poverty
declined from 26.4% to 24.8%, while rural poverty saw only a modest decrease, from 39.8%
to 39.3% (INEI, 2025) showing that even though the reduction seems promising, it falls short

when compared to the development objectives the country is set to achieve.

These indicators paint a complex picture of opportunities and challenges. On one
hand, Peru has made notable progress in macroeconomic terms and continues to attract
international interest as an investment destination. On the other hand, its political instability,
high informality, corruption levels, weak public institutions, and limited impact data
infrastructure create real challenges to the development of a solid and locally grounded impact

investing ecosystem.
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4. Theoretical Frameworks

This chapter presents the guiding theoretical frameworks of this research:
Actor-Network Theory and Systems Thinking. Each framework is first presented in its
theoretical foundation before examining its specific application to impact investing research,
demonstrating how these approaches collectively offer insight into the complex dynamics that

characterize the sector.
4.1 Actor-Network Theory (ANT)
4.1.1 Origins, Core Concepts, and Limitations

Actor-Network Theory (ANT) emerged in the 1980s through the work of Bruno
Latour, Michel Callon, and John Law, who remain foundational figures in its development
(Cresswell et al., 2010). Defined as “the theory of the network actor” (Akrich, 2023; Aka,
2025), ANT proposes a radical rethinking of agency. It argues that both human and
non-human entities, such as people, organisations, technologies, and even ideas, can act as

“actants” with the capacity to influence outcomes (Cresswell et al., 2010).

This perspective challenges traditional social theory by rejecting the assumption that
only humans possess agency. Instead, it puts forward that agency emerges through association
and no actor is inherently strong or weak, but gains strength through its connections
(Dolwick, 2009). As Latour (2012) emphasised, concepts like "society" and "nature" are no
longer stable explanatory categories, but outcomes of dynamic networks that require

explanation themselves.

A core methodological feature of ANT is the tracing of associations, identifying how
networks of actants form, interact, and stabilise over time (Latour, 2005). ANT's theoretical
contribution lies in its ability to represent the complexity of real-world systems, including
organisations and markets populated not just by actors but also intermediaries and mediators

who shape relationships between them (Cresswell et al., 2010).

ANT is supported by two philosophical principles: heterogeneity and symmetry (Aka,
2025). The former insists on including all relevant types of actants, regardless of category, in
the analysis, while the latter treats human and non-human actants as equally important in

shaping outcomes (Murdoch, 1997).
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These two principles construct a foundational mechanism in ANT: Translation (Akrich
et al., 2006). This is a four-stage process (problematisation, interessement, enrollment, and
mobilisation) through which actants negotiate meaning, redefine their roles, and form new
associations (Callon, 1986; Latour, 1987). Translation encapsulates how actors co-construct

reality over time by shifting interests, identities, and relationships (Aka, 2025).

This view leads ANT to ask how networks emerge, stabilise, or fail, and what enables
or prevents actors from being enrolled into a collective (Doolin & Lowe, 2002). Often, the
structure of networks becomes most visible during breakdowns or crises, when

interconnections reveal themselves through disruption (Cresswell et al., 2010).

Despite its strengths, ANT is not without limitations. One critique concerns the
semantics of the term “network,” which may be confused with digital or communication
networks (Law, 1999). Latour (1999) himself critiqued the hyphenated form “actor-network”
for suggesting a false dualism, arguing instead that actors are networks and vice versa. He
also noted that ANT should not be viewed as a grand theory, but rather a straightforward
approach for gathering insights from actors without predetermined conceptual definitions

(Latour, 1999; Aka, 2025).
4.1.2 ANT in the Context of Sustainability and Societal Transformation

Given its emphasis on heterogeneity, negotiation, and the formation of collective
meaning, ANT has gained traction in the study of sustainability transitions and systemic
change, evidenced by multiple scholars using it to examine how social, technical, and

environmental elements interact over time.

For example, it is argued that the path toward sustainability can be analysed through
ANT's translation lens (Whiteman & Kennedy, 2017). Similarly, ANT has been identified as
one of the most widely used frameworks for understanding sustainability-oriented innovation
and its challenges (Harsanto & Permana, 2019). Sovacool et al. (2020) highlight its utility in
analysing how publics, experts, and engagement processes are socially constructed, while
Kivimaa et al. (2021) use ANT to unpack the relational dynamics of technological disruptions
at different levels. Finally, studies have repeatedly leveraged ANT’s relational logic to explain

the socio-technical processes supporting sustainability transitions (Geels, 2010).



26

Aka (2025) emphasises this interdisciplinary relevance by noting that sustainability
involves economic, environmental, and social trade-offs that are inherently complex and
long-term in nature, precisely the kind of context in which ANT excels. In addition, ANT's
theoretical focus on how social actors and material elements influence each other makes it
particularly well-equipped for analysing the multiple geographic scales and systemic
relationships that characterise both sustainability initiatives and economic market dynamics

(Roberts, 2012).
4.1.3 ANT in Impact Investing

As previously stated, the impact investing sector presents an appropriate setting for
ANT analysis. At its core, impact investing is shaped by diverse and evolving actor
relationships, including governments, financial institutions, social enterprises, philanthropic
foundations, and international cooperation entities. These actors form complex, multi-layered
networks of mutual influence and co-production, making ANT’s emphasis on dynamic

relationships especially valuable (Aka, 2025).

Several features of the sector reinforce this fit. First, impact investing is a hybrid and
pluralistic field, encompassing actors with different motivations, missions, and resources
(Hochstadter & Scheck, 2015). The sector includes organisations of varying sizes, goals, and
financial mechanisms (Acevedo & Wu, 2018), and often spans multiple “sub-sectors” that

reflect traditional market divisions (Okker et al., 2023).

Secondly, the relational and transitional nature of the sector aims to achieve financial,
social, and environmental goals simultaneously, making it difficult to analyse with linear or
static models (Aka, 2025). While other similar theories have been commonly used, they lack
the capacity to manage competing interests or understand how change unfolds over time
(Aka, 2025). Similarly, the Theory of Planned Behaviour and Social Network Analysis focus
on individual intention and relationship structures, but struggle to capture the content, quality,

and evolution of relationships critical to impact investing (Si et al., 2019; Sayles et al., 2019).

By contrast, Actor-Network Theory provides a comprehensive and adaptable
framework for analysing how different participants in the impact investing sector work
together to create shared understandings, build partnerships, and develop their practices over

time. Rather than assuming static categories or linear roles, ANT emphasises how roles are
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enacted and redefined through relationships, and how actor-networks dynamically stabilise or
unravel (Latour, 2005; Law & Hassard, 1999). This perspective is particularly useful in a
sector like impact investing, which is constantly negotiating multiple forms of value
(financial, social, and environmental) and in which actors often hold hybrid identities and

intentions (Hochstadter & Scheck, 2015; Okker et al., 2023).

Scholars have increasingly recognised this fit to conceptualise impact investing as a
transformational process involving heterogeneous actors such as people, technologies, and
institutions that assemble into evolving networks (Nicholls, 2010; Reijers & Coeckelbergh,
2018; Ryder & Vogeley, 2017; Ducastel & Anseeuw, 2020). Ormiston et al. (2015) and
Michelucci (2017) propose a network perspective as essential to navigating key challenges in
the field, including fragmented infrastructure, communication gaps, and a lack of shared

metrics.

Vogeley and Ryder (2023, p. 3) describe the sector as a “dynamic system characterised
by a complex web of interdependent relations”, reinforcing that change in impact investing
stems not from isolated innovations but from the interplay of relationships, negotiations, and
adaptations over time. ANT, therefore, provides a flexible yet rigorous lens to trace those
movements and to understand how agency, alignment, and meaning are collectively

constructed (Latour, 2005).
4.2 Systems Theory
4.2.1 Core Principles of Systems Theory

Systems Theory was first conceptualised by biologist von Bertalanfty (1969), who
sought a general theory that could explain how different systems (biological, social,
mechanical) operate through interdependent and dynamic relationships. At its core, Systems
Theory rejects reductionism; it puts forward that a system cannot be understood merely by
analysing its component parts (von Bertalanfty, 1950, 1969). Rather, the behaviour and
structure of a system emerge from the interactions among its elements, creating a whole that

is greater than the sum of its parts (Newman & Newman, 2020).

A system, as conceptualised in this context, is composed of interdependent elements

that share common goals, functions, and identities, whether it is a single organism or a



28

complex institution (Newman & Newman, 2020). These components influence one another in

ways that can be mapped and studied using theoretical frameworks of this nature.

From this standpoint, Systems Theory has become favoured across disciplines. It
assumes that organisations, institutions and individuals are embedded within multi-level,
nested systems where interactions are constantly shaping and reshaping outcomes (Schad &
Bansal, 2018). Changes in one part of a system inevitably affect others, and from these
intra-systemic interactions, the system tends toward an equilibrium, however temporary or

dynamic that may be (von Bertalanffy, 1969; Miller, 1965).

While systems may appear stable, they are not closed or static. They interact
continuously with their external environments, responding to and influencing outside forces
(Vogeley & Ryder, 2023). This principle, known as open systems thinking, emphasises the
continuous flow of inputs and outputs across permeable boundaries (von Bertalanffy, 1969). It
also positions systems as both local and global, situated in specific contexts but influenced by

broader political, economic, or environmental dynamics (Birnbaum, 1989).

This open systems perspective becomes especially useful when addressing sectors like
impact investing, where dynamic feedback loops, multi-level actors, and external shocks often

interact in complex, unpredictable ways.
4.2.2 Systems Theory in the Context of Impact Investing

Although originally rooted in the natural sciences, Systems Theory has increasingly
been adopted in management and sustainability studies highlighting its value in its capacity to
reveal how decisions made at one level (individual, organisational, or institutional) make an

impact across other levels, shaping the evolution of entire systems (Schliitter et al., 2024).

This is particularly relevant in impact investing, where societal issues such as poverty,
climate change, or exclusion often transcend the boundaries of individual organisations
(Isaksson et al., 2010). Investments made with the intention to create social or environmental

value rarely stay confined to the financial transaction.

As investor and investee organisations interact, they bring together different
sub-systems, each with their own goals, logics, and values, reshaping the overall system they

are embedded in (Schneider et al., 2017). For example, the values of an impact investor might
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scale through an investee’s operations, creating spillover effects that influence societal norms

or policy debates (Schliitter et al., 2024).

Systems Theory, in consequence, provides a framework that captures the
interconnectedness of actors, structures, and contexts. It acknowledges that impact investors
are embedded in stakeholder, resource, and institutional environments, where their actions are
shaped by and contribute to larger causal webs (Reinecke & Ansari, 2016). This is especially
critical in impact investing, where stakeholders often address complex, interconnected issues
that cannot be solved through single approaches or straightforward solutions (Geobey et al.,

2012; Schliitter et al., 2024).

At the same time, Systems Theory encourages critical reflection on whether systemic
transformation can emerge from within the same system that created the problems in the first
place. Since impact investing still relies on market mechanisms, it is valid to ask whether a
sector rooted in the current economic logic can fundamentally shift the structures it seeks to

improve, or whether a deeper paradigm shift would be needed (Schliitter et al., 2024).

By being able to offer descriptive and diagnosticins ights, this theory allows to
examine not only the roles and relationships among key actors, but also the broader structures

and feedback dynamics that shape the evolution of the impact investing sector in Pert.
5. Methodology

This chapter details the research methodology which combines semi-structured
interviews for data collection, theoretically-informed analysis, and knowledge transfer
through Causal Loop Diagrams that visualize systemic relationships. This integrated
methodology enables comprehensive understanding of how actors shape the sector's

evolution.
5.1 Data Collection

This study adopted a qualitative approach to gain in-depth insight into the perceptions,
experiences, and motivations of key actors in Pert’s impact investing sector. As Gill et al.
(2008) highlight, qualitative methods such as interviews are particularly effective when the

goal is to explore complex social phenomena, especially in areas where there is not vast
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structured knowledge. In such cases, interviews can offer a richer, more nuanced

understanding than purely quantitative approaches, such as questionnaires (Silverman, 2021).

Structured interviews, with their fixed question format, would have been too rigid to
capture the diverse experiences and emerging themes needed (Gill et al., 2008), in addition,
unstructured interviews, would have been too time-intensive and lacked the necessary focus to
systematically explore specific research questions about actor roles and relationships across
multiple participants (May, 1991). Therefore, this research employed semi-structured
interviews, balancing structure and flexibility through a format widely regarded for its
capacity to facilitate both guidance and discovery (Gill et al., 2008; Proudfoot, 2022). This
approach involved a set of key questions that ensure consistency across interviews while also
allowing both the interviewer and the participant the freedom to explore unexpected but
relevant topics (Britten, 2006); particularly effective for revealing insights that may not have

been anticipated by the researcher but are nonetheless vital to participants (Proudfoot, 2022).

In total, ten semi-structured interviews were conducted with a diverse group of
participants representing five categories of actors in the sector. These included
capital-demand, capital-supply, and the hybrid role of an Ecosystem Builder (see Table 1).

This ensured a balanced representation across the sector.

Table 1
Interviewees
Actor Category Role
Ecosystem Builder General Manager
Ecosystem Builder Project and Operations Analyst

Amazonian Investment Fund Managing Director and Co-Founder

Foundation Head of Partnership and Programme Development

Conservation Trust Fund Investment Portfolio Manager and Business
Development

Academia Post Graduate School Director

Civil Association (Non-profit)  Business Growth and Development Manager
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Entrepreneurship and Head of Impact
Innovation Center (offering

incubation, acceleration, and

mentorship services)

Business Association Institutional Relations Manager
(Non-profit)
Impact Startup Founder

For the interviews, participants were recruited through targeted contact via LinkedIn
and email. The selection was based on their active engagement in Pert’s impact investing
space, for example, their participation in public forums, events, and ecosystem-building
efforts. Some interviewees were also identified through suggestions, where earlier participants

recommended additional individuals with valuable perspectives.

The interview questionnaire (see Appendix A) was structured around key dimensions
drawn from Actor-Network Theory (ANT), including the identification of actors, the
relationships and collaborative networks they engage in, and the processes of translation and
negotiation that shape their roles. Additional questions explored perceived bottlenecks,

barriers, and narratives of systemic change.

All interviews were conducted remotely via Google Meet and lasted between 45
minutes and one hour. With the participants' informed consent, all sessions were recorded for
transcription and analysis. This qualitative data forms the foundation for the thematic analysis

and the construction of causal loop diagrams (CLDs) used later in this study.
5.2 Data Analysis

Thematic analysis (TA) serves as a popular research method for analysing qualitative
data, as it offers a structured yet adaptable framework to identify, analyse, and interpret
recurring patterns of meaning across a dataset (Ahmed et al., 2025). Among the various
frameworks available, Braun and Clarke’s six-phase model remains foundational. It involves:
(1) familiarisation with the data, (2) generation of initial codes, (3) search for themes, (4)
review of themes, (5) defining and naming themes, and (6) reporting the findings (Braun &
Clarke, 2006). Since its development, this approach has been extensively adopted across

disciplines such as education, health, and social studies (Campbell et al., 2021).
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One of TA’s major strengths is its theoretical flexibility, which is not bound to a single
epistemological orientation and allows researchers to apply it inductively or deductively
(Majumdar, 2022). This characteristic was particularly valuable in the context of this research,
where the goal was to explore, rather than test, how different actors understand their roles,
relationships, and contributions to the evolving impact investing sector in Pert. For this
reason, an inductive approach was chosen, one that allows themes to emerge organically from
the data rather than imposing pre-established frameworks (Nowell et al., 2017). While it is
acknowledged that pure induction is impossible, as complete detachment from prior
knowledge or assumptions is unrealistic (Proudfoot, 2022), the coding process prioritised

participant insights over preconceived structures or frameworks.

This approach is consistent with the study’s use of Actor-Network Theory (ANT),
which emphasises tracing associations and learning from actors without imposing predefined
categories or roles (Latour, 1999; Latour, 2005). The inductive TA enabled the research to
remain grounded in participant narratives while being sensitive to the dynamic and emergent
nature of actor roles and collaborations, one of the core concerns of ANT, that unlike other
methods, it allowes a more nuanced understanding of sectoral roles and perceptions without

being restricted to a particular analytical lens (Campbell et al., 2021).

With this methodological foundation in place, the thematic analysis process was
implemented by transcribing and coding the interview data using NVivo software. Codes were
created by identifying relevant contributions linked to the research questions and later
grouped into subthemes and overarching themes. In total, seven major themes emerged,
aligned with the analytical dimensions framed through ANT, such as actors, roles, networks,
and perceived changes in the sector. These themes were later used as input for constructing
the Causal Loop Diagram (CLD), which serves as the next layer of analysis and systems-level

interpretation.
5.2.1 Overview of Coding Process

The thematic analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase model offering a
structured but flexible approach to qualitative data interpretation. Once the transcripts were
downloaded, the familiarisation process began. Each transcript, automatically generated
through Google Meet’s transcription feature, was reviewed while replaying the original video

interview. This step ensured the correction of transcription errors, clarification of
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out-of-context phrases, and removal of irrelevant content to ensure a clean and coherent

dataset.

In the second phase, “generation of initial codes”, all transcripts were uploaded to the
NVivo software. After a brief onboarding process and tutorials review, the coding materials
were set in the software and were ready for coding. With ten interviews averaging between 45
and 60 minutes, each transcript consisted of approximately 20 to 25 pages. The transcripts
were reviewed line by line, with segments of text assigned to either new codes or pre-existing
ones that had already emerged during the process. As the coding process continued, new
codes were created to capture insights not previously represented. This created the need for a
second quick pass through earlier transcripts to make sure that relevant previous content

aligned with these new codes was not being overlooked.

At the end of this iterative coding process, 139 codes were generated. Before moving
to the third phase (searching for themes), a review was conducted to assess the clarity,
relevance, and overlap within codes. Codes with minimal data or significant overlap with
others were merged or removed to reduce redundancy, while still ensuring that each conserved
code provided significant input. In this step, clarity was prioritised over quantity and it aimed

to avoid forcing data together just to reduce the number of codes.

The next stage involved clustering the refined codes into sub-themes and overarching
themes. While the initial interview questions had been structured around key dimensions of
Actor-Network Theory, they were used only as a general framework rather than a rigid
template. The semi-structured nature of the interviews allowed for flexibility in responses,
often creating themes beyond the original scope. Given the large number of remaining codes
after the review (approximately 90), jumping directly to major themes could have
oversimplified the data. Instead, an intermediate level of 29 sub-themes was established after

multiple rounds of refinement and feedback.

These sub-themes were then grouped into seven overarching themes. This process
involved continuous iteration and careful review, aligned with Braun and Clarke’s fourth and
fifth phases, reviewing and defining/naming. Once the themes were stabilised, they were
organised using a table in Excel to improve visual clarity and help the final stage: reporting.

The thematic structure resulting from this process is included in Appendix B.
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5.3 Knowledge Transfer and Integration

This study incorporated the use of Causal Loop Diagrams (CLDs) to capture the
systemic dynamics and interdependencies within the impact investing sector, as these offer a
visual language for expressing how key variables are interlinked and how causal relationships
form feedback loops, either reinforcing or balancing, within a system (Kim, 1992). When
multiple loops are linked together, they provide a coherent narrative of how certain issues or

dynamics unfold over time.

CLDs serve not only as illustrations but as tools to deepen insight into the complexity
of systems, helping bring to the surface underlying assumptions, clarify unintended
consequences, and reveal systemic inconsistencies that might otherwise remain hidden (Kim,
1992). This aligns with Actor-Network Theory's insight that system structures and
relationships, though often invisible during normal operations, become apparent when
systems experience strain or disruption (Cresswell et al., 2010). Both approaches recognize
that the most critical aspects of systems are often hidden from view and require deliberate

investigation or unusual circumstances to be revealed.

Furthermore, CLDs were particularly aligned with this study because they connect
thematic analysis into the domain of systems thinking. Newberry and Carhart (2024)
underscore that generating meaningful CLDs from interview data involves segmenting themes
into causal variables, thus allowing researchers to translate qualitative insights into
systems-based maps. This was achieved in this study by extracting variables from the coded
themes, especially those that represented systemic conditions, actor interdependencies, and

perceived patterns of change.

While constructing CLDs directly from thematic codes can be efficient, it requires
deliberate care in the coding process and an awareness of how coded concepts may later
function as variables within the system (Newberry & Carhart, 2024). In this research, that
awareness was built in from the early phases of coding, guided by both the theoretical
grounding in ANT and Systems Thinking, using the thematic categories described not only
the patterns in actor roles, relationships, and narratives, but also as input for the systemic

dynamics model.
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Finally, by integrating CLDs into the resear