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Abstract

In 2011, the European Commission presented the Social Business Initiative (SBI) which
established an EU level action plan with concrete measures to establish a favourable
environment for social enterprises (SE). This study analyses the impact of the SBI on the
development of social enterprises/social economy and their operating environments at
national and EU levels. 326 interviews at EU level and in 37 European countries were the
main source of information. The results show that the SBI and its follow-up activities has
had important effects on the regulatory and institutional operating environments of social
enterprises/social economy. The SBI has primarily helped to increase the visibility,
recognition and understanding of SE. It has contributed to facilitate the availability of
information on SE, and to implement mutual learning, research, and visibility measures
related to SE and social economy in EU programmes. The SBI and its follow-up activities
have made it easier for SE to access public and private funding. Interviewed stakeholders
highlight EU policies and EU funds as a key driver for strengthening social economy
ecosystems. They consider that the general SBI objectives remain relevant and that needs
still persist. The study includes an analysis of current needs and concludes with options
for future policy initiatives.

Extrait

En 2011, la Commission européenne a présenté |'Initiative pour I'entrepreneuriat social
(SBI), qui a établi un plan d'action communautaire comportant des mesures concretes
visant a établir un environnement favorable aux entreprises sociales (ES). La présente
étude analyse I'impact du SBI sur le développement des ES/de I’économie sociale et leur
environnement, tant au niveau national qu'européen. A cette fin, 326 entretiens ont été
menés au niveau de I'UE et dans 37 pays européens. Les résultats montrent que la SBI et
leurs activités de suivi ont eu des implications importantes pour le développement de
I'environnement réglementaire et institutionnel des entreprises sociales et de I'économie
sociale. La SBI a d’abord permis aux ES de bénéficier d'une plus grande visibilité, d'une
plus grande reconnaissance et d'une meilleure compréhension. Elle a permis de rendre
disponible plus d’informations sur les ES, de mettre en ceuvre des mesures d'apprentissage
mutuel, de recherche et d’assurer la visibilité de ces entreprises et de I'économie sociale
dans le cadre des programmes communautaires. La SBI et ses activités de suivi ont aussi
permis aux ES d’accéder plus facilement a des financements publics et privés. Les parties
prenantes interrogées soulignent que les politiques et les fonds européens sont un moteur
important du renforcement des écosystémes de |I'économie sociale. Ils estiment que les
objectifs généraux de la SBI restent pertinents et que les besoins demeurent. L'étude
comprend une analyse des besoins actuels et conclut en suggérant des options pour des
initiatives politiques a venir.

Kurzbeschreibung

Im Jahr 2011 stellte die Europdische Kommission die Social Business Initiative (SBI) vor,
die einen konkreten EU-Aktionsplan zur Entwicklung eines glinstigen Umfelds fir soziale
Unternehmen (SE) aufstellte. Diese Studie analysiert die Auswirkungen der SBI auf die
Entwicklung des Umfeldes von SE und der Sozialwirtschaft sowohl auf nationaler als auch
auf EU-Ebene. Daflir wurden 326 Interviews auf EU-Ebene und in 37 europdischen Landern
durchgeflihrt. Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass die SBI und ihre Folgeaktivitaten wichtige
Auswirkungen auf die regulatorische und institutionelle Entwicklung im Umfeld Sozialer
Unternehmen/der Sozialwirtschaft hatten. Eine gréBere Sichtbarkeit, Anerkennung und ein
besseres Verstandnis von SE waren wichtige Beitrage des SBI, vor allem im Hinblick auf
die Verfligbarkeit von Informationen, gegenseitiges Lernen, Forschung und die
Sichtbarkeit in EU-Programmen. Das SBI und seine Folgeaktivitaten waren wichtig, um die
Verflgbarkeit offentlicher und privater Finanzmittel zu verbessern. Die befragten
Stakeholder heben die EU-Politik und die EU-Fonds als eine wichtige Triebkraft flir die
Entwicklung des Okosystems fiir die Sozialwirtschaft hervor. Sie sind der Meinung, dass
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die allgemeinen Ziele des SBI ihre Relevanz nicht verloren haben und dass weiterhin
Bedirfnisse bestehen. Die Studie umfasst eine Analyse des aktuellen Bedarfs und schlief3t
mit Optionen flr klinftige politische Initiativen.
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Executive Summary

In 2019, the European Commission commissioned a study on the impact of the SBI and
its follow-up actions to a consortium led by Spatial Foresight in cooperation with the
European Research Institute on Cooperative and Social Enterprises (Euricse) and the
European Centre for Social Finance. The study was financed under the European
Programme for Employment and Social Innovation 2014-2020 (EaSI).

The purpose of the present study was to provide the Commission with a comprehensive,
evidence-based analysis of the impact of SBI on the development of social
enterprises/social economy and their operating environments at national and EU levels.
Work was carried out between October 2019 and November 2020. The study covers 28
EU Member States (including UK) and nine additional European countries!. In addition to
the analysis of literature and key documents, 326 interviews with public authorities,
stakeholder organisations, experts and practitioners at EU level and in 37 European
countries have been the main source of information. Moreover, 15 case studies were
conducted. Achievements of the SBI and its follow-up actions in 18 different impact areas
have been analysed.

As defined by the Terms of Reference, this study had to answer several evaluation
questions regarding the effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU added
value of the SBI and its follow-up actions. The final report and this Executive Summary
are structured along these evaluation questions.

Background

In 2011, the EU Commission presented the Social Business Initiative (SBI) which
established a concrete EU level action plan to develop a favourable environment for social
enterprises (SE)2. EU commitment was reinforced by Council conclusions on the
“promotion of the social economy as a key driver of economic and social development”3.
In the Commission’s "Start-up and Scale-up Initiative" adopted in 2016, the Commission
confirmed its commitment to build on the experience of the SBI. In January 2020, the
European Commission announced its intention to launch a new Action Plan for the Social
Economy in 2021.

In this study, the terms ‘social enterprise’ and ‘social business’ are equivalent,
understanding that apart from the SBI communication ‘social business’ has been used
much less in practice than other terms. Social enterprises are a specific part of the
economy and of the social economy. A social enterprise is understood as an operator in
the social economy whose main objective is to have a social impact rather than make a
profit for their owners or shareholders. The term ‘social economy’ describes a broader set
of organisations (hereafter referred to as SEO - ‘social economy organisations’), notably
foundations as well as cooperatives, associations and mutual aid societies pursuing
collective interest aims.

Numerous follow-up actions to the SBI were presented in the years after 2011 and until
today. Some follow-up actions, such as the Expert Group on social economy and social
enterprises, studies or policy tools, involved also the EU Member States, national and
regional stakeholders and experts, European network organisations or other international
bodies such as the OECD.

Over the years, the action lines and the structure of follow-up actions evolved. Today, the
actions cover five different pillars: 1. Access to finance, 2. Access to markets, 3.
Framework conditions, 4. Social Innovation, technologies and new business models and
5. International relations.

! Albania, Iceland, Liechtenstein, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Norway, Serbia, Switzerland, Turkey
2 European Commission 2011
3 Council of the European Union 2015
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Effectiveness

1. What have been the quantitative and qualitative effects of the SBI? Notably, to what
extent has the SBI triggered long lasting sustainable changes in the operating environment
of social enterprises/social economy (for example, specific new legal forms and
frameworks and institutional arrangements, changes in related relevant legislation (such
as tax law, public procurement), policy frameworks and strategies, etc.)?

The SBI and its follow-up activities had important effects on the regulatory and
institutional development in the operating environment of social enterprises/social
economy.

e In the area of new legal forms and institutional arrangements, most EU level actions
had an indirect influence through political legitimisation, raised awareness and
visibility and exchange of knowledge and good practices among EU Member States.
SBI provided improved framework conditions for activities at national and regional
actions across Europe.

e Despite the fact that no new EU level legal forms were adopted, there has been a
positive evolution with regard to the legal recognition of SE and social economy
organisations. More specific legal frameworks have been put in place together in
many countries. Since 2011, 16 EU Member States have introduced new legislation
concerning social enterprises. The analysis revealed interesting patterns as to how
ideas and concepts found their way into regulatory and institutional frameworks and
how the SBI was influential in helping to spread them.

e Legitimisation through high-level policy support at EU level as well as EU wide
networks and EU funding encouraged improving institutional frameworks, e.g. the
establishment of working groups or task forces on SE. The SBI is seen as a source of
inspiration or as a means to create awareness contributing to the development of
favourable legislation and specific institutional support.

e Policy frameworks and strategies have emerged in countries with an advanced
SE/social economy ecosystem, but also in countries where this ecosystem is less
developed. Some of them may have been inspired by EU level activities (Council
conclusions, EU high-level political events and declarations, mutual learning, exchange
of knowledge via GECES). In most cases, EU co-funding (mostly ESF and ERDF but
also EaSI and COSME) has encouraged the development of national strategies or
support programmes or has at least financed some key measures.

e The EU public procurement rules were revised in 2014 and since then transposed
into national legislation. Social criteria and reserved contracts in public procurement
were used to enhance the access to market of social enterprises. Interviewees are
generally aware of the possibilities facilitated by EU public procurement rules. The
impact on the development of the SE ecosystem is however limited. Some
interviewees recognise that the new rules opened up new opportunities. Others see
an unsatisfactory implementation of the rules at national level (in particular at local
and regional level), hence, the actual access to markets for SE has not improved
much. Moreover, there are important differences depending on the country and on the
type of SEO. There is also a clear need to continue working on better public social
contracting, in addition to public procurement (e.g. social impact bonds etc.) and
social private procurement.

e With regard to State aid, a minor positive influence of SBI can be noted. The SGEI*
package created more favourable conditions for providers of services of general
interest. Its coverage exceeds the activities of social economy organisations (and
therefore, of this study), but the SBI has played a role to ensure that the SGEI package
takes into account the specificities of organisations providing social services. Thus, the
SGEI package had a direct impact on improving the access to markets for social
enterprises officially entrusted with a specific mission. State aid is an issue that is

4 Services of General Economic Interest

2020 |xi




Impact of the Social Business Initiative and its follow-up actions

generally perceived as complex and burdensome, linked to EU in general, not
specifically to the SBI. However, very few interviewed stakeholders are aware of the
impact the SBI had on State aid rules. Analysis showed that there is a continued need
for support to improve the access to markets, e.g. through legal support or advice to
small and medium-sized SE and SEO who do not have internal legal expertise.
Targeted legislative changes, such as raising the de minimis threshold for SGEI,
actually set at EUR 500 000 per 3 years, might also help to improve the situation of
SEO.

Overall, there is a significant influence of the SBI and its follow-up actions in the field of
regulatory and institutional frameworks, mainly through a supportive function to Member
States. This effect is higher in countries with a less developed social economy ecosystem.
The supportive role of the EU has been mentioned by many interviewees.

2. To what extent has the SBI been effective in a) Increasing the visibility and better
understanding of the social enterprise business model both at EU and national levels? b)
Reinforcing the capacities of networks representing and supporting social enterprises both
at EU and national levels?

Increased visibility, recognition and understanding of SE has been a main contribution of
the SBI, mostly with respect to the amount of available information, mutual learning and
exchanges of good practices, research, awareness and self-recognition, and visibility in EU
programmes. In each of these areas, the SBI and its follow-up activities played an
important role.

e Analysis has shown that the main contribution of the SBI was on visibility of SE in
EU and national programmes. The reference to SE in the ESIF funding regulation
2014-2020 made stakeholders considerably more aware of the social economy as
thematic field. The possibility of support to SE with EU funds allowed to allocate
considerable resources in ERDF and ESF programmes at national level in many
countries, e.g. PT, CZ, RO, ES, PL. Moreover, the EaSI Third axis is a very visible and
well-known programme and triggered public funding besides private social finance.
Other EU programmes such as FP7/Horizon 2020, ERASMUS+ and Interreg, have
supported projects in the area of social economy and other related fields, e.g. social
innovation, social entrepreneurship, SEO like cooperatives, voluntary sector. This
effect can also be noticed in non-EU countries, in particular, Western Balkan countries
and Turkey.

e Education and training activities increased since 2011 but have not been
widespread. EU supported programmes (mainly ESF, ERDF)) and ERASMUS+ projects
are seen as important influence for SE education and training activities, while domestic
support activities seem to be very rare or insufficient. Only one fifth of the interviewees
is aware of EU activities in this field. Many stakeholders see a huge need to tackle
these issues also in the future.

e SBI/EU activities substantially influenced mutual learning and good practice
exchange. They did so directly via programmes like Interreg or ERASMUS+ or ESER,
and rather indirectly via European networks of social enterprises/social economy and
the GECES expert group. Mutual learning activities are highly appreciated, especially
by local and regional authorities and stakeholders. Mutual learning at EU level would
benefit from a wider support to more networks and intermediaries in the different
countries to further disseminate information and good practices to practitioners.

e EU activities have been important to stimulate research on SE and social economy.
Effective measures were EC studies and reports as well as by financing research
studies or research activities (e.g. H2020, Mapping Study, ERDF-Interreg, ESF, OECD
country reviews). Other research was inspired and supported by networks and
increased attention on SE at European and MS level.

e Interviewees identifient a variety of EU activities that have had an influence on better
information on SE and the social economy. Interviewees mention especially the
mapping studies and high-level events. Some of the national activities are indirectly
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influenced by EU activities, e.g. information rather linked to national policies,
legislation, networks in CEE countries etc. Regarding statistical development, most
interviewees are not aware of the EU action to improve the statistical data provision
on SE (e.g. pilot project with Member States) and see it more as a national
responsibility.

e Awareness on SE and SE ecosystems has largely increased and is influenced
indirectly by many SBI/ EU activities. Self-recognition has improved due to
incentives such as funding, public procurement possibilities, possibilities to register,
labels, networks, incubators. This is not only attributed to SBI/EU but also to other
international organisations, e.g. OECD, ILO, British Council and to intermediary
organisations, even if they use other approaches to social entrepreneurship, e.g.
Ashoka, Impact Hub. A main obstacle noted by interviewees in this area is the level
of confusion and different interpretations on the terms ‘social enterprise’ and ‘social
entrepreneur’, despite the existing definitions in certain EU programmes (e.g. EaSI).

e Concerning labels, marks or registers the influence of SBI/EU is perceived as
marginal and related to small exchanges in specific circles, e.g. GECES on existing
labels and registers. There is no common opinion among experts on whether and to
what extent labels or registers are beneficial for SE development, apart from adding
to visibility. Experts alert that it is difficult to address all types of SE with rigid criteria.
Usually, certain types of SE are excluded when registers are introduced.

e The SBI has had an effect on networks and representation through direct support
at EU level, e.g. via EaSI and indirectly via networking and cooperation projects. Also,
actions at national, regional and local levels have been relevant contributors to the
many new networks and associations established since 2011. There is potential for a
more structured EU support to capacity-building and professionalisation of networks.

e The majority of stakeholders is not aware of the EU activities in the field of social
impact measurement (e.g. the GECES report, FP7/Horizon 2020 projects, Interreg
projects, EU guides). Only few interviewees know these EU supported actions or link
them to real progress at national, regional or local level. Many interviewees indicate
it as a need but think that changes are mostly influenced by other actors (Impact
investing networks, financial intermediaries, GIIN, IRIS+ network etc.).

3. To what extent has the access to finance by social enterprises been facilitated as a
result of the SBI and Start-up and Scale-up Initiatives?

Overall, the SBI and its follow-up activities, including the start-up and scale-up initiatives,
have been particularly important to enhance the availability of public and private funding.
In addition, conditions in financial intermediaries have generally improved. However, more
important difficulties remain in certain areas, e.g. in CEE countries. The impact on
managerial skills of social economy organisations has only been limited.

e Awareness and visibility of SE for financial intermediaries has increased
significantly. The supply of available social finance has grown substantially. A new
type of social finance intermediary emerged, familiar with the social economy. This
creation of a new parallel world of social finance intermediaries can be observed in
countries with a more advanced social economy ecosystem, such as the UK, Italy,
France, Ireland or Spain. Development is much more incipient in CEE countries. EaSI
support to financial intermediaries, transaction costs and interfaces between demand
and supply led to important good practices and consolidation of new intermediaries
and increased capacities. The EuSEF label helped to overcome fragmentation of
national legal frameworks for social finance funds across national borders. Although
its uptake (13 funds) has been quite limited until now, many stakeholders recognise
that it has raised awareness and increased visibility for social investment funds, not
only for national/ regional players but also for EIB and EIF.

e The situation of social private finance has evolved quite positively over the last
decade. In general, the number of intermediaries offering products for social
enterprises has increased significantly and the supply of available social finance has
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grown substantially since 2011. While the situation of social private finance has
evolved positively in developed markets, it is still largely under-developed in Central
and Eastern Europe. EaSI financial instruments have been one of the drivers for
change in many countries. Particularly, EaSI guarantees have been effective to
promote new financial products available specifically for social enterprises or micro
credits. However, at the level of social enterprises in many countries no positive
changes have been noticed so far. Overall, available resources from commercial banks
are still limited, concentrated in certain territories only or not easily accessible (e.g.
because of a lack of understanding of the social business model or a lack of capacity
to negotiate with banks). Social equity instruments are still less mature and have had
a slower uptake so far. Not all interviewees are aware of EU instruments that
encourage private funding to SE. This might be due to the fact that EaSI guarantees
are channelled via (national/local) financial intermediaries and many EaSI instruments
are not directly available for (especially smaller) SE. Still, EaSI is known and
appreciated as highly influential by most experts and practitioners. There is persistent
need for finance and for improving capacities and conditions in financial intermediaries
and in SEO to make private funds readily available.

e The possibility to support SE development through public funds was an important
trigger to develop the sector, and EU funds have played a substantial role in this.
Considerable amounts of funds have been made available for projects and activities
for the benefit of social enterprises and social economy organisations, mostly via ESF
ERDF (incl. Interreg) and ESF. In some European countries, ESF and ERDF have been
the main levers for public funding, in particular CEE countries. But also, in countries
such as UK, DE, ES, actions on SE and the social economy were co-funded in national
and regional programmes or interregional projects by EU funds. This contributed to a
high visibility and the most visible outreach of SBI to local and regional stakeholders.
Other relevant programmes were ERASMUS+, COSME and Horizon2020, as well as
grants for capacity-building and networking under EaSI. Contribution came also from
other EU programmes such as LIFE, YEI, AMIF or the Partnership Instrument.

e The number of initiatives helping SE and SEO develop their managerial skills and
their business/financial competence has been growing in practically all European
countries. The SBI-related activities are mostly related to small EU co-funded projects,
i.e. through EaSI, ERASMUS+, ESF or Interreg (ERDF). It is seen as one of the most
pressing obstacles to further develop SE scaling. Despite the general perception of
important changes over the last decade, few interviewees are aware of SBI/ EU
activities that support the development of managerial skills of SE/SEO stakeholder
organisations. There are also other intermediary organisations e.g. national and local
players, networks and intermediaries such as ACT! Group, incubators promoted by
banks or business schools, that are quite active in this field, so the influence of SBI/EU
activities is perceived as relatively low, in particular, in CEE countries. Interviewed
stakeholders think that the overall situation of skills has not much improved, with a
persisting need for training for SEO, considering specific requirements of small SEO
and persisting gaps in training offer in rural and peripheral/remote regions.

4. To what extent and with what impact did the EU and national measures promoted
following the SBI facilitate the uptake of new technologies and new business models by
social enterprises?

This impact area of technologies, digitisation and new business models was not
described explicitly in the 2011 SBI Communication. However, it became clear shortly after
that technology change can be a facilitating enabler for the development of social
enterprises and the social economy, which is why this dimension was explicitly taken up
in the 2016 Commission’s Start-up and Scale-up Initiative. In this area, most EU support
has gone through pilot actions, research projects, support to new platforms, studies and
reports. For example, relevant initiatives funded by Horizon 2020 research projects include
the Digital Social Innovation platform, the Social Innovation Community website, the
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Social Innovation Challenge Platform and the European Social Innovation Competition.
The promotion of digital skills in work integration social enterprises will be addressed by
the new Blueprint for sectoral skills (Erasmus+). However, the current level of digitisation
in SEO is still reduced and this is due to several reasons, including high investment costs
for new solutions and the lack of capacities (digital literacy) to use technology-based
solutions. Interviewees in our study confirm the general importance and benefits of
digitisation on organisations but also perceive the risk of exclusion. The role of the social
economy is increasing in local and regional initiatives that promote innovation and digital
transformation. A clear need for further action has been detected by several SBI follow-
up actions.

5. To what extent have the initiatives launched following the SBI contributed to
development regarding the international cooperation and agenda related to social
enterprises / economy?

The external dimension of the social economy and SE was not highlighted by the original
SBI which concentrated on internal actions within the EU territory. However, in the years
after 2011 the issue became more important and was explicitly recognised by the
Commission’s 2016 Start-up Scale-up initiative. Several SBI follow-up actions are also
implemented in third countries, for example via the EaSI programme. Initiatives can be
grouped under three work streams. First, promoting social economy and social enterprises
in neighbourhood/enlargement programmes e.g. a Study on social economy in Eastern
Neighbourhood and Western Balkans, DG NEAR projects, studies, initiatives, Eastern
Partnership, enlargement countries, dialogue with MED countries. Secondly, FPI, EEAS and
DG DEVCO support the social economy development in EU international cooperation and
development policy with different activities implemented e.g. Partnership agreements,
Inclusive Business Action Networks or the EC partnership with the International
Cooperative Alliance. Third, EU has established a regular collaboration with international
knowledge-sharing and economic diplomacy fora such as the International Leading Group
on the Social and Solidarity Economy, the UN Task Force on the Social and Solidarity
Economy, European representation at Global Steering Group for Impact Investment (GSG)
etc.

Overall, EU support to the social economy in cooperation at international level has had a
positive effect. Exchange of information and learning between countries increased. The
availability of EU funded actions for non-EU candidate countries is an important result of
the international outreach of some SBI follow-up actions such as EaSI-funded action, and
the inclusion of SE related objectives and actions under ERDF-INTERREG and IPA
instruments. Support to social enterprises and social economy organisations has become
increasingly important in the cooperation with the Western Balkan countries and the
Mediterranean countries. Strategic and institutional guidance was particularly appreciated
in the candidate countries that were invited to take part in events and working groups,
such as the GECES expert group. However, not many interviewees from EU Member States
are aware of SBI/EU action in this field. Despite the progress, some stakeholders consider
that the role of the European Union in international fora is still too limited and that the
topic of SE and social economy has not reached the relevance on the agendas as it should
have, given the existing experience and expertise in Europe on SE as well as the important
role of SE and social economy organisations in sustainable and inclusive development.

6. What factors have driven or hindered progress in all the above-mentioned areas, and
to what extent are they linked (or not) to the SBI?

The analysis of interview findings shows that changes in the ecosystem of social
enterprises/social economy are widely influenced by specific drivers, having a positive and
amplifying effect, as well as by obstacles, with a hampering effect. Interviewees highlight
the presence of EU policies, EU funds and EU projects as a key driver for developing the
ecosystem for SE. This includes the European Commission’s strategic framework (SBI) in
general and some EU-level activities (GECES, mapping study, Strasbourg conference in
2014) but also concrete EU-funded activities at country level, such as ESIF
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projects/programmes or EaSI funding, EU legislation on procurement, or specific initiatives
like Interreg, Erasmus+ projects, ESER. Other main drivers - external to SBI - are new
social movements (movements to accept and integrate migrants and refugees, the fight
against climate change, the perceived need to align with sustainable development goals,
demands for more social responsibility of business and an increased need to respond to
societal challenges), political commitment and support at national/regional level, more
available information and better understanding of the SE needs, a better developed, and
more demanding SE, NGO or welfare sector, the consequences of the economic crisis
(2009/2010) and budget constraints in the public sector. A wide range of different
obstacles hampered the development of the SE ecosystem following the interview
findings. Interviewees refer to an inappropriate legal framework and the lack of a common
definition, lack of funding, an unfair competition with regular enterprises, as well as to
lacking (managerial/professional) skills and capacities in SE/SEO. Obstacles have been
further analysed under the Relevance question with regard to new needs of SE and SEO.

Efficiency

1. To what extent have the costs (including all costs, both human and financial resources)
associated with six EU level initiatives (EaSI Third Axis, EFSI, EUSEF Regulation, ESER
pilot project, EC-OECD cooperation, Mapping Studies), launched on the basis of the SBI,
been proportionate to the benefits they have generated?

The analysis shows that there was a clear benefit and contribution from all six policy
initiatives that have been analysed. The detailed results of the specific cost-benefit
analyses of selected SBI actions provide a mixed picture. Most efficient contribution was
observed from the instruments working predominantly in the area of awareness-raising,
knowledge- and network-building. This was followed by funding initiatives that also have
clear benefits, but also much higher costs associated. Finally, the analysis showed that the
initiatives focussing on regulation require complex and lengthy processes with
considerable costs associated before a tangible benefit can emerge. This was the case of
EuSEF. However, these initiatives can be also considered as important, even if not highly
efficient in the short run, because they represent milestones for future developments and
for reducing important administrative and legal obstacles, preparing the ground for a
significant benefit in the future. In this sense, they correspond also to the EU policy
priorities related to the single market and to EU integration.

Relevance

1. To what extent are the actions launched on the basis of the SBI still relevant? Are the
financial instruments still addressing the gaps in the market?

According to the research, actions launched on the basis of the SBI are still relevant. There
is still a perceived need for actions in the field of visibility and recognition, including proper
legal frameworks, as well as the need for a better understanding in public authorities and
among the general public. Needs that are even more important include the improvement
of managerial skills and professionalization, access to market and the availability of
finance. Overall, more and more specific needs are emerging (see Question 3 below).
Financial instruments were generally tailored to the needs of SE, in the sense that they
were used to offer new financial products to SE and other social economy organisations in
many European countries. The EaSI SE Guarantees were a relevant instrument that had
an important benefit but was better received in countries with a more advanced SE and
social financial ecosystem. More specific instruments for supporting countries with a
developing social economy might be necessary. Debt-related financial instruments had a
better uptake so far than equity-based instruments. However, needs are evolving. Small
organisations face more challenges than larger SE. Micro and small funding is needed for
early phases after start-up (seed, scale-up). Better suited tools and schemes tailored to
the diverse needs that SE face in the diverse phases of their lifecycle are needed. Further
needs emerge with regard to equity social finance, crowdfunding etc. Business and
financial skills in SEO represent a relevant need.
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2. To what extent have the original SBI objectives proven to be appropriate?

Overall, both the desk research and interviews confirm the appropriateness of the original
SBI objectives - back in 2011 and today. Stakeholders believe that the general SBI
objectives have not lost their relevance and needs still persist, even if with different
intensities, depending on the degree of development of SE/SEO and the maturity of the
ecosystems wherein social enterprises/social economy organisations operate in each
country. According to most respondents, there is still a need for more visibility and
recognition, as well as a need for a better understanding of SE/social economy. Relevant
needs that have not changed include access to market and availability of finance. The fact
that over time two new objectives (digitisation/new business models and external action)
were added to the SBI package of follow-up actions shows that at EC level there has been
an-going monitoring and consideration of relevant trends and needs, certainly supported
by the work of the GECES expert group. Nevertheless, the analysis has shown that the
SBI objectives were perceived sometimes as too broad and partially disconnected from
national/local contexts.

3. How well do the original SBI objectives still correspond to the needs of social enterprises
/ social economy stakeholders?

The analysis highlights a progressive evolution of needs from general/basic requirements
to more precise and specific ones, mainly due to the stronger awareness of most
stakeholders of the concrete bottlenecks that should be dealt with to unlock the potential
of SE/social economy. This includes, for instance, the more pressing need to upgrade the
skills of SE and SEO in order to equip them to adequately face business challenges. There
is, moreover, a need for capacity building and knowledge sharing not only among SEO
stakeholders, but also among policy makers, civil servants and at financial intermediaries,
who still struggle in many countries to understand the main features, roles, and potential
of SE and SEO. Related to this issue, there is a stronger need for more tailored measures
and instruments such as specific funding products/financial services, as well as public
contracting that is better suited to the peculiar needs of SEO (especially small ones) and
of the territories wherein SEO operate, especially less-populated and remote areas. There
is an untapped potential for innovative partnerships between SE/SEO and public
authorities. Additional areas that are perceived as evolving include the need for better
preparation of digitisation, the need to support adequate scaling strategies, the need to
ensure better cooperation between SE/SEO and conventional enterprises, the need to link
the EU policy on social economy to other overarching strategies and policy objectives, and
the need to strengthen social economy networks.

4. How relevant are the initiatives taken on the basis of the SBI to EU citizens?

Results of the analysis show that 29% of interviewees are not aware of the SBI. This is a
relatively high figure, taking into account that practitioners, experts and stakeholders were
interviewed. It can therefore be assumed that the general public and EU citizens are even
less aware on the SBI as EU policy initiative. Interviews show that the SBI is better known
in MSs that have a mature ecosystem for SE. The analysis of social media as proxy of
impact on public life shows that SE and the social economy are increasingly recognised
and discussed on social media and thus reaching the public debate. The social media
analysis illustrates an increasing number of social media groups and interaction on the
topics of social enterprises, social innovation and the social economy. As such it reflects a
tendency that can also be observed in the population, linked to greater awareness on
impact economy or social welfare models. Since 2011, the number of social media groups
and interaction have increased. Some specific follow-up actions are visible in social media
(e.g. EaSI, EuSEF) but in a very limited way. Most social media messages, tweets, are in
languages of countries with a rather advanced ecosystem for SE and social economy,
namely French and Italian as well as Dutch (Flanders). The SBI is expected to have
contributed little to enhance public debate in countries with less advanced SE ecosystems.
Social media analysis suggests thus that the SBI is mostly discussed among insiders, e.g.
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persons already familiar with social enterprises and the social economy or with specific
follow-up actions in countries with advanced social economy ecosystems.

Coherence

1. To what extent are the SBI and its follow-up actions coherent with the European
Commission’s policies and priorities, as well as with wider EU policy?

Analysis of high-level EU policy documents shows a general coherence of the SBI with
other EU policies and priorities, in terms of overall objectives and dimensions. However,
in most policy documents, there is only a weak coherence at operational level. For
example, there is no explicit reference to the SBI or how social enterprises/social economy
can contribute to achieve the policy objectives. In some documents, social
enterprises/social economy are mentioned but their role in achieving the objectives set for
such policies is not acknowledged. This is also the case for wider EU policy, for example
the contribution to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). These findings concern mainly
the policies launched in the period 2011-2018. Since 2019/2020, a trend towards a more
positive and stronger coherence between newly adopted policy documents, strategies and
action plans and the development of social economy/social enterprises can be observed.
In particular, the role of the social economy to achieve policy objectives is highlighted in
a large number of key policy documents, e.g. the just transition communication, the
circular economy action plan, the SME strategy, the recovery strategy, the European
Semester communication. Many policy documents mention also specific instruments that
can support the achievement of policy objectives through social innovation and social
entrepreneurship. The majority of interviewed stakeholders perceives that the SBI is
largely coherent with other EU policies, but that this general coherence is only partially
reflected at the operational level. Most stakeholders expect a greater coherence and a
mainstreaming of social enterprises and the social economy in relevant policy areas with
the contribution of the forthcoming Action Plan on Social Economy.

EU Added Value

1. What is the additional value of the SBI, compared to what could reasonably have been
expected from Member States acting at national and/or regional levels without an EU level
policy initiate and its follow-up actions?

Stakeholders confirm the overall perception of a high additional value of the SBI
and its follow-up actions. Most interviewees (63%) acknowledge that the SBI and its
follow-up actions had at least some additional value compared to national action at MS
level. 14% of them see a very high added value, 49% see a high added value. 22% of the
interviewees perceive that the SBI had a minor added value compared to action at MS
level, while 15% see no additional value compared to what would have happened in their
country without the SBI.

Specific added value of EU actions is perceived by stakeholders mostly in relation to EU
funding programmes, both in the area of improving visibility in funding programmes and
by making public funding available. Still considerable added value is perceived in the areas
of education and training, mutual learning and research. Other EU actions showed, in the
eyes of the social economy stakeholders, less added value, in particular in the areas of
state aid, social innovation, new technologies and digitalisation, as well as social impact
measurement. In these fields, national frameworks are seen as dominant arenas of policy
support.

According to the degree of matureness of the social economy ecosystem, different
countries show particular patterns of EU added value. Countries with an advanced SE
ecosystem perceive, on the one hand, more EU added value than countries where the SE
ecosystem is developing. Important areas for countries with a well-developed social
economy ecosystem are: Regulatory and institutional environment, and Information and
Understanding. On the other hand, important areas for countries with a less-developed
social economy ecosystem (mostly Central and Eastern European countries) are: Public
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and private public procurement, Conditions in financial intermediaries, Managerial skills in
SE/SEO, Labels and certificates, Information and Understanding, Access to private finance.

In recent years, the SBI follow-up actions are pioneering analysis and support to new
fields of action that are becoming relevant for SE and the social economy. New fields
include, for example, the field of private procurement and scaling up for SEO. A second
field are new forms of public contracting, for example via social impact bonds or outcome
contracting. Thirdly, digitisation offers new possibilities to technology-based SE/SEO, but
also to traditional social services that need to be exploited. Finally, equity finance with
social impact has the potential to open up new channels for private finance.

2. What, if any, has been the added value of the work carried out by the multi-stakeholder
expert group (Commission’s Expert Group on Social Entrepreneurship (GECES))
established to follow up the implementation of the SBI?

The expert group on social entrepreneurship (GECES) was first established for seven years
in 2011 and was renewed again in 2018 under the title “expert group on social economy
and social enterprises”. Among the 50.2% of the stakeholders that are familiar with the
work of GECES, the appreciation of its work is positive. The perceived GECES benefits
can be grouped into the areas such as support to policy and decision making, exchange of
experiences and practices, community building and networking, increasing visibility and
mutual learning. GECES is mostly known to experts, policymakers and practitioners related
directly to SE/social economy policymaking at EU and international level. Proposals for
increasing the GECES added value refer to the aspects of communication of information
at Member State level. Translation of publications and documents in all EU official
languages can be useful to improve outreach towards the local and regional level. Other
examples of measures would be to promote interfaces or dissemination structures at
Member state level that facilitate the exchange of GECES-related information and its
dissemination.
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Synthese

En 2019, la Commission européenne a lancé une étude sur l'impact de la SBI et de ses
actions de suivi. Cette étude a été confiée au consortium dirigé par Spatial Foresight, qui
comprend I'Institut européen de recherche sur les entreprises coopératives et sociales
(Euricse) et le Centre européen de financement social. L'étude est financée dans le cadre
du Programme européen pour I'emploi et I'innovation sociale 2014-2020 (EaSI).

L'objectif de la présente étude est de permettre aux services de la Commission de disposer
d’'une analyse compléte et factuelle de l'impact de la SBI sur le développement des
entreprises sociales/ de I'’économie sociale et de leur environnement opérationnel, aussi
bien au niveau national qu’européen. Elle a été réalisée entre octobre 2019 et octobre
2020. L'étude couvre 28 Etats membres de I'UE (dont le Royaume-Uni) et neuf autres
pays européens®. Outre l'analyse de la littérature et des documents clés, 326 entretiens
avec des autorités publiques, des organisations représentatives des acteurs de I’économie
sociale, des experts et des praticiens au niveau de I'UE et dans 37 pays européens ont
constitué la principale source d'information. En outre, 15 études de cas ont été réalisées.
Les résultats de la SBI et de ses actions de suivi dans 18 domaines d'impact différents ont
été analysées.

Conformément au cahier des charges, cette étude a répondu a plusieurs questions
d'évaluation concernant l'efficacité, I'efficience, la pertinence, la cohérence et la valeur
ajoutée pour I'UE de la SBI et de ses actions de suivi. Le rapport final et la présente
synthése sont structurés en fonction de ces questions d'évaluation.

Contexte

En 2011, la Commission Européenne a présenté I'Initiative pour I'entrepreneuriat social
(SBI) qui a établi un plan d'action concret au niveau de I'UE pour développer un
environnement favorable aux entreprises sociales (ES)®. L'engagement de I'UE a été
renforcé par les conclusions du Conseil sur la "promotion de I'économie sociale en tant que
moteur essentiel du développement économique et social'’. Dans son initiative de la
intitulée Les grands acteurs européens de demain: I'initiative en faveur des start-up et des
scale-up, adoptée en 2016, la Commission a confirmé son engagement a s'appuyer sur
I'expérience accumulée dans le cadre de la SBI pour concevoir les actions ultérieures. En
janvier 2020, la Commission a annoncé son intention de lancer un nouveau plan d'action
pour I'économie sociale en 2021.

Dans cette étude, les termes anglais « social enterprise » et « social business » sont
considérés commes étant synonymes. Le terme « social business » et nettement moins
usité que « social enterprise », sauf lorsqu’il est question de la SBI. Les entreprises sociales
sont une partie spécifique de I'économie et de I'économie sociale. Une entreprise sociale
est comprise comme un opérateur de I'économie sociale dont I'objectif principal est d'avoir
un impact social, et non de réaliser un profit pour ses propriétaires ou ses actionnaires. Le
terme « économie sociale » décrit un ensemble plus large d’organisations (ci-aprés
désignées en tant qu’organisations de |I'économie sociale ou « OES »), y compris des
fondations et des coopératives, des associations et des sociétés d'entraide poursuivant
des objectifs d'intérét général.

De nombreuses actions de suivi de la SBI ont été introduites apres 2011 et
jusqu'aujourd'hui. Certaines actions de suivi, telles que le groupe d'experts sur I'économie
sociale et les entreprises sociales, les études ou les outils politiques, ont mobilisé les Etats
membres de I'UE, des parties prenantes et experts nationaux et régionaux, des
organisations de réseaux européens ou d'autres organismes internationaux tels que
I'OCDE.

5 Albanie, Islande, Liechtenstein, Monténégro, Macédoine du Nord, Norvege, Serbie, Suisse, Turquie
6 Commission européenne 2011
7 Conseil de I'Union européenne 2015
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Au fil des ans, les lignes d'action et la structure des actions de suivi ont évolué.
Aujourd'hui, les actions couvrent cing piliers différents : 1. l'accés au financement,
2. 'accés aux marchés, 3. les conditions cadres, 4. I'innovation sociale, technologies et
nouveaux modeles commerciaux et 5. les relations internationales.

Efficacité

1. Quels ont été les effets quantitatifs et qualitatifs de la SBI ? Notamment, dans

qguelle mesure la SBI a-t-elle déclenché des changements durables a long terme
dans I'environnement opérationnel des entreprises sociales/économie sociale (par
exemple des nouvelles formes et cadres juridiques et des arrangements
institutionnels novateurs et spécifiques, des évolutions |égislatives significatives
(notamment en matiére de droit fiscal et de droit des marchés publics), les cadres
politiques et stratégies, etc.)

La SBI et ses activités de suivi ont eu des effets importants sur le développement
réglementaire et institutionnel dans I'environnement opérationnel des entreprises
sociales/ de |I'’économie sociale.

Dans le domaine des nouvelles formes juridiques et des nouveaux arrangements
institutionnels, la plupart des actions menées au niveau de I'UE ont indirectement
influencé les changements par le biais d'une Ilégitimation politique, d'une
sensibilisation et d'une visit;ilité accrues et d'un échange de connaissances et de
bonnes pratiques entre les Etats membres de I'UE. La SBI a permis d'améliorer les
conditions cadres des activités menées dans le cadre des actions nationales et
régionales dans toute I'Europe.

Bien qu'aucun cadre juridique communautaire n'ait été adoptée, une évolution positive
a été constatée en ce qui concerne la reconnaissance juridique des organisations de
I'économie sociale. Des cadres juridiques plus spécifiques ont été mis en place dans
de nombreux pays. Depuis 2011, 16 Etats membres de I'UE ont introduit une nouvelle
|égislation concernant les entreprises sociales. L'analyse a permis d’identifier des
modalités intéressantes de de mobilisation d’idées et de concepts diffusées avec |'aide
de la SBI dans les cadres réglementaires et institutionnels.

La légitimation par un soutien politique communautaire de haut niveau ainsi que par
les réseaux et les financements de I'UE ont encouragé I'amélioration des cadres
institutionnels, par exemple la création de groupes de travail ou d’action sur les ES.
La SBI est considérée comme une source d'inspiration et un moyen de générer une
plus grande prise de conscience des enjeux. Elle contribute ainsi indirectelement
I'élaboration d'une législation et a un soutien politique spécifique.

Des cadres et des stratégies politiques ont émergé dans les pays ou I’écosysteme
des ES est mature, mais aussi dans les pays ou il est modérément ou peu développé.
Certaines de ces initiatices ont pu étre inspirées par des activités menées au niveau
de I'UE (conclusions du Conseil, événements et déclarations politiques de haut niveau
de I'UE, apprentissage mutuel, échange de connaissances via le GECES). Dans la
plupart des cas, le cofinancement de I'UE (principalement par le FSE et le FEDER, mais
aussi par I'EaSI et par le programme COSME) a encouragé |'élaboration de stratégies
ou de programmes de soutien nationaux ou a au moins cofinancé certaines mesures
clés.

La directive européenne sur les marchés publics a été adoptée en 2014 et
transposée depuis dans les Iégislations nationales. Les critéres sociaux et les marchés
publics réservés ont été des outils importants pour améliorer I'accés au marché pour
des entreprises sociales. Les personnes interrogées ont en général connaissance des
possibilités qu’offrent la directive européenne.- L'impact sur le développement de
I'’écosteme des ES est cependant limité. Certaines personnes interrogées
reconnaissent que les nouvelles regles ont ouvert de nouvelles possibilités. D'autres
estiment que la mise en ceuvre des régles au niveau national (en particulier aux
niveaux local et régional) n'est pas satisfaisante. De ce fait, I'accés aux marchés pour
les entreprises sociales ne s’est donc pas beaucoup amélioré dans la pratique. En
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outre, il existe des différences importantes selon le pays et le type d'OES. Il est
également nécessaire de continuer a améliorer les contrats a impacts social , en sus
efforts portant des marchés publics et la prise en compte de la dimension sociale dans
les marchés privés.

e En ce qui concerne les aides d'Etat, on peut noter une influence positive de la SBI.
Le paquet SIEG a créé des conditions plus favorables pour les prestataires de services
d'intérét général. Sa couverture dépasse les activités des organisations de I'économie
sociale (et donc, de la présente étude), mais la SBI a joué un réle pour que le paquet
SIEG prenne en compte les spécificités des organisations fournissant des services
sociaux. Ainsi, le paquet SIEG a eu un impact direct sur I'amélioration de I'accés aux
marchés pour les entreprises sociales officiellement chargées d'une mission
spécifique. Les aides d'Etat sont une question généralement percues comme un enjeu
complexe et contraignant, liée a I'UE en général, et pas spécifiquement a la SBI.
Toutefois, trés peu de personnes interrogées on connaissance de I'impact de la SBI
sur I’évolution des regles relatives aux aides d'Etat. L'analyse a montré qu'il existe un
besoin continu de soutien pour améliorer I'acces aux marchés, par exemple par le
biais d'une aide ou de conseils juridiques aux petites et moyennes entreprises sociales
et aux OES qui ne disposent pas d'une expertise juridique propre. Des modifications
|égislatives ciblées, telles que le relevement du seuil de minimis pour les SIEG,
actuellement fixé a 500 000 euros par période de trois ans, contribuer a améliorer la
situation des OES.

Dans l'ensemble, la SBI et ses actions de suivi ont une influence significative dans le
domaine des cadres rég[ementaires et institutionnels, principalement par le biais d'une
fonction de soutien aux Etats membres. Cet effet est plus important dans les pays ayant
un écosystéme des ES peu développé. Le rble de soutien de I'UE a été mentionné par de
nombreuses personnes interrogées.

2. Dans quelle mesure la SBI a-t-elle été efficace pour a) accroitre la visibilité et mieux
comprendre le modele d'entreprise des entreprises sociales tant au niveau de I'UE qu'au
niveau national ? b) renforcer les capacités des réseaux représentant et soutenant les
entreprises sociales tant au niveau de I'UE qu'au niveau national ?

L'amélioration de la visibilité, de la reconnaissance et de la compréhension des ES a été
['une des principales contributions de la SBI, principalement en ce qui concerne la quantité
d'informations disponibles, I'apprentissage mutuel et les échanges de bonnes pratiques,
la recherche, la sensibilisation et |'auto-reconnaissance, et la visibilité dans les
programmes de I'UE. Dans chacun de ces domaines, la SBI et ses activités de suivi ont
joué un réle important.

e L'analyse a montré que la principale contribution de la SBI portait sur la visibilité des
ES dans les programmes européens et nationaux. La mention des ES dans les
reglements des FESI 2014-2020 a considérablement sensibilisé les parties prenantes
a I’économie sociale en tant que domaine thématique. La possibilité de soutenir les ES
avec des fonds de I'UE a permis de programmer des ressources considérables dans
les programmes du FEDER et du FSE au niveau national dans de nombreux pays, par
exemple PT, CZ, RO, ES, PL. En outre, le troisieme axe de I'EaSI est un programme
trés visible et bien connu qui a déclenché des financements publics en plus des
financements sociaux privés. D'autres programmes de I'UE, tels que le 7e PC/Horizon
2020, ERASMUS+ et Interreg, ont soutenu des projets dans le domaine de I'économie
sociale et d'autres domaines connexes, par exemple l'innovation sociale,
I'entrepreneuriat social, les coopératives de type OSE et le secteur du bénévolat. Cet
effet peut méme étre observé dans les pays tiers, en particulier dans les Balkans
occidentaux et en Turquie.

e Les activités d'éducation et de formation se sont développées depuis 2011 mais ne
se sont pas généralisées. Les programmes soutenus par I'UE (principalement le FSE
et le FEDER) et les projets ERASMUS+ sont considérés comme ayant une influence
importante sur les activités d'éducation et de formation en Europe du Sud-Est, tandis
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que les activités de soutien nationales semblent étre trés rares ou méme insuffisantes.
Seul un cinquiéme des personnes interrogées sont au courant des activités de I'UE
dans ce domaine. De nombreuses parties prenantes estiment qu'il est nécessaire de
continuer a apporter des réponses dans ce domaine a l'avenir.

e Les activités de la SBI et, plus largement, celles de I'UE, ont considérablement
influencé l'apprentissage mutuel et I'échange de bonnes pratiques. Il a été
directement ciblé par des programmes comme Interreg ou ERASMUS+ ou ESER, et
plus indirectement renforcé par les réseaux européens d'entreprises sociales et le
groupe d’experts GECES. Les activités d'apprentissage mutuel sont trés appréciées,
en particulier par les autorités locales et régionales et les parties prenantes.
L'apprentissage mutuel au niveau de I'UE bénéficierait d'un soutien plus important et
plus large a un plus grand nombre de réseaux et d'intermédiaires dans les différents
pays afin de diffuser davantage d'informations et de bonnes pratiques aux praticiens.

e Les activités de I'UE ont été importantes pour stimuler la recherche sur les ES et
I'économie sociale. Les mesures efficaces ont été les études et les rapports de la
Commission Européenne ainsi que le financement d'activités de recherche (par
exemple H2020, étude cartographique, FEDER-Interreg, FSE, examens par pays de
I'OCDE). D'autres recherches ont été inspirées par les réseaux et par |'attention accrue
portée aux ES au niveau européen et des Etats membres.

e Les personnes interrogées identifient différentes activités de I'UE ayant contribué a
une meilleure information sur les ES et I'économie sociale. Les personnes interrogées
mentionnent en particulier les études de cartographie et les événements de haut
niveau. Certaines des activités nationales sont indirectement influencées par les
activités de I'UE, par exemple les informations plutot liées aux politiques nationales,
a la législation, aux réseaux dans les Pays d’Europe centrale et Orientale (PECO), etc.
En ce qui concerne le développement statistique, la plupart des personnes
interrogées ne sont pas au courant de I'action de I'UE visant a améliorer la fourniture
de donnéqs sur les ES (comme par exemple le projet pilote actuellement en cours
avec les Etats membres) et la considérent davantage comme une responsabilité
nationale.

e De nombreuses de suivi de la SBI ont, directement ou indirectement, permis de
renforcer la sensibilité aux ES et aux écosystémes d’ES. La conscience des acteurs
de I'économie sociale de constituer une communauté s'est améliorée grace a
des incitations telles que le financement, les possibilités de marchés publics, les
possibilités d'enregistrement, les labels, les réseaux et les incubateurs. Ceci n'est pas
seulement attribué a la SBI et a I'UE mais aussi a d'autres organisations
internationales, par exemple I'OCDE, I'OIT, le British Council et a des organisations
intermédiaires, méme si elles utilisent d'autres approches de |'entrepreneuriat social.
C'est le cas notamment d’Ashoka ou d'Impact Hub. Un des principaux obstacles
relevés par les personnes interrogées dans ce domaine est le niveau de confusion et
les différentes interprétations des termes "entreprise sociale" et "entrepreneur social".

e En ce qui concerne les labels, marques ou registres, l'influence de la SBI et de I'UE est
percue comme marginale et liée a de petits échanges dans des cercles spécifiques,
par exemple GECES sur les labels et registres existants. Mis a part le surplus de
visibilité, il n’y pas d’accord entre les experts sur la question de savoir si les labels ou
les registres sont bénéfiques au développement des ES et, si oui, dans quelle mesure.
Les experts soulignent qu'il est difficile d’appliquer des critéres rigides a toutes les ES.
Habituellement, certains types d’ES sont exclus lors de l'introduction des registres.

e La SBI a eu un effet sur les réseaux et la représentation par un soutien direct au
niveau de I'UE, par exemple via I'EaSI et indirectement via des projets de mise en
réseau et de coopération. En outre, les actions menées aux niveaux national, régional
et local ont contribué de maniéere significative aux nombreux nouveaux réseaux et
associations créés depuis 2011. Il existe un potentiel pour un soutien plus structuré
de I'UE au renforcement des capacités et a la professionnalisation des réseaux.

e La majorité des parties prenantes ne connaissent pas les activités de I'UE dans le
domaine de la mesure de l'impact social (par exemple, le rapport GECES, les

2020 |xxiii



Impact of the Social Business Initiative and its follow-up actions

projets FP7/Horizon 2020, les projets Interreg, les guides de I'UE). Seules quelques
personnes interrogées connaissent ces actions soutenues par I'UE ou les relient a des
progrés réels au niveau national, régional ou local. De nombreuses personnes
interrogées indiquent qu'il s'agit d'un besoin, mais pensent que les changements sont
surtout influencés par d'autres acteurs (réseaux d'investissement Impact,
intermédiaires financiers, GIIN, réseau IRIS+, etc.).

3. Dans quelle mesure l'acces au financement des entreprises sociales a-t-il été facilité
grace aux initiatives SBI et Start-up et Scale-up ?

La SBI et ses activités de suivi, y compris les initiatives de démarrage et d'expansion, ont
été particulierement importantes pour améliorer la disponibilité des financements publics
et privés. En outre, les conditions dans les intermédiaires financiers se sont améliorées.
Cependant, des difficultés plus importantes subsistent dans certaines régions, par exemple
dans les PECO. L'impact sur les compétences managériales des organisations de
['économie sociale a été limité.

e La visibilité des ES parmi les intermédiaires financiers, et leur sensibilité a cet
enjeu, ont augmenté de maniére significative. L'offre de financement social disponible
s'est considérablement accrue. Un nouveau type d'intermédiaire financier social est
apparu, familier de I'économie sociale. Cette création d'un systeme parallele
d'intermédiaires financiers sociaux peut étre observée dans les pays ou I'écosysteme
de I'économie sociale est le plus développé, comme au Royaume-Uni, en Italie, en
France, en Irlande ou en Espagne. Le développement est beaucoup plus embryonnaire
dans les PECO. Le soutien de I'EaSI aux intermédiaires financiers, les colts de
transaction et les interfaces entre la demande et I'offre ont conduit a d'importantes
bonnes pratiques, a la consolidation de nouveaux intermédiaires et a I'augmentation
des capacités. Le label « EUSEF » a contribué a surmonter la fragmentation des cadres
juridiques nationaux pour les fonds de financement social au-dela des frontiéres
nationales, bien que son utilisation (13 fonds) ait été assez limitée jusqu'a présent.
De nombreuses parties prenantes reconnaissent qu'il a permis de sensibiliser et
d'accroitre la visibilité des fonds d'investissement social, non seulement pour les
acteurs nationaux/régionaux, mais aussi pour la BEI et le FEI.

e La situation du financement privé social a évolué de maniére assez positive au cours
de la derniére décennie. En général, le nombre d'intermédiaires offrant des produits
pour les entreprises sociales a augmenté de maniére significative et I'offre de
financement social disponible s'est considérablement accrue depuis 2011. Si la
situation du financement privé social a évolué positivement sur les marchés
développés, elle est encore largement sous-développée en Europe centrale et
orientale. Les instruments financiers de I'EaSI ont été I'un des moteurs du changement
dans de nombreux pays. En particulier, les garanties de I'EaSI ont été efficaces pour
promouvoir de nouveaux produits financiers disponibles spécifiquement pour les
entreprises sociales ou les microcrédits. Toutefois, au niveau des entreprises sociales
dans de nombreux pays, aucun changement positif n'a été constaté jusqu'a présent.
Dans I'ensemble, les ressources disponibles auprés des banques commerciales sont
encore limitées, concentrées dans certains territoires seulement ou difficilement
accessibles (par exemple en raison d'un manque de compréhension du modele
d'entreprise sociale ou d'un manque de capacité a négocier avec les banques). Les
instruments d’investissement en capital social sont encore moins mirs et leur adoption
a été plus lente jusqu'a présent. Les instruments de I'UE qui encouragent le
financement privé des ES ne sont pas connues de la totalité des personnes
interrogées. Cela pourrait étre d(i au fait que les garanties de I'EaSI sont acheminées
par des intermédiaires financiers (nationaux/locaux) et que de nombreux instruments
de I'EaSI ne sont pas directement disponibles pour les ES (en particulier les plus
petites). Néanmoins, I'EaSI est connu et apprécié comme étant trés influent par la
plupart des experts et des praticiens. Il existe un besoin persistant de financement et
d'amélioration des capacités et des conditions des intermédiaires financiers et des OSE
pour rendre les fonds privés facilement disponibles.
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e La possibilité de soutenir le développement des ES par des fonds publics a été un
important déclencheur du développement du secteur, et les fonds de I'UE ont joué un
role substantiel a cet égard. Des montants considérables ont été mis a disposition
pour des projets et des activités au profit des entreprises sociales et des organisations
de I'économie sociale, principalement via le FEDER (y compris Interreg) et le FSE.
Dans certains pays européens, le FSE et le FEDER ont été les principaux leviers de
financement public, en particulier dans les pays d’Europe centrale et de I'est. Mais
aussi, dans des pays tels que le Royaume-Uni, I'Allemagne et I'Espagne, les actions
sur les ES et I'économie sociale ont été cofinancées dans le cadre de programmes
nationaux et régionaux ou de projets interrégionaux par des fonds de I'UE. Cela a
contribué a une grande visibilité et a la diffusion la plus visible de la SBI auprés des
acteurs locaux et régionaux. D'autres programmes pertinents étaient ERASMUS+,
COSME et Horizon2020, ainsi que des subventions pour le renforcement des capacités
et la mise en réseau dans le cadre de I'EaSI. D'autres programmes de I'UE tels que
LIFE, YEI, AMIF ou l'instrument de partenariat ont également apporté leur
contribution.

e Le nombre d'initiatives aidant les entrepreneurs sociaux et des ES a développer leurs
compétences managériales et leurs compétences commerciales/ financiéres a
augmenté dans pratiquement tous les pays européens. Les activités liées a la SBI sont
pour la plupart liées a de petits projets cofinancés par I'UE, c'est-a-dire par le biais de
I'EaSI, d'ERASMUS+, du FSE ou d'Interreg (FEDER). Il est considéré comme I'un des
obstacles les plus pressants a la poursuite du développement de I'échelle ES. Malgré
la perception générale de changements importants au cours de la derniére décennie,
peu de personnes interrogées sont au courant des activités de la SBI et de I'UE qui
soutiennent le développement des compétences managériales des ES ou des
organisations de parties prenantes des ES. Il existe également d'autres organisations
intermédiaires, par exemple des acteurs nationaux et locaux, des réseaux et des
intermédiaires tels que ACT! Group, des incubateurs promus par des banques ou des
écoles de commerce, qui sont trés actifs dans ce domaine, de sorte que I'influence des
activités de la SBI/UE est percue comme relativement faible, en particulier dans les
pays de I'Europe centrale et de I'est. Néanmoins, la situation globale des compétences
ne semble pas s'étre améliorée de maniére significative, avec un besoin de concepts
de formation pour les OSE, des exigences spécifiques dans les petits OSE et des
lacunes persistantes dans lI'offre de formation dans les régions rurales et
périphériques/éloignées.

4. Dans quelle mesure et avec quel impact les mesures européennes et nationales
promues a la suite de l'initiative SBI ont-elles facilité I'adoption de nouvelles technologies
et de nouveaux modéles commerciaux par les entreprises sociales ?

Le domaine d'impact des technologies, de la numérisation et des nouveaux modéles
commerciaux n'a pas été décrit explicitement dans la communication SBI de 2011.
Cependant, il est apparu clairement peu aprés que le changement technologique peut
faciliter le développement des entreprises sociales et de I'économie sociale. C'est pourquoi
cette dimension a été explicitement prise en compte dans l'initiative ‘Start-up Scale-up’
de la Commission en 2016. L'essentiel du soutien de I'UE s’est traduit par des actions
pilotes, des projets de recherche, le soutien a de nouvelles plateformes, des études et des
rapports. Par exemple, les initiatives financées par les projets de recherche Horizon 2020
dans ce domaine comprennent la plateforme d'innovation sociale numérique, le site web
de la Communauté de l'innovation sociale, la plateforme "Social Innovation Challenge" et
le concours européen de l'innovation sociale. La promotion des compétences numériques
dans les entreprises sociales d'insertion professionnelle est couverte par le nouveau plan
directeur pour les compétences sectorielles (Erasmus+). Toutefois, le niveau actuel de
numeérisation des services sociaux reste limité, et ce pour plusieurs raisons, notamment
les co(its d'investissement élevés pour les nouvelles solutions et le manque de capacités
(culture numérique) pour utiliser des solutions basées sur la technologie. Les personnes
interrogées dans le cadre de notre étude confirment I'importance générale et les avantages
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de la numérisation pour les organisations, mais pergoivent également le risque d'exclusion.
Le role de I'économie sociale se renforce dans les initiatives locales et régionales qui
favorisent l'innovation et la transformation numérique. Plusieurs actions de suivi de la SBI
ont mis en évidence un besoin évident d'actions supplémentaires.

5. Dans quelle mesure les initiatives lancées a la suite de la SBI ont-elles contribué au
développement de la coopération internationale et de I'agenda relatif aux
entreprises/économie sociales ?

La dimension externe de I'économie sociale et des ES n'a pas été mise en évidence par
la SBI initiale qui s'est concentrée sur les actions internes au sein du territoire de I'UE.
Cependant, dans les années qui ont suivi 2011, c’est devenu un enjeu important. Il a été
explicitement reconnu par l'initiative ‘Start-up Scale-up’ de la Commission en 2016.
Plusieurs actions de suivi de la SBI ont été mises en ceuvre dans des pays tiers, par
exemple via le programme EaSI. Les initiatives peuvent étre regroupées sous trois axes
de travail : premiérement, la promotion de I'économie sociale et des entreprises sociales
dans la politique de voisinage et d’élargissement, par exemple, I'étude sur I'économie
sociale dans le voisinage oriental et les Balkans occidentaux, les projets de la DG NEAR,
les études, les initiatives, le partenariat oriental, les pays de I'élargissement, le dialogue
avec les pays MED. Deuxiémement, FPI, le SEAE et la DG DEVCO soutiennent le
développement de I'économie sociale dans la politique de coopération internationale et de
développement de I'UE par différentes activités mises en ceuvre, par exemple des accords
de partenariat, des réseaux d'action d'entreprises inclusifs ou le partenariat de la CE avec
I'Alliance coopérative internationale. Troisiemement, I'UE a établi une collaboration
réguliere avec des forums internationaux de partage de connaissances et de diplomatie
économique, tels que le Groupe international de pilotage sur I'économie sociale et
solidaire, le Groupe de travail des Nations unies sur I'économie sociale et solidaire, la
représentation européenne au sein du Groupe de pilotage mondial pour les
investissements d'impact (GSG), etc.

Dans I'ensemble, le soutien de I'UE a I'économie sociale dans le cadre de la coopération
au niveau international a eu un effet positif. L'échange d'informations et I'apprentissage
entre les pays se sont développés. La disponibilité d'actions financées par I'UE pour les
pays candidats non-membres de I'UE est un résultat important de la portée internationale
de certaines actions de suivi de la SBI telles que les actions financées par I'EaSI, les
instruments FEDER-INTERREG et IPA. Le soutien aux entreprises sociales et aux
organisations de |'économie sociale est devenu de plus en plus important dans la
coopération avec les pays des Balkans occidentaux et les pays méditerranéens.
L'orientation stratégique et institutionnelle a été particulierement appréciée dans les pays
candidats qui ont été invités a participer a des événements et des groupes de travail, tels
gue le GECES. Peu de personnes interrogées connaissent d’ailleurs I'action de la SBI et de
I'UE dans ce domaine. Malgré les progres réalisés, certaines parties prenantes considérent
que le role de I'Union Européenne dans les forums internationaux est encore trop limité et
qgue le theme de I'ES et de I'économie sociale n'a pas atteint la pertinence dans les agendas
comme il aurait d{ le faire, compte tenu de I'expérience et de I'expertise existantes en
Europe en matiére d’ES ainsi que du rdle important des ES et de I'économie sociale dans
le développement durable et inclusif.

6. Quels sont les facteurs qui ont favorisé ou entravé les progrés dans tous les domaines
susmentionnés, et dans quelle mesure sont-ils liés (ou non) a la SBI ?

L'analyse des résultats des entretiens montre que les changements dans |'écosysteme des
entreprises sociales sont largement influencés par des facteurs spécifiques, ayant un effet
positif et amplificateur, ainsi que par des obstacles, ayant un effet de frein. Les personnes
interrogées soulignent que les politiques, fonds et projets de I'UE ont joué un role essentiel
en tant que moteur du développement de I'écosysteme des entreprises sociales. Cela
inclut le cadre stratégique de la Commission Européenne (SBI) en général et certaines
activités au niveau de I'UE (GECES, étude de cartographe, Conférence de Strasbourg en
janvier 2014) mais aussi des activités concrétes financées par I'UE au niveau des pays,
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comme les projets/programmes ESIF ou les financements EaSI, la |égislation européenne
sur les marchés publics ou des initiatives spécifiques comme Interreg, les projets
Erasmus+, ESER. Les autres principaux moteurs - externes aux FESI - sont les nouveaux
mouvements sociaux (mouvements pour l'acceptation et l'intégration des migrants et des
réfugiés, la lutte contre le changement climatique, la nécessité percue de s'aligner sur les
objectifs de développement durable, les demandes pour une plus grande responsabilité
sociale des entreprises et un besoin accru de répondre aux défis sociétaux), I'engagement
et le soutien politiques au niveau national/régional, la plus grande quantité d'informations
disponibles et une meilleure compréhension des besoins des ES, un secteur des ES, des
ONG ou de l'aide sociale mieux développé et plus exigeant, les conséquences de la crise
économique (2009/2010) et les contraintes budgétaires dans le secteur public. Un large
éventail d'obstacles différents a entravé le développement de I'écosystéme des ES suite
aux résultats des entretiens. Les personnes interrogées font référence a un cadre juridique
insuffisant et a I'absence d'une définition commune, au manque de financement, a une
concurrence déloyale avec les entreprises réguliéres, ainsi qu'au manque de compétences
et de capacités (managériales/professionnelles) dans les ES. Les obstacles ont été
analysés plus en détail sous la question de la pertinence par rapport aux nouveaux besoins
des ES et de I'OSE.

Efficacité

1. Dans quelle mesure les colts (y compris tous les co(ts, tant en termes de ressources
humaines que financiéres) associés aux initiatives (Troisieme axe de I'EaSI, FESI,
reglement EuSEF, projet pilote ESER, coopération CE-OCDE, études de cartographie), au
niveau de I'UE, lancées sur la base de la SBI, ont-ils été proportionnels aux avantages
gu'ils ont générés ?

L'analyse démontre la valeur ajoutée spécifique des six initiatives politiques analysées et
leur contribution. Les résultats détaillés des analyses colts-avantages spécifiques des
actions SBI sélectionnées dressent un tableau contrasté. La contribution la plus efficace a
été observée pour les instruments travaillant principalement dans le domaine de la
sensibilisation, de la connaissance et de la création de réseaux. Viennent ensuite les
initiatives de financement qui présentent également des avantages évidents, mais dont le
co(it a été beaucoup plus élevé. Enfin, I'analyse a montré que les initiatives axées sur la
réglementation nécessitent des processus complexes et longs. Les dépenses nécessaires
pour qu'un résultat tangible puisse émerger sont considérables. Ce fut le cas de I'EuSEF.
Toutefois, ces initiatives peuvent également étre considérées comme importantes, méme
si elles ne sont pas tres efficaces a court terme, car elles représentent des étapes
importantes pour les développements futurs et pour la réduction d'importants obstacles
administratifs et juridiques. Ces initiatives préparent le terrain pour une amélioration de
I'efficacité des politiques de demain. En ce sens, elles correspondent également aux
priorités politiques de I'UE liées au marché unique et a l'intégration de I'UE.

Pertinence

1. Dans quelle mesure les actions lancées sur la base de la SBI sont-elles encore
pertinentes ? Les instruments financiers permettent-ils encore de combler les lacunes du
marché ?

Selon les recherches, les actions lancées sur la base de la SBI sont toujours utiles. Les
actions dans le domaine de la visibilité et de la reconnaissance sont toujours pergues
comme nécessaires, y compris lorsqu’elles portent sur I'adaptation des cadres juridiques,
ainsi que la nécessité d'une meilleure compréhension des enjeux par les autorités
publiques et par le grand public. Des besoins encore plus importants sont notamment
identifiés en matiere d'amélioration des compétences de gestion, ainsique de de
professionnalisation, d'acces au marché et de disponibilité de financements. Dans
I'ensemble, des besoins de plus en plus spécifiques apparaissent (voir la question 3 ci-
dessous). Les instruments financiers sont généralement adaptés aux besoins des ES, en
ce sens qu'ils sont utilisés pour offrir de nouveaux produits financiers aux ES et aux autres
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organisations de I'économie sociale dans de nombreux pays européens. Les garanties EaSI
cibléant les ES étaient un instrument pertinent qui présentait un avantage important, mais
qui était mieux accueilli dans les pays ou les ES et I'écosystéme financier social était le
plus développé. Des instruments plus spécifiques pour soutenir les pays dont I'économie
sociale est en développement pourraient étre nécessaires. Jusqu'a présent, les
instruments financiers liés a la dette ont été mieux acceptés que les instruments basés
sur les capitaux propres. Toutefois, les besoins évoluent. Les petites organisations sont
confrontées a plus de défis que les grandes entreprises. Le microcrédit et les préts portant
sur de faibles montants sont nécessaires pour les premiéeres phases aprés le démarrage
(amorgage, mise a I'échelle). Il faut des outils et des programmes mieux adaptés aux
divers besoins auxquels les ES sont confrontées au cours des différentes phases de leur
cycle de vie. D'autres besoins apparaissent en matiére de financement social par fonds
propres, de financement par la foule, etc. Les compétences commerciales et financiéres
en matiére d'OES représentent un besoin pertinent.

2. Dans quelle mesure les objectifs initiaux de la SBI se sont-ils révélés appropriés ?

Dans l'ensemble, I'étude documentaire et les entretiens confirment la pertinence des
objectifs initiaux de la SBI - en 2011 et aujourd'hui. Les parties prenantes estiment que
les objectifs généraux du SBI n'ont pas perdu de leur pertinence et que les besoins
persistent, méme s'ils ont des intensités différentes, en fonction du degré de
développement des ES et de la maturité des écosystémes dans lesquels les ES opeérent
dans chaque pays. Selon la plupart des répondants, il reste nécessaire d'accroitre la
visibilité et la reconnaissance, ainsi que de mieux comprendre les ES. Parmi les besoins
pertinents qui n'ont pas changé figurent l'accés au marché et la disponibilité des
financements. Le fait qu'au fil du temps, deux nouveaux objectifs (numérisation/nouveaux
modeles d'entreprise et action extérieure) ont été ajoutés au paquet d'actions de suivi de
la SBI montre qu'au niveau communautaire, il y a eu un suivi et une prise en compte
continus des tendances et des besoins, certainement soutenus par les travaux du groupe
d'experts du GECES. Néanmoins, l'analyse a montré que les objectifs de la SBI étaient
parfois percus comme trop larges et partiellement déconnectés des contextes
nationaux/locaux.

3. Dans quelle mesure les objectifs initiaux de la SBI correspondent-ils encore aux besoins
des entreprises sociales / des acteurs de I'économie sociale ?

L'analyse met en évidence une évolution progressive des besoins. Initialement, ils étaient
d’ordre général et relatifs a des préconditions élémentaire au développement des ES. IIs
sont progressivement devenus plus précis et spécifiques, principalement en raison de la
plus grande sensibilisation de la plupart des parties prenantes aux goulets d'étranglement
concrets qu'il convient de traiter pour libérer le potentiel des ES. Cela inclut, par exemple,
le besoin plus pressant de renforcer la capacité des ES Micro et petits financements a faire
face au défi de la commercialisation. En outre, il est nécessaire de renforcer les capacités
et de partager les connaissances non seulement entre les parties prenantes des ES et des
OES, mais aussi entre les décideurs politiques, les fonctionnaires et les intermédiaires
financiers qui, dans de nombreux pays, ont encore du mal a comprendre les principales
caractéristiques, les rbles et le potentiel des ES et des OES. Dans ce contexte, il existe un
besoin accru de mesures et d'instruments plus adaptés, tels que des produits de
financement et des services financiers spécifiques, ainsi que des marchés publics mieux
adaptés aux besoins particuliers des sociétés européennes (en particulier les petites
entreprises) et des territoires ou elles opérent, notamment les régions moins peuplées et
éloignées. Il existe un potentiel inexploité pour des partenariats innovants entre les
ES/OES et les autorités publiques. D'autres domaines sont percus comme évolutifs,
notamment la nécessité d'une meilleure préparation de la numérisation, la nécessité de
soutenir des stratégies de mise a I'échelle adéquates, la nécessité d'assurer une meilleure
coopération entre les ES/OES et les entreprises conventionnelles, la nécessité de relier la
politique de I'UE en matiére d'économie sociale a d'autres stratégies et objectifs politiques
généraux, et la nécessité de renforcer les réseaux de I'économie sociale.
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4. Quelle est la pertinence des initiatives prises sur la base de la SBI pour les citoyens de
I'UE ?

Les résultats de I'analyse montrent que 29% des personnes interrogées ne connaissent
pas la SBI. C'est un chiffre relativement élevé, si I'on tient compte du fait que des
praticiens, des experts et des parties prenantes ont été interrogés. On peut donc supposer
que le grand public et les citoyens européens sont encore moins au courant de I'existence
de la SBI en tant qu'initiative politique de I'UE. Les entretiens montrent que la SBI est
mieux connue dans les Etats membres qui disposent d'un écosystéme mature pour les ES.
L'analyse des réseaux sociaux en tant qu'indicateur de l'impact de la vie publique montre
gue les ES et I'économie sociale sont de plus en plus reconnues et discutées sur les médias
sociaux, ce qui permet d’en faire un sujet de débat public. L'analyse des médias sociaux
illustre le nombre croissant de groupes de médias sociaux et l'interaction sur les themes
des entreprises sociales, de l'innovation sociale et de I'économie sociale. En tant que telle,
elle reflete une tendance que I'on peut également observer dans la population, liée a une
plus grande sensibilisation aux modeles d'économie d'impact ou de bien-étre social. Depuis
2011, le nombre de groupes de médias sociaux et l'interaction ont augmenté. Certaines
actions de suivi spécifiques sont présentes sur les canaux de médias sociaux (par exemple
EaSI et EUSEF) mais a un niveau tres faible. La plupart des messages des médias sociaux,
les tweets, sont dans les langues de pays ayant un écosystéme assez avanceé pour les ES,
a savoir le frangais et I'italien ainsi que le néerlandais (Flandre). On s'attend a ce que la
SBI ait peu contribué a améliorer le débat public dans les pays dont les écosystémes des
ES sont moins avancés. L'analyse des médias sociaux suggere donc que la SBI est surtout
discutée parmi les initiés, par exemple les personnes déja familieres avec les entreprises
sociales et I'économie sociale ou avec les actions de suivi spécifiques dans les pays ayant
des écosystemes d'économie sociale avancés.

Cohérence

1. Dans quelle mesure la SBI et ses actions de suivi sont-ils cohérents avec les politiques
et les priorités de la Commission européenne, ainsi qu'avec la politique plus large de I'UE?

L'analyse des documents politiques de I'UE montre une cohérence générale de la SBI avec
d'autres politiques et priorités de I'UE, en termes d'objectifs et de dimensions générales.
Toutefois, dans la plupart des documents politiques, la cohérence est faible au niveau
opérationnel. Il n'y a par exemple aucune référence explicite a la SBI ou a la maniére dont
les entreprises sociales/économie sociale peuvent contribuer a la réalisation des objectifs
politiques. Dans d'autres documents, les ES/OES sont mentionnées, mais leur role dans
la réalisation des objectifs fixés pour ces politiques n'est pas reconnu. C'est également le
cas pour la politique européenne au sens large, par exemple la contribution aux objectifs
de développement durable (ODD). Ces résultats concernent principalement les politiques
lancées au cours de la période 2011-2018. Depuis 2019/2020, on observe une tendance
a une cohérence plus forte entre les documents politiques, les stratégies et les plans
d'action nouvellement adoptés et le développement de I'économie sociale et des
entreprises sociales. En particulier, le role de I'économie sociale dans la réalisation des
objectifs politiques est mis en évidence dans un grand nombre de documents politiques
clés, par exemple la communication sur la transition juste, le plan d'action sur I'économie
circulaire, la stratégie pour les PME, la stratégie de relance, la communication sur le
semestre européen. De nombreux documents politiques mentionnent également des
instruments spécifiques qui peuvent soutenir la réalisation des objectifs politiques par
I'innovation sociale et lI'entrepreneuriat social. La majorité des parties prenantes
interrogées pergoivent que la SBI est largement cohérente avec les autres politiques de
I'UE, mais observent que cela ne se traduit que partiellement par une convergence des
démarches au niveau opérationnel. La plupart des parties prenantes attendent une plus
grande cohérence et une intégration des entreprises sociales et de I'économie sociale dans
les domaines politiques pertinents avec la contribution du prochain plan d'action sur
I'économie sociale.

Valeur ajoutée de I'UE
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1. Quelle est la valeur ajou;ée de la SBI, par rapport a ce que l'on aurait pu
raisonnablement attendre des Etats membres agissant au niveau national et/ou régional
sans une initiative politique au niveau de I'UE et ses actions de suivi ?

Les parties prenantes confirment la perception générale d'une grande valeur ajoutée
de la SBI et de ses actions de suivi. La plupart des personnes interrogées (63 %)
reconnaissent que la SBI et ses actions de suivi ont eu au moins une certaine valeur
ajoutée par rapport a I'action nationale au niveau des Etats membres. 14 % d'entre elles
estiment que la valeur ajoutée est tres élevée, 49 % qu'elle est élevée. 22 % des
personnes interrogées estiment que le SBI a eu une valeur ajoutée mineure par rapport a
I'action menée au niveau des Etats membres, tandis que 15 % ne voient aucune valeur
ajoutée par rapport a ce qui se serait passé dans leur pays sans la SBI.

Les parties prenantes percoivent la valeur ajoutée spécifique des actions de I'UE
principalement en relation avec les programmes de financement de I'UE, a la fois dans le
domaine de I'amélioration de la visibilité des programmes de financement et de la mise a
disposition de fonds publics. Ils pergoivent une valeur ajoutée encore considérable dans
les domaines de I'éducation et de la formation, de l'apprentissage mutuel et de la
recherche. D'autres actions de I'UE ont montré, aux yeux des acteurs de I'économie
sociale, une valeur ajoutée moindre, notamment dans les domaines des aides d'Etat, de
I'innovation sociale, des nouvelles technologies et de la numérisation, ainsi que de la
mesure de l'impact social. Dans ces domaines, les cadres nationaux sont considérés
comme des domaines dominants de soutien politique.

Selon le degré de maturité de I'écosysteme de I'économie sociale, les différents pays ont
des modes différentes de la valeur ajoutée européenne. Les pays dont I'écosysteme de
I'économie sociale est mature percoivent, en général, une plus grande valeur ajoutée de
I'UE que les pays ou I'écosysteme de I'économie sociale est en cours de développement.
Les enjeux importants pour les pays ayant un écosystéme d'économie sociale mature sont
les suivants : environnement réglementaire et institutionnel, information et
compréhension. Les pays dont I'écosystéme de I'économie sociale est moins développé
(principalement les PECO) se focalisent sur d’autres enjeux : les marchés publics et privés,
les conditions des intermédiaires financiers, les compétences managériales au sein des ES
et OES, labels et certificats, information et compréhension, I'accés au financement privé.

Ces derniéres années, les actions de suivi de la SBI ont été pionniéres en matiére d'analyse
et de soutien a de nouveaux champs d'action qui deviennent pertinents pour les ES et
I'économie sociale. Les nouveaux domaines comprennent, par exemple, le domaine des
marchés publics privés et le développement de I'OES. Un deuxiéme domaine est celui des
nouvelles formes de marchés publics, par exemple par le biais de garanties d'impact social
ou de contrats de résultats. Troisiemement, la numérisation offre de nouvelles possibilités
pour le développement d’ES/OES se focalisant sur les nouvelles technologies, mais aussi
d’ES produisant des services sociaux traditionnels. Ces possibilités doivent étre exploitées.
Enfin, le financement par actions a impact social peut ouvrir de nouvelles voies au
financement privé.

2. Quelle a été, le cas échéant, la valeur ajoutée du travail effectué par le groupe d'experts
multipartite (Groupe d'experts de la Commission sur l'entrepreneuriat social (GECES))
créé pour suivre la mise en ceuvre de la SBI ?

Le Groupe d'experts sur l'entrepreneuriat social (GECES) a été créé pour une premiére
fois en 2011 pour une durée de sept ans et a été renouvelé en 2018 sous la dénomination
"Groupe d'experts sur I'économie sociale et les entreprises sociales". Parmi les 50,2% des
parties prenantes qui connaissent le travail du GECES, I'appréciation de son travail est
positive. Les avantages percus du GECES relévent notamment de la politique et a la prise
de décision, I'échange d'expériences et de pratiques, le renforcement de la communauté
et la mise en réseau, I'augmentation de la visibilité et I'apprentissage mutuel. Le GECES
est surtout connu par des experts, des décideurs et des praticiens directement liés a
I'élaboration des politiques en matiere des ES au niveau européen et international. Les
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propositions visant a accroitre la valeur ajoutée du GECES concernent les aspects de la
communication d'informations au niveau des Etats membres. La traduction de publications
et de documents dans toutes les langues officielles de I'UE peut étre utile pour renforcer
les échanges avec les acteurs du niveau local et régional. D'autres exemples de mesures
seraient de promouvoir des interfaces ou des structures de diffusion au niveau des Etats
membres qui facilitent I'échange d'informations relatives au GECES et leur diffusion.
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Zusammenfassung

Im Jahr 2019 vergab die Europaische Kommission eine Studie Uber die Auswirkungen der
SBI und ihrer FolgemaBnahmen an ein Konsortium unter der Leitung von Spatial Foresight
zusammen mit European Research Institute on Cooperative and Social Enterprises
(Euricse) und European Centre for Social Finance. Die Studie wurde im Rahmen des
Europdischen Programms flir Beschaftigung und soziale Innovation 2014-2020 (EaSI)
finanziert.

Ziel der vorliegenden Studie war es, der Kommission eine umfassende, evidenzbasierte
Analyse der Auswirkungen von SBI auf die Entwicklung von sozialen Unternehmen/der
Sozialwirtschaft und deren Umfeld auf nationaler und auf EU-Ebene zu liefern. Sie wurde
zwischen Oktober 2019 und November 2020 durchgefiihrt. Die Studie umfasst 28 EU-
Mitgliedstaaten (einschlieBlich GroBbritannien) und neun weitere europdische Landers.
Neben der Analyse von Literatur und Schlisseldokumenten waren 326 Interviews mit
Behorden, Interessenverbdnden, Experten und Praktikern auf EU-Ebene und in 37
europaischen Landern die Hauptinformationsquelle. Darliber hinaus wurden 15 Fallstudien
durchgefiihrt. Ergebnisse und Wirkungen der SBI und ihrer FolgemaBnahmen in den
letzten zehn Jahren wurden in 18 verschiedenen Wirkungsbereichen.

Wie in der Aufgabenstellung definiert, musste diese Studie mehrere Evaluationsfragen
beziiglich der Wirksamkeit, Effizienz, Relevanz, Koharenz und des EU-Mehrwerts des SBI
und seiner FolgemaBnahmen beantworten. Der Abschlussbericht und diese
Zusammenfassung sind entlang dieser Evaluationsfragen strukturiert.

Hintergrund

Im Jahr 2011 stellte die EU-Kommission die Social Business Initiative (SBI) vor, die einen
konkreten Aktionsplan auf EU-Ebene zur Entwicklung von glinstigen Rahmenbedingungen
fir soziale Unternehmen (SU) aufstellte®. Das Engagement der EU wurde durch
Schlussfolgerungen des Rates Uber die "Férderung der Sozialwirtschaft als Schliisselfaktor
der wirtschaftlichen und sozialen Entwicklung" bestérkt!®. In der 2016 von der Kommission
verabschiedeten Mitteilung " Europas Marktfihrer von morgen: die Start-up- und die
Scale-up-Initiative" bekraftigte die Kommission ihr Engagement, auf den Erfahrungen der
SBI aufzubauen. Im Januar 2020 klindigte die Europdische Kommission ihre Absicht an,
im Jahr 2021 einen neuen Aktionsplan flr die Sozialwirtschaft auf den Weg zu bringen.

In dieser Studie werden die Begriffe "social enterprise" und "social business" synonym fir
Sozialunternehmen verwendet, wobei davon auszugehen ist, dass der Begriff "social
business", abgesehen von der SBI-Kommunikation, in der Praxis weit weniger verwendet
wird als andere Begriffe. Soziale Unternehmen sind ein spezifischer Teil der Wirtschaft und
der Sozialwirtschaft. Ein soziales Unternehmen wird als ein Akteur in der Sozialwirtschaft
verstanden, dessen Hauptziel darin besteht, fiir seine Eigentimer oder Aktionare eine
soziale Wirkung zu erzielen, anstatt nur einen Gewinn zu erwirtschaften. Der Begriff
"Sozialwirtschaft" beschreibt eine breitere Palette von OSW (Organisationen der
Sozialwirtschaft), zum Beispiel Stiftungen, Genossenschaften, Verbande und
Hilfsgesellschaften auf Gegenseitigkeit, die ein kollektives Interesse verfolgen.

Zahlreiche Folgeaktionen zur SBI wurden in den Jahren nach 2011 und bis heute
vorgestellt. An einigen FolgemaBnahmen, wie der GECES-Expertengruppe fir
Sozialwirtschaft und soziale Unternehmen, Studien oder Instrumenten, waren auch die
EU-Mitgliedstaaten, nationale und regionale Interessenvertreter und Experten,
europaische Netzwerkorganisationen oder andere internationale Gremien wie die OECD
beteiligt.

8 Albanien, Island, Liechtenstein, Montenegro, Nord-Makedonien, Norwegen, Serbien, Schweiz, Turkei
° Europaische Kommission 2011
10 Rat der Europaischen Union 2015
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Im Laufe der Jahre haben sich die Aktionslinien der SBI und die Struktur der
FolgemaBnahmen weiterentwickelt. Heute decken die Aktionen funf verschiedene Bereiche
ab: 1. Zugang zu Finanzmitteln, 2. Zugang zu Markten, 3. Rahmenbedingungen, 4. Soziale
Innovation, Technologien und neue Geschaftsmodelle und 5. Internationale Beziehungen.

Wirksamkeit

1. Was waren die quantitativen und qualitativen Auswirkungen der SBI? Insbesondere:
Inwieweit hat die SBI lang anhaltende und nachhaltige Veranderungen im Arbeitsumfeld
sozialer Unternehmen/Sozialwirtschaft bewirkt (z.B. spezifische neue Rechtsformen und -
rahmen und institutionelle Vereinbarungen, Anderungen in der geltenden Gesetzgebung
(z.B. Steuerrecht, offentliches Beschaffungswesen), politische Rahmenbedingungen und
Strategien usw.)?

Die SBI und die Folgeaktivitaten hatten wichtige Auswirkungen auf die regulatorische und
institutionelle Entwicklung im Arbeitsumfeld sozialer Unternehmen und Organisationen der
Sozialwirtschaft.

e Im Bereich neuer Rechtsformen und institutioneller Vereinbarungen beeinflussten die
meisten MaBnahmen auf EU-Ebene Veranderungen indirekt durch politische
Legitimation, gesteigertes Bewusstsein und Sichtbarkeit sowie den Austausch von
Wissen und bewdahrten Ansatzen zwischen den EU-Mitgliedstaaten. SBI sorgte flr
verbesserte Rahmenbedingungen flir Aktivitaten bei nationalen und regionalen
Aktionen in ganz Europa.

e Trotz der Tatsache, dass keine Rechtsgrundlage auf EU-Ebene verabschiedet wurden,
gab es eine positive Entwicklung im Hinblick auf die rechtliche Anerkennung
sozialwirtschaftlichen  Organisationen. Es wurden spezifischere rechtliche
Rahmenbedingungen fiir SU und die Sozialwirtschaft geschaffen, zusammen mit
einer verbesserten rechtlichen Anerkennung und Klarheit Gber den rechtlichen Status
in mehreren europdischen Landern. Seit 2011 haben 16 EU-Mitgliedstaaten neue
Gesetze zu sozialen Unternehmen eingefiihrt Die Analyse zeigte interessante Muster
auf, wie Ideen und Konzepte ihren Weg in die regulatorischen und institutionellen
Rahmenbedingungen fanden und wie die SBI bei der Verbreitung dieser Ideen und
Konzepte einflussreich war.

e Die Legitimierung durch hochrangige politische Unterstiitzung auf EU-Ebene sowie
durch EU-weite Netzwerke und EU-Finanzierung férderte die Verbesserung der
institutionellen Rahmenbedingungen, z.B. die Einrichtung von Arbeitsgruppen
oder Task Forces zu SU. Die SBI wird als Inspirationsquelle oder als Mittel zur
Bewusstseinsbildung fir die Entwicklung von Rechtsvorschriften und spezifischer
politischer Unterstitzung angesehen.

e Politische Rahmenbedingungen und Strategien haben sich in Landern mit einem
fortgeschrittenen SU-Okosystem herausgebildet, aber auch in Ldndern mit einem
maBig oder weniger entwickelten SU-Umfeld. Einige von ihnen sind wahrscheinlich
von Aktivitdten auf EU-Ebene inspiriert worden (z.B. Schlussfolgerungen des Rates,
hochrangige politische Veranstaltungen und Erklarungen der EU, gegenseitiges
Lernen, Wissensaustausch Uber GECES). In den meisten Fallen hat die Kofinanzierung
durch die EU (meist ESF und EFRE, aber auch EaSI) die Entwicklung nationaler
Strategien oder Unterstitzungsprogramme geférdert oder zumindest einige
SchlisselmaBnahmen kofinanziert.

e Die EU-Vorschriften flir das offentliche Auftragswesen wurden 2014 Uberarbeitet und
seitdem in nationales Recht umgesetzt. Soziale Kriterien und vorbehaltene Vertrage
im oOffentlichen Beschaffungswesen wurden verwendet, um den Marktzugang
sozialer Unternehmen zu verbessern. Die Befragten sind sich im Allgemeinen der
Moglichkeiten bewusst, die durch die EU-Vorschriften flr das o6ffentliche
Beschaffungswesen geschaffen wurden. Die Auswirkungen auf die Entwicklung des
Okosystems sind jedoch begrenzt. Einige Befragte erkennen an, dass die neuen
Regeln neue Mdglichkeiten erdffnet haben. Andere sehen aber eine unzureichende
Umsetzung der Regeln auf nationaler Ebene (insbesondere auf lokaler und regionaler
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Ebene), so dass sich der tatsachliche Marktzugang flir SU nicht wesentlich verbessert
hat. Darluber hinaus gibt es je nach Land und Art der OSW erhebliche Unterschiede.
Es besteht auch ein klarer Bedarf, die Arbeit an besseren 6ffentlichen Vergaben mit
sozialen Kriterien fortzusetzen, zusatzlich zu neuen Formen der O&ffentlichen
Beschaffung (z.B. social impact bonds usw.) und der sozialen privaten Beschaffung.

e Im Hinblick auf staatliche Beihilfen ist ein kleiner positiver Einfluss der SBI
festzustellen. Das SGEI-Paket!! hat glnstigere Bedingungen fiir Anbieter von
Dienstleistungen von allgemeinem Interesse geschaffen. Sein Geltungsbereich geht
Uber die Aktivitaten sozialwirtschaftlicher Organisationen (und somit auch Uber die
diese Studie) hinaus, aber die SBI hat eine Rolle gespielt, um sicherzustellen, dass
das SGEI-Paket die Besonderheiten der Organisationen berlcksichtigt, die soziale
Dienstleistungen erbringen. Somit hatte das SGEI-Paket eine direkte Auswirkung auf
die Verbesserung des Marktzugangs fiur soziale Unternehmen, die offiziell mit einer
spezifischen Aufgabe betraut sind. Staatliche Beihilfen sind ein Thema, das allgemein
als komplex und beschwerlich empfunden wird und mit der EU im Allgemeinen und
nicht speziell mit der SBI zusammenhangt. Allerdings sind sich nur sehr wenige
Befragte der Auswirkungen bewusst, die das SBI auf die Regeln fir staatliche Beihilfen
hatte. Die Analyse ergab, dass weiterhin Bedarf an Unterstiitzung besteht, um den
Marktzugang zu verbessern, z.B. durch rechtliche Unterstitzung oder Beratung kleiner
und mittlerer SU und OSW, die nicht Gber internes juristisches Fachwissen verfligen.
Gezielte Gesetzesanderungen, wie z.B. die Anhebung der De-minimis-Schwelle flr
Dienstleistungen von allgemeinem wirtschaftlichem Interesse, die gerade bei 500 000
EUR pro 3 Jahre liegt, kbnnten ebenfalls zur Verbesserung der Situation von OSW
beitragen.

Insgesamt besteht ein bedeutender Einfluss des SBI und seiner FolgemaBnahmen im
Bereich der regulatorischen und institutionellen Rahmenbedingungen, hauptsachlich durch
eine unterstitzende Funktion flir die Mitgliedstaaten. Dieser Effekt ist in Ldndern mit einem
weniger entwickelten sozialwirtschaftlichen Okosystem héher. Die unterstiitzende Rolle
der EU wurde von vielen Befragten erwahnt.

2. Inwieweit war die SBI wirksam bei a) der Erh6hung der Sichtbarkeit und des besseren
Verstandnisses des Geschaftsmodells sozialer Unternehmen sowohl auf EU- als auch auf
nationaler Ebene? b) der Starkung der Kapazitditen von Netzwerken, die soziale
Unternehmen vertreten und unterstitzen, sowohl auf EU- als auch auf nationaler Ebene?

Die Erhdhung der Sichtbarkeit, der Anerkennung und des Verstéandnisses von SU war ein
Hauptbeitrag der SBI, vor allem im Hinblick auf die Menge der verfligbaren Informationen,
gegenseitiges Lernen und den Austausch bewahrter Praktiken, Forschung,
Bewusstseinsbildung und Selbsterkennung sowie die Sichtbarkeit in EU-Programmen. In
jedem dieser Bereiche spielten die SBI und die Folgeaktivitaten eine wichtige Rolle.

e Die Analyse hat gezeigt, dass der Hauptbeitrag der SBI in der Verbesserung der
Sichtbarkeit der SU in EU- und nationalen Programmen bestand. Der Begriff der
SU in der 2014-2020 ESIF-Verordnung hat das Bewusstsein der Stakeholder fir
Sozialwirtschaft/ Sozialunternehmertum als Themenfeld erheblich gescharft. Die
Moglichkeit, SU mit EU-Mitteln zu unterstlitzen, ermdglichte in vielen Léandern, z.B.
PT, CZ, RO, ES, PL, die Zuweisung betrachtlicher Mittel in EFRE- und ESF-Programmen
auf nationaler Ebene. Darliber hinaus ist die dritte Achse vom EaSI-Programm?? ein
sehr sichtbares und bekanntes Programm und mobilisierte neben der privaten
Sozialfinanzierung auch o6ffentliche Mittel. Andere EU-Programme wie FP7/Horizon
2020, ERASMUS+ und Interreg haben Projekte im Bereich der Sozialwirtschaft und
anderer verwandter Bereiche unterstitzt, z.B. soziale Innovation, soziales
Unternehmertum, Genossenschaften, Freiwilligensektor). Dieser Effekt macht sich
sogar in Nicht-EU-Landern bemerkbar, insbesondere im Westbalkan und in der Tirkei.

11 Services of General Economic Interest = Dienstleistungen von allgemeinem wirtschaftlichen Interesse
2 EU-Programm fir Beschaftigung und soziale Innovation (EaSI)
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e Die Aktivitaten im Bereich Bildung und Ausbildung haben seit 2011 zugenommen,
sind aber nicht weit verbreitet. Von der EU geférderte Programme (hauptsachlich ESF,
EFRE) und ERASMUS+-Projekte werden als wichtiger Einfluss flr die Bildungs- und
Ausbildungsaktivitaten von SU angesehen, wahrend interne Aktivitaten zur
Unterstitzung sehr selten oder unzureichend zu sein scheinen. Nur einem Funftel der
Befragten sind die EU-Aktivitaten in diesem Bereich bekannt. Viele Stakeholder sehen
einen groBen Bedarf, diese Themen auch in Zukunft anzugehen.

e Die Aktivitaten der SBI/EU haben das gegenseitige Lernen und den Austausch
bewahrter Praktiken wesentlich beeinflusst. Dies wurde direkt Gber Programme wie
Interreg, ERASMUS+ oder ,European Social Economy Regions' erreicht, und eher
indirekt Uber europdische Netzwerke sozialer Unternehmen/der Sozialwirtschaft und
die GECES Expertengruppe. Aktivitaten des gegenseitigen Lernens werden sehr
geschatzt, insbesondere von lokalen und regionalen Behdrden und
Interessengruppen. Gegenseitiges Lernen auf EU-Ebene wiirde von einer starkeren
und breiteren Unterstitzung von mehr Netzwerken und Vermittlern in den
verschiedenen Landern profitieren, um Informationen und bewahrte Praktiken weiter
an Anwender zu verbreiten.

e Die Aktivitaten der EU waren wichtig, um die Forschung tber SU und Sozialwirtschaft
zu fordern. Wirksame MaBnahmen waren Studien und Berichte der Europdischen
Kommission sowie die Finanzierung von Forschungsstudien oder Forschungs-
aktivitaten (z.B. Horizon 2020, Mapping-Studie, EFRE-Interreg, ESF, OECD-
Landeridbersichten). Andere Forschungsarbeiten wurden durch unterstlitzte
Netzwerke und verstarkte Aufmerksamkeit flir SU auf europaischer und auf Ebene der
Mitgliedslander angeregt.

e In der Wahrnehmung der Befragten hatten verschiedene EU-Aktivitaten einen Einfluss
auf eine bessere Information (Uber SU und die Sozialwirtschaft. Die Befragten
erwahnen insbesondere die Studien zur Kartierung der Sozialwirtschaft und
hochrangige Veranstaltungen. Einige der nationalen Aktivitaten werden indirekt durch
EU-Aktivitaten beeinflusst, z.B. Informationen, die eher mit der nationalen Politik,
Gesetzgebung, Netzwerken in den zentral- und osteuropdischen Landern etc.
zusammenhangen. Was die statistische Entwicklung betrifft, so sind sich die
meisten Befragten der EU-MaBnahmen zur Verbesserung der Bereitstellung
statistischer Daten Uber SU (z.B. Pilotprojekt mit den Mitgliedstaaten) nicht bewusst
und sehen diese eher als nationale Aufgabe an.

e Das Bewusstsein fiir SU und SU-Okosysteme hat weitgehend zugenommen und wird
indirekt durch viele SBI/EU-Aktivitaten beeinflusst. Die Selbstwahrnehmung von
SU hat sich durch Anreize wie Finanzierung, offentliche Beschaffungsmaoglichkeiten,
Registrierungsmaoglichkeiten, Labels, Netzwerke und Inkubatoren verbessert. Dies
wird nicht nur SBI/EU zugeschrieben, sondern auch anderen internationalen
Organisationen, z.B. OECD, ILO, British Council und intermediaren Organisationen,
selbst wenn sie andere Ansatze fir soziales Unternehmertum verwenden, z.B. Ashoka,
Impact Hub. Ein Haupthindernis, das von den Befragten in diesem Bereich festgestellt
wurde, ist der Grad der Verwirrung und die unterschiedlichen Interpretationen der
Begriffe "soziales Unternehmen" und "sozialer Unternehmer".

e In Bezug auf Labels, Marken oder Register wird der Einfluss von SBI/EU als
marginal wahrgenommen und steht im Zusammenhang mit kleineren Austduschen
von Informationen in bestimmten Kreisen, z.B. in der GECES Expertengruppe
beziiglich bestehender Labels und Register. Unter Experten gibt es keine einheitliche
Meinung darlber, ob und inwieweit Labels oder Register fiir die Entwicklung von SU
vorteilhaft sind, abgesehen von der Erhdhung der Sichtbarkeit. Experten weisen
darauf hin, dass es schwierig ist, alle Arten von SU mit fixen Kriterien anzusprechen.
Gewdhnlich werden bestimmte Arten von SU bei der Einfuhrung von Registern
ausgeschlossen.

e Die SBI hat sich durch direkte Unterstitzung auf EU-Ebene, z.B. Uber EaSI, und
indirekt UGber Netzwerk- und Kooperationsprojekte auf Netzwerke und
Repradsentation ausgewirkt. Auch MaBnahmen auf nationaler, regionaler und
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lokaler Ebene haben einen wichtigen Beitrag zu den vielen neuen Netzwerken und
Verbanden geleistet, die seit 2011 gegriindet wurden. Es besteht Potenzial fir eine
starker strukturierte EU-Unterstitzung fur den Aufbau von Kapazitdaten und die
Professionalisierung von Netzwerken.

e Die Mehrheit der Stakeholder ist sich der EU-Aktivitaten im Bereich der Messung
sozialer Wirkungen nicht bewusst (z.B. der GECES-Bericht, FP7/Horizon 2020-
Projekte, Interreg-Projekte, EU-Leitfaden). Nur wenige Befragte kennen diese von der
EU unterstlitzten MaBnahmen oder verbinden sie mit echten Fortschritten auf
nationaler, regionaler oder lokaler Ebene. Viele Befragte geben dies als Notwendigkeit
an, meinen aber, dass Veranderungen meist von anderen Akteuren beeinflusst werden
(Impact Investing Netzwerke, Finanzintermediare, GIIN, IRIS+ Netzwerk usw.).

3. Inwieweit ist der Zugang zu Finanzmitteln fir Soziale Unternehmen durch die SBI und
die Start-up- und Scale-up-Initiativen erleichtert worden?

Das SBI und seine Folgeaktivitdaten, einschlieBlich der Start-up- und Scale-up-Initiativen,
waren besonders wichtig, um die Verfugbarkeit offentlicher und privater Mittel zu
verbessern. Daruber hinaus haben sich die Bedingungen bei Finanzintermedidren
verbessert. In bestimmten Bereichen, z.B. in den mittel- und osteuropdischen Landern,
bestehen jedoch nach wie vor gréBere Schwierigkeiten. Die Wirkungen auf die
Managementfahigkeiten von Organisationen der Sozialwirtschaft waren nur begrenzt.

e Das Bewusstsein und die Sichtbarkeit der SU fir Finanzintermedidre hat sich
deutlich erhéht. Das Angebot an verfigbarer Finanzierung fir soziale Unternehmen
hat erheblich zugenommen, was mit besseren Kapazitaten einhergeht. Es entstand
ein neuer Typ von sozialen Finanzintermedidren, der mit der Sozialwirtschaft vertraut
ist. Diese Schaffung einer neuen Parallelwelt von sozialen Finanzintermediaren kann
in Landern mit einem fortgeschritteneren Unternehmensumfeld der Sozialwirtschaft
beobachtet werden, wie z.B. GroBbritannien, Italien, Frankreich, Irland oder Spanien.
In den zentral- und osteuropdischen Landern steht die Entwicklung starker am Anfang.
Die Unterstitzung von Finanzintermediaren durch die EaSI, die Transaktionskosten
und die Schnittstellen zwischen Angebot und Nachfrage fiuhrten zu wichtigen sog.
,Good Practices' und zur Konsolidierung neuer Intermedidare und zur Erhéhung der
Kapazitaten. Das EuSEF-Label hat dazu beigetragen, die Fragmentierung der
nationalen Rechtsrahmen fir Sozialfinanzierungsfonds Gber nationale Grenzen hinweg
zu Uberwinden. Obwohl es bisher nur in recht begrenztem Umfang (13 Fonds)
angenommen wurde, erkennen viele Stakeholder an, dass es das Bewusstsein und die
Sichtbarkeit von Sozialinvestitionsfonds nicht nur fir nationale/regionale Akteure,
sondern auch fir EIB und EIF erhoht hat.

e Die Situation der privaten Sozialfinanzierung hat sich in den letzten zehn Jahren
Uberwiegend positiv entwickelt. Generell hat die Zahl der Intermediare, die Produkte
fir soziale Unternehmen anbieten, deutlich zugenommen, und das Angebot an
verfligbaren sozialen Finanzmitteln ist seit 2011 erheblich gewachsen. Wahrend sich
die Situation der privaten Sozialfinanzierung in den entwickelten Markten positiv
entwickelt hat, ist sie in Zentral- und Osteuropa noch weitgehend unterentwickelt. Die
EaSI-Finanzinstrumente waren in vielen Landern eine der treibenden Krafte flr
Veranderungen. Vor allem die EaSI-Garantien haben sich als wirksam erwiesen, um
neue Finanzprodukte zu férdern, die speziell flr soziale Unternehmen oder
Mikrokredite zur Verfiigung stehen. Auf der Ebene der sozialen Unternehmen sind
jedoch in vielen Landern bisher keine positiven Veranderungen zu verzeichnen.
Insgesamt sind die verfigbaren Ressourcen der Geschaftsbanken nach wie vor
begrenzt, nur in bestimmten Gebieten konzentriert oder nicht leicht zuganglich (z.B.
wegen mangelndem Verstandnis des sozialen Geschaftsmodells oder mangelnder
Kapazitaten fiur Verhandlungen mit Banken). Die sozialen Eigenkapitalinstrumente
sind noch immer noch weniger ausgereift und wurden bisher nur schleppend
eingefuhrt. Nicht allen Befragten sind die EU-Instrumente bekannt, die eine private
Finanzierung von SU férdern. Dies kénnte darauf zurlickzufiihren sein, dass EaSI-
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Bilrgschaften Uber (nationale/lokale) Finanzintermediare kanalisiert werden und viele
EaSI-Instrumente fir (insbesondere kleinere) SU nicht direkt verfliigbar sind. Dennoch
ist EaSI bei den meisten Experten und Praktikern als sehr einflussreich bekannt und
geschatzt. Es besteht ein anhaltender Bedarf an Finanzmitteln und an der
Verbesserung der Kapazitaten und Bedingungen bei Finanzintermedidren und OSWs,
um private Mittel leicht verfligbar zu machen.

e Die Moglichkeit, die Entwicklung von SU durch offentliche Mittel zu unterstitzen,
war ein wichtiger Ausléser fur die weitere Entwicklung des Sektors, und EU-Fonds
haben dabei eine wesentliche Rolle gespielt. Flr Projekte und Aktivitaten zugunsten
von Sozialunternehmen und sozialwirtschaftlichen Organisationen standen
betrachtliche Mittel zur Verfigung, vor allem Uber den ESF, EFRE (einschlieBlich
Interreg) und den ESF. In einigen europaischen Landern, insbesondere in den zentral-
und osteuropdischen Landern, waren ESF und EFRE die wichtigsten Instrumente der
offentlichen Finanzierung. Aber auch in Léandern wie UK, DE, ES wurden MaBnahmen
zu SU und zur Sozialwirtschaft in nationalen und regionalen Programmen oder
interregionalen Projekten durch EU-Fonds kofinanziert. Dies trug zu einer hohen
Sichtbarkeit und der sichtbarsten Verbreitung der SBI bei lokalen und regionalen
Interessengruppen bei. Weitere relevante Programme waren ERASMUS+, COSME und
Horizon2020 sowie Zuschlsse fir den Aufbau von Kapazitaten und Netzwerken im
Rahmen von EaSI. Beitrage kamen auch aus anderen EU-Programmen wie LIFE, YEI,
AMIF oder dem Partnerschaftsinstrument.

e Die Zahl der Initiativen, die SU- und Sozialunternehmern helfen, ihre
Managementfahigkeiten und ihre Geschafts-/Finanzkompetenz zu entwickeln, hat
in praktisch allen europaischen Landern zugenommen. Die SBI-bezogenen Aktivitaten
beziehen sich meist auf kleine, von der EU kofinanzierte Projekte, d.h. Uber EaSI,
ERASMUS+, ESF oder Interreg (EFRE). Managementfahigkeiten werden als eines der
drangendsten Hindernisse flir die weitere Entwicklung der SU angesehen. Trotz der
allgemeinen Wahrnehmung wichtiger Veranderungen in den letzten zehn Jahren sind
sich nur wenige Befragte der Aktivitaten von SBI/EU bewusst, die die Entwicklung von
Managementfahigkeiten von SU oder SU-Interessensorganisationen unterstttzen. Es
gibt auch andere zwischengeschaltete Organisationen, z.B. nationale und lokale
Akteure, Netzwerke und Vermittler wie ACT! Group, von Banken oder Business Schools
geforderte Inkubatoren, die in diesem Bereich aktiv sind, sodass der Einfluss von
SBI/EU-Aktivitaten insbesondere in den zentral- und osteuropdischen Landern als
relativ gering wahrgenommen wird. Dennoch scheint sich die allgemeine
Qualifikationssituation nicht wesentlich verbessert zu haben, mit einem Bedarf an
Ausbildungskonzepten, spezifischen Anforderungen in kleinen OSWs und bleibenden
Kompetenzllicken im Ausbildungsangebot in landlichen und peripheren/abgelegenen
Regionen.

4. In welchem AusmaB und mit welcher Wirkung haben, die im Anschluss an die SBI
geférderten MaBnahmen der EU und der Mitgliedstaaten die Aufnahme neuer Technologien
und neuer Geschaftsmodelle durch Soziale Unternehmen erleichtert?

Der Wirkungsbereich von Technologien, Digitalisierung und neuen Geschaftsmodellen
wurde in der SBI-Kommunikation 2011 nicht explizit beschrieben. Kurz danach wurde
jedoch deutlich, dass der technologische Wandel die Entwicklung von sozialen
Unternehmen und der Sozialwirtschaft erleichtern kann, weshalb diese Dimension in der
Start-up und Scale-up-Initiative der Kommission 2016 explizit aufgegriffen wurde. In
diesem Bereich wurde die meiste EU-Unterstitzung Uber Pilotaktionen,
Forschungsprojekte, Unterstitzung neuer Plattformen, Studien und Berichte geleistet. Zu
den einschlagigen Initiativen, die durch Forschungsprojekte im Rahmen von Horizon 2020
finanziert werden, gehoéren beispielsweise die Plattform ,Digital Social Innovation', die
Webseite der ,Social Innovation Community', die Plattform ,Social Innovation Challenge'
und der Europdische Wettbewerb flir soziale Innovation. Die Foérderung digitaler
Fertigkeiten in sozialen Unternehmen der Arbeitsintegration wird im neuen Blueprint flr
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sektorale Fertigkeiten (Erasmus+) behandelt. Der derzeitige Grad der Digitalisierung in
der OSW ist jedoch immer noch niedrig, was auf mehrere Griinde zurlickzuflihren ist,
darunter hohe Investitionskosten flir neue Lésungen und fehlende Kapazitaten (digitale
Kompetenz) zur Nutzung technologiebasierter Losungen. Die Befragten in unserer Studie
bestatigen die allgemeine Bedeutung und den Nutzen der Digitalisierung fir
Organisationen, sehen aber auch die Gefahr der Ausgrenzung. Die Rolle der
Sozialwirtschaft nimmt bei lokalen und regionalen Initiativen zur Férderung von Innovation
und digitaler Transformation zu. Ein klarer Bedarf an weiteren MaBnahmen wurde durch
mehrere FolgemaBnahmen der SBI festgestellt.

5. Inwieweit haben die im Anschluss an die SBI gestarteten Initiativen zur Entwicklung der
internationalen Zusammenarbeit und der Agenda in Bezug auf soziale Unternehmen /
Wirtschaft beigetragen?

Die externe Dimension der Sozialwirtschaft wurde in der urspringlichen SBI, die sich
auf interne MaBnahmen innerhalb des EU-Gebiets konzentrierte, nicht hervorgehoben. In
den Jahren nach 2011 gewann das Thema jedoch an Bedeutung und wurde in der 2016
Start-up Scale-up-Initiative der Kommission ausdrlicklich anerkannt. Mehrere
FolgemaBnahmen der SBI werden auch in Drittlandern durchgefiihrt, zum Beispiel Uber
das EaSI-Programm. Die Initiativen Ilassen sich unter drei Arbeitsstromen
zusammenfassen. Erstens die Forderung der Sozialwirtschaft und sozialer Unternehmen
in Nachbarschafts-/Erweiterungsprogrammen, z.B. eine Studie Uber die Sozialwirtschaft
in den Ostlichen Nachbarschafts- und Westbalkanlandern, Projekte der GD NEAR, Studien,
Initiativen, Ostliche Partnerschaft, Erweiterungslénder, Dialog mit den MED-L&ndern.
Zweitens unterstltzen FPI, EEAS und GD DEVCO die Entwicklung der Sozialwirtschaft in
der internationalen Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklungspolitik der EU mit verschiedenen
Aktivitaten, z.B. Partnerschaftsabkommen, Inclusive Business Action Networks oder die
Partnerschaft der Kommission mit dem Internationalen Kooperationsbiindnis. Drittens hat
die EU eine regelmdBige Zusammenarbeit mit internationalen Foren zum
Wissensaustausch und zur Wirtschaftsdiplomatie wie z.B. der International Leading Group
on the Social and Solidarity Economy, der UNO-Task Force on the Social and Solidarity
Economy, der europdischen Vertretung bei der Global Steering Group for Impact
Investment (GSG) usw.

Insgesamt hat sich die Unterstitzung der EU fir die Sozialwirtschaft in der
Zusammenarbeit auf internationaler Ebene positiv ausgewirkt. Der Informationsaustausch
und das Lernen zwischen den Landern nahmen zu. Die Verfligbarkeit von EU-finanzierten
MaBnahmen fir Nicht-EU-Lander und Beitrittskandidaten ist ein wichtiges Ergebnis der
internationalen Reichweite einiger SBI-FolgemaBnahmen wie der EaSI-finanzierten
MaBnahmen und der Einbeziehung von SU-bezogenen Zielen und MaBnahmen im Rahmen
von EFRE-INTERREG und IPA-Instrumenten. Die Unterstliitzung von Sozialunternehmen
und sozialwirtschaftlichen Organisationen hat in der Zusammenarbeit mit den Landern des
Westbalkans und den Mittelmeerlandern zunehmend an Bedeutung gewonnen.
Strategische und institutionelle Beratung wurde besonders in den Kandidatenlandern
geschatzt, die zur Teilnahme an Veranstaltungen und Arbeitsgruppen, wie z.B. der GECES-
Expertengruppe, eingeladen wurden. Allerdings sind sich nicht viele Befragte aus den EU-
Mitgliedstaaten der MaBnahmen von SBI/EU in diesem Bereich bewusst. Trotz der
Fortschritte sind einige Stakeholder der Meinung, dass die Rolle der Europdischen Union
in internationalen Foren immer noch zu begrenzt ist und dass das Thema SU und
Sozialwirtschaft nicht die Relevanz auf der internationalen Agenda erreicht hat, die es
angesichts der in Europa vorhandenen Erfahrungen und Fachkenntnisse tber SU sowie der
wichtigen Rolle von SU und sozialwirtschaftlichen Organisationen bei der nachhaltigen und
integrativen Entwicklung haben sollte.

6. Welche Faktoren haben den Fortschritt in all den oben genannten Bereichen
vorangetrieben oder behindert, und inwieweit sind sie mit dem SBI verbunden (oder
nicht)?
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Die Analyse der Befragungsergebnisse zeigt, dass Veranderungen im Okosystem sozialer
Unternehmen in hohem MaBe von spezifischen Triebkrdften beeinflusst werden, die eine
positive und verstarkende Wirkung haben, sowie von Hindernissen, die eine hemmende
Wirkung haben. Die Befragten heben das Vorhandensein von EU-Politiken, EU-Fonds und
EU-Projekten als einen Motor fiir die Entwicklung des Okosystems fiir SU hervor. Dazu
gehoren der strategische Rahmen der Europadischen Kommission (SBI) im Allgemeinen
und einige Aktivitaten auf EU-Ebene (GECES, Mapping Studie, StraBburg Konferenz), aber
auch konkrete EU-finanzierte Aktivitaten auf Landerebene, wie ESIF-Projekte/Programme
oder EaSI-Finanzierung, EU-Rechtsvorschriften zur Auftragsvergabe oder spezifische
Initiativen wie Interreg, Erasmus+-Projekte, ESER. Weitere Hauptantriebskrdfte -
auBerhalb von SBI - sind neue soziale Bewegungen (Bewegungen zur Aufnahme und
Integration von Migranten und Flichtlingen, der Kampf gegen den Klimawandel, die
wahrgenommene Notwendigkeit, sich an den Zielen der nachhaltigen Entwicklung
auszurichten, Forderungen nach mehr sozialer Verantwortung von Unternehmen und ein
erhohter Bedarf auf gesellschaftliche Herausforderungen zu reagieren), politisches
Engagement und Unterstitzung auf nationaler/regionaler Ebene, mehr verflugbare
Informationen und ein besseres Verstandnis der Bedulrfnisse von SU, ein besser
entwickelter und anspruchsvollerer SU-, NGO- oder Wohlfahrtssektor, die Folgen der
Wirtschaftskrise (2009/2010) und Haushaltsbeschrankungen im o6ffentlichen Sektor. Eine
breite Palette verschiedener Hindernisse behinderte die Entwicklung des SU-
Wirtschaftsumfelds laut den Ergebnissen des Interviews. Die Befragten verweisen auf
einen unzureichenden Rechtsrahmen und das Fehlen einer gemeinsamen Definition,
mangelnde Finanzierung, unlauteren Wettbewerb mit regularen Unternehmen sowie auf
mangelnde (Management-/Berufs-)Fahigkeiten und Kapazitaten in SU. Die Hindernisse
wurden unter der Frage der Relevanz im Hinblick auf die neuen Bedlrfnisse von
Sozialwirtschaftsorganisationen weiter analysiert.

Effizienz

1. Inwieweit standen die Kosten (einschlieBlich aller Kosten, sowohl flir personelle als auch
fur finanzielle Ressourcen), die mit sechs Initiativen auf EU-Ebene verbunden sind (EaSI
Drittes Unterprogramm, EFSI, EuSEF Verordnung, ESER Pilotprojet, EC-OECD
Zusammenarbeit, Mapping Studien), die auf der Grundlage des SBI eingeleitet wurden, in
einem angemessenen Verhaltnis zu dem Nutzen, den sie gebracht haben?

Die Analyse zeigt, dass alle sechs analysierten politischen Initiativen einen klaren Nutzen
und Beitrag geleistet haben. Die detaillierten Ergebnisse der spezifischen Kosten-Nutzen-
Analysen ausgewahlter SBI-Aktionen ergeben ein gemischtes Bild. Der effizienteste
Beitrag wurde bei den Instrumenten festgestellt, die vorwiegend im Bereich der
Bewusstseinsbildung, des Wissens- und Netzwerkaufbaus eingesetzt werden. Daran
schlossen sich Finanzierungsinitiativen an, die ebenfalls klare Vorteile, aber auch
wesentlich héhere Kosten mit sich bringen. SchlieBlich zeigte die Analyse, dass die
Initiativen, die sich auf die Regulierung konzentrieren, komplexe und langwierige Prozesse
mit betrachtlichen Kosten erfordern, bevor ein greifbarer Nutzen entstehen kann. Dies war
der Fall bei EuSEF. Diese Initiativen kénnen jedoch auch als wichtig angesehen werden,
wenn sie auch kurzfristig nicht effizient sind, da sie Meilensteine fir kinftige
Entwicklungen und flir den Abbau wichtiger administrativer und rechtlicher Hindernisse
darstellen und so den Boden flr einen erheblichen Nutzen in der Zukunft bereiten. In
diesem Sinne entsprechen sie auch den politischen Prioritaten der EU in Bezug auf den
Binnenmarkt und die EU-Integration.

Relevanz

1. Inwieweit sind die auf der Grundlage der SBI eingeleiteten MaBnahmen noch relevant?
Fullen die Finanzinstrumente noch immer die Licken im Markt?

Den Untersuchungen zufolge sind die auf der Grundlage der SBI eingeleiteten MaBnahmen
nach wie vor relevant. Es besteht nach wie vor ein erkannter Bedarf an MaBnahmen im
Bereich der Sichtbarkeit und Anerkennung, einschlieBlich angemessener rechtlicher
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Rahmenbedingungen, sowie die Notwendigkeit eines besseren Verstandnisses bei
Behdrden und in der Offentlichkeit. Zu den Bediirfnissen, die noch wichtiger sind, gehéren
die Verbesserung der Managementfahigkeiten und der Professionalisierung, der Zugang
zum Markt und die Verfligbarkeit von Finanzmitteln. Insgesamt zeichnen sich mehr und
mehr spezifische Bedirfnisse ab (siehe Frage 3 unten). Die Finanzinstrumente wurden im
Allgemeinen auf die Bedirfnisse von SU zugeschnitten, in dem Sinne, dass sie eingesetzt
wurden, um SU und anderen sozialwirtschaftlichen Organisationen in vielen europaischen
Léandern neue Finanzprodukte anzubieten. Die EaSI-SU-Garantien waren ein relevantes
Instrument, das einen wichtigen Nutzen hatte, aber in Landern mit einem
fortgeschritteneren SU- und sozialen Finanzumfeld besser angenommen wurde. Es
kdénnten spezifischere Instrumente zur Unterstitzung von Landern mit einer sich
entwickelnden Sozialwirtschaft  erforderlich sein. Auf  Schulden bezogene
Finanzinstrumente wurden bisher besser angenommen als auf Eigenkapital bezogene
Instrumente. Die Bedlirfnisse entwickeln sich jedoch weiter. Kleine Organisationen stehen
vor mehr Herausforderungen als gréBere SU. Fir frithe Phasen nach der Griindung (Seed,
Scale-up) werden Kleinst- und Kleinfinanzierungen bendétigt. Es werden besser geeignete
Instrumente und Programme bendtigt, die auf die verschiedenen Bedirfnisse
zugeschnitten sind, mit denen SU in den verschiedenen Phasen ihres Lebenszyklus
konfrontiert sind. Weitere Bedlrfnisse ergeben sich in Bezug auf soziale
Beteiligungsfinanzierung, Crowdfunding usw. Geschéfts- und Finanzkenntnisse in
Sozialwirtschaftsorganisationen stellen einen relevanten Bedarf dar.

2. Inwieweit haben sich die urspriinglichen Ziele des SBI als angemessen erwiesen?

Insgesamt bestdtigen sowohl die Analyse vorliegender Unterlagen als auch die Interviews
die Angemessenheit der urspringlichen Ziele der SBI - damals 2011 und heute. Die
Stakeholder sind der Meinung, dass die allgemeinen SBI-Ziele ihre Relevanz nicht verloren
haben und dass die Bedlrfnisse weiterhin bestehen, wenn auch mit unterschiedlicher
Intensitét, je nach Entwicklungsgrad der SU und dem Reifegrad der Okosysteme, in denen
die SU in den einzelnen Landern tatig ist. Den meisten Befragten zufolge besteht nach wie
vor ein Bedarf an mehr Sichtbarkeit und Anerkennung sowie an einem besseren
Verstdandnis der SU. Zu den relevanten Bedirfnissen, die sich nicht geandert haben,
gehdren der Zugang zum Markt und die Verfligbarkeit von Finanzmitteln. Die Tatsache,
dass im Laufe der Zeit zwei neue Ziele (Digitalisierung/neue Geschaftsmodelle und externe
MaBnahmen) in das SBI-Paket von FolgemaBnahmen aufgenommen wurden, zeigt, dass
auf Ebene der Europdischen Kommission eine Kontrolle Uberwachung und
Bericksichtigung relevanter Trends und Bedirfnisse stattgefunden hat, sicherlich
unterstitzt durch die Arbeit der GECES-Expertengruppe. Dennoch hat die Analyse gezeigt,
dass die Ziele der SBI manchmal als zu weit gefasst und teilweise als vom
nationalen/lokalen Kontext abgekoppelt wahrgenommen wurden.

3. Wie gut decken sich die urspriinglichen Ziele der SBI noch mit den Bedlirfnissen von
sozialen Unternehmen / sozialwirtschaftlichen Akteuren?

Die Analyse zeigt eine progressive Entwicklung der Bedirfnisse von
allgemeinen/grundlegenden Anforderungen hin zu praziseren und spezifischeren,
hauptsachlich aufgrund des starkeren Bewusstseins der meisten Interessengruppen flr
die konkreten Engpasse, mit denen man sich befassen sollte, um das Potenzial von SU zu
erschlieBen. Dazu gehort z.B. die dringendere Notwendigkeit, Fahigkeiten von SU zu
verbessern, um sie in die Lage zu versetzen geschdftlichen Herausforderungen
angemessen zu begegnen. Darlber hinaus besteht die Notwendigkeit des Aufbaus von
Kapazitaten und des Wissensaustauschs nicht nur zwischen SU und Akteuren der
Sozialwirtschaft, sondern auch zwischen politischen Entscheidungstragern, Beamten und
bei Finanzintermedidaren, die in vielen Landern immer noch Schwierigkeiten haben die
Hauptmerkmale, Rollen und das Potenzial der Sozialwirtschaft anzuerkennen. Im
Zusammenhang mit dieser Frage besteht ein starkerer Bedarf an maBgeschneiderten
MaBnahmen und Instrumenten wie spezifischen Finanzierungsprodukten/
Finanzdienstleistungen sowie an offentlichen Auftragen, die besser auf die besonderen
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Bedlirfnisse von OSW (insbesondere kleinen Unternehmen) und der Gebiete, in denen
OSW tatig sind, insbesondere in weniger bevélkerten und abgelegenen Gebieten,
abgestimmt sind. Es gibt ein ungenutztes Potenzial flir innovative Partnerschaften
zwischen SU/OSW und o6ffentlichen Behdrden. Weitere Bereiche, die als sich entwickelnd
wahrgenommen werden, sind die Notwendigkeit einer besseren Vorbereitung der
Digitalisierung, angemessene Skalierungsstrategien zu unterstlitzen, eine bessere
Zusammenarbeit zwischen SU/OSW und konventionellen Unternehmen zu gewahrleisten,
die EU-Politik zur Sozialwirtschaft mit anderen uUbergreifenden Strategien und politischen
Zielen zu verknlpfen, sowie die Netzwerke der Sozialwirtschaft zu starken.

4. Wie relevant sind die Initiativen, die auf der Grundlage der SBI ergriffen werden, fir
die EU-Burger?

Die Ergebnisse der Analyse zeigen, dass 29% der Befragten sich der SBI und der Details
nicht bewusst sind. Dies ist eine relativ hohe Zahl, wenn man berlicksichtigt, dass
Anwender, Experten und Interessenvertreter befragt wurden. Es kann daher davon
ausgegangen werden, dass die SBI als politische Initiative der EU in der breiten
Offentlichkeit und bei den EU-Biirgern noch weniger bekannt ist. Die Interviews zeigen,
dass die SBI in Mitgliedstaaten, die Uber ein ausgereiftes Umfeld fir SU verfligen, besser
bekannt ist. Die Analyse der sozialen Netzwerke als Proxy flir die Einschatzung der
offentlichen Wahrnehmung zeigt, dass die Sozialwirtschaft in den sozialen Medien
zunehmend anerkannt und diskutiert werden und so die 6ffentliche Debatte erreichen. Die
Analyse der sozialen Netzwerke veranschaulicht die wachsende Zahl von sozialen
Mediengruppen und die Interaktion zu den Themen soziale Unternehmen, soziale
Innovation und Sozialwirtschaft. Damit spiegelt diese Entwicklung eine Tendenz wider, die
auch in der Bevélkerung zu beobachten ist, verbunden mit einer starkeren Sensibilisierung
fur wirkungsékonomische oder soziale Wohlfahrtsmodelle. Seit 2011 hat die Zahl der
Gruppen und Interaktionen auf sozialen Medien zugenommen. Einige spezifische
FolgemaBnahmen sind in den sozialen Medien (EaSI, EUSEF usw.) sichtbar, jedoch mit
geringer Reichweite. Die meisten Nachrichten der sozialen Medien, (,Tweets'), waren in
Sprachen von Lidndern mit einem fiir SU eher fortgeschrittenen Okosystem, ndmlich
Franzésisch und Italienisch sowie Niederlédndisch (Flandern). Es wird vermutet, dass das
SBI wenig dazu beigetragen hat, die oOffentliche Debatte in Landern mit weniger
fortgeschrittenen SU-Okosystemen zu férdern. Die Analyse der sozialen Medien legt daher
nahe, dass das SBI vor allem unter Insidern diskutiert wird, z.B. unter Personen, die
bereits mit sozialen Unternehmen und der Sozialwirtschaft oder mit spezifischen
FolgemaBnahmen in Ldndern mit fortgeschrittenen sozialwirtschaftlichen Okosystemen
vertraut sind.

Koharenz

1. Inwieweit sind das SBI und seine FolgemaBnahmen mit der Politik und den Prioritaten
der Europaischen Kommission sowie mit der EU-Politik im weiteren Sinne (z.B. in Bezug
auf die Ziele der nachhaltigen Entwicklung) koharent?

Die Analyse von EU-Politikdokumenten zeigt eine allgemeine Koharenz des SBI mit
anderen EU-Politiken und -Prioritdten im Hinblick auf die allgemeinen Ziele und
Dimensionen. In den meisten Strategiepapieren ist die Kohdrenz auf operativer Ebene
jedoch nur schwach ausgepragt. So gibt es beispielsweise keinen ausdriicklichen Hinweis
auf das SBI oder darauf, wie SU/Sozialwirtschaft zur Erreichung der politischen Ziele
beitragen kénnen. In einigen Dokumenten werden SU/Soziale Okonomie zwar erwéhnt,
aber ihre Rolle bei der Erreichung der flr solche Politiken festgelegten Ziele wird nicht
genau beschrieben. Dies gilt auch fir die weiter gefasste EU-Politik, z.B. den Beitrag zu
den Zielen der nachhaltigen Entwicklung (SDGs). Diese Ergebnisse betreffen vor allem die
im Zeitraum 2011-2018 eingeflihrten Politiken oder Dokumente. Seit 2019/2020 ist ein
Trend zu einer positiveren und starkeren Kohadrenz zwischen neu verabschiedeten
politischen Dokumenten, Strategien und Aktionsplanen und der Entwicklung der
Sozialwirtschaft/sozialen Unternehmen zu beobachten. Insbesondere die Rolle der
Sozialwirtschaft flir die Erreichung der politischen Ziele wird in einer Vielzahl von wichtigen
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Grundsatzdokumenten hervorgehoben, z.B. in der Mitteilung Uber den gerechten
Ubergang, dem Aktionsplan zur Kreislaufwirtschaft, der KMU-Strategie, der Strategie zur
Konjunkturbelebung und der Mitteilung zum Europdischen Semester. Viele politische
Dokumente erwahnen auch spezifische Instrumente, die die Erreichung politischer Ziele
durch soziale Innovation und soziales Unternehmertum unterstitzen kdnnen. Die Mehrheit
der befragten Stakeholder ist der Ansicht, dass das SBI weitgehend mit anderen EU-
Politiken koharent ist, dass sich diese allgemeine Koharenz jedoch nur teilweise auf der
operativen Ebene widerspiegelt. Die meisten Stakeholder erwarten eine gréBere Koharenz
und ein Mainstreaming von sozialen Unternehmen und der Sozialwirtschaft in relevanten
Politikbereichen mit dem Beitrag des bevorstehenden Aktionsplans zur Sozialwirtschaft.

EU-Mehrwert

1. Was ist der zusatzliche Nutzen der SBI im Vergleich zu dem, was angemessenerweise
von Mitgliedstaaten erwartet werden konnte, die auf nationaler und/oder regionaler Ebene
handeln, ohne dass auf EU-Ebene politische MaBnahmen eingeleitet und FolgemaBnahmen
ergriffen wurden?

Die Stakeholder bestatigen die allgemeine Wahrnehmung eines hohen EU-Mehrwerts
des SBI und seiner FolgemaBnahmen. Die meisten Befragten (63%) raumen ein, dass die
SBI und ihre FolgemaBnahmen zumindest einen gewissen zusatzlichen Wert im Vergleich
zu nationalen MaBnahmen auf Ebene der Mitgliedstaaten hatten. 14% von ihnen sehen
einen sehr hohen Zusatznutzen, 49% sehen einen hohen Zusatznutzen. 22% der
Befragten sind der Ansicht, dass die SBI im Vergleich zu MaBnahmen auf Ebene der MS
einen geringen Mehrwert hatte, wahrend 15% keinen zusatzlichen Nutzen im Vergleich zu
dem sehen, was in ihrem Land ohne die SBI geschehen ware.

Der spezifische Mehrwert von EU-MaBnahmen wird von den Interessengruppen vor allem
im Zusammenhang mit EU-Finanzierungsprogrammen wahrgenommen, und zwar sowohl
im Bereich der Verbesserung der Sichtbarkeit von Finanzierungsprogrammen als auch
durch die Bereitstellung offentlicher Mittel. Ein betrachtlicher Mehrwert wird nach wie vor
in den Bereichen Bildung und Ausbildung, gegenseitiges Lernen und Forschung
wahrgenommen. Andere EU-MaBnahmen zeigten in den Augen der Akteure der
Sozialwirtschaft einen geringeren Mehrwert, insbesondere in den Bereichen staatliche
Beihilfen, soziale Innovation, neue Technologien und Digitalisierung sowie Messung der
sozialen Wirkungen. In diesen Bereichen werden nationale Rahmenbedingungen als
dominierende Arenen der politischen Unterstitzung angesehen.

Je nach dem Reifegrad des Okosystems der Sozialwirtschaft weisen verschiedene Lénder
besondere Muster des EU-Mehrwerts auf. Lander mit einem fortgeschrittenen SU-
Okosystem nehmen im Allgemeinen einen hdheren EU-Mehrwert wahr als Lander, in denen
sich das SU-Okosystem noch entwickelt. Wichtige Bereiche fiir Ldnder mit einem gut
entwickelten sozialwirtschaftlichen Okosystem sind: Regulatorisches und institutionelles
Umfeld sowie Information und Verstandnis. Auf der anderen Seite sind wichtige Bereiche
fir Ldnder mit einem weniger entwickelten sozialwirtschaftlichen Okosystem (meist mittel-
und osteuropdische Lander): Offentliches und privates éffentliches Beschaffungswesen,
Bedingungen bei  Finanzintermediaren, @ Zugang zu privaten Finanzmitteln,
Managementfahigkeiten in SU/OSW, Label und Zertifikate, Information und Verstandnis.

In den letzten Jahren sind die FolgemaBnahmen des SBI wegweisend flr die Analyse und
Unterstitzung neuer Handlungsfelder, die flir SU und die Sozialwirtschaft relevant werden.
Zu den neuen Handlungsfeldern gehéren zum Beispiel der Bereich der privaten
Beschaffung und das Scaling Up fur OSW. Ein zweites Feld sind neue Formen der
offentlichen Auftragsvergabe, z.B. Uber Social Impact Bonds oder Outcome-Contracting.
Drittens bietet die Digitalisierung neue Mdoglichkeiten fir technologiebasierte SU/OSW,
aber auch fur traditionelle Sozialdienste und SU, die es zu nutzen gilt. SchlieBlich hat die
Beteiligungsfinanzierung mit sozialen Auswirkungen das Potenzial, neue Kanale flr private
Finanzierungen zu erdéffnen.
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2. Was, wenn Uberhaupt, war der Mehrwert der Arbeit der Multi-Stakeholder-
Expertengruppe (Expertengruppe der Kommission flr soziales Unternehmertum
(GECES)), die eingerichtet wurde, um die Umsetzung der SBI zu verfolgen?

Die Expertengruppe flr soziales Unternehmertum (GECES) wurde erstmals 2011 flr
sieben Jahre eingerichtet und 2018 unter dem Titel ,,Expertengruppe flr Sozialwirtschaft
und soziale Unternehmen™ erneuert. Unter den 50,2% der Stakeholder, die mit der Arbeit
von GECES vertraut sind, ist die Wertschiatzung ihrer Arbeit positiv. Die
wahrgenommenen Vorteile von GECES lassen sich in Bereiche wie Unterstitzung der
Politik- und Entscheidungsfindung, Austausch von Erfahrungen und Praktiken, Aufbau von
Gemeinschaften und Vernetzung einteilen. zunehmende Sichtbarkeit und gegenseitiges
Lernen. GECES ist vor allem Experten, politischen Entscheidungstragern und Praktikern
mit direktem Bezug zur SU-Politikgestaltung auf EU- und internationaler Ebene bekannt.
Vorschlage zur Erhdhung des GECES-Mehrwerts beziehen sich auf die Aspekte der
Informationskommunikation auf Ebene der Mitgliedstaaten. Die Ubersetzung von
Veroffentlichungen und Dokumenten in alle EU-Amtssprachen kann nutzlich sein, um die
Offentlichkeitsarbeit auf lokaler und regionaler Ebene zu verbessern. Andere Beispiele fiir
MaBnahmen waren die Férderung von Schnittstellen oder Verbreitungsstrukturen auf der
Ebene der Mitgliedstaaten, die den Austausch von GECES-bezogenen Informationen und
deren Verbreitung erleichtern.
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1 Introduction

In 2011, the EU Commission presented the Social Business Initiative (SBI) which
established a concrete EU level action plan to develop a favourable environment for social
enterprises (SE)!3. EU commitment was reinforced by Council conclusions on the
“promotion of the social economy as a key driver of economic and social development’*4.
In the Commission’s Communication “Europe’s next leaders: the start-up and scale-up
initiative” adopted in 2016, the Commission confirmed its commitment to build on the
experience of the SBI, recognising the potential of social start-ups “for innovation and
positive impact in economy and society at large”*>.

In January 2020, the European Commission announced its plan to launch a new Action
Plan for the Social Economy in 2021. It is therefore a good moment to take stock on the
results and achievements of the SBI over the last ten years, learning from the experience
and identifying the most effective policy actions and areas where more support for social
economy organisations will be needed in the future.

In 2019, DG Employment commissioned a study on the impact of the SBI and its follow-
up actions. Spatial Foresight in consortium with the European Research Institute on
Cooperative and Social Enterprises (Euricse) and the European Centre for Social Finance
were awarded this contract. The study is financed under the European Programme for
Employment and Social Innovation 2014-2020 (EaSI). The purpose of the present study
is to provide the Commission services with a comprehensive, evidence-based analysis of
the impact of SBI on the development of social enterprises/social economy and their
operating environments both at national and EU level. The impact is measured against the
key objective of the policy initiatives pursued since the SBI: creating enabling
conditions for the development of social enterprises and the social economy in
general.

This final report presents the results of the research. The methodology followed a
qualitative approach. In addition to the analysis of documents and relevant literature, 326
interviews with public authorities, stakeholder organisations, experts and practitioners at
EU level and in European countries have been the main source of information. Moreover,
15 case studies were conducted to have a more in-depth understanding of changes in the
social enterprise/social economy environment and the impact of SBI follow-up actions.
The study covers 28 EU Member States (MSs) (including UK) and nine additional European
countries'®. It was carried out between October 2019 and November 2020.

1.1 Setting the scene

This section presents the general framework of the study, namely the significance of social
enterprises/social economy in European economies, as well as the SBI initiative and its
follow-up actions.

1.1.1 Social enterprises within the social economy

The SBI Communication introduced an operational definition of social enterprise, referring
to its three key dimensions: entrepreneurial/economic, social dimension and inclusive
governance-ownership dimension. A social enterprise is understood as an operator in the
social economy whose main objective is to have a social impact rather than make a profit
for their owners or shareholders. It operates by providing goods and services for the

13 European Commission 2011

4 Council of the European Union 2015

15 European Commission 2016a:10

16 Albania, Iceland, Liechtenstein, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Norway, Serbia, Switzerland, Turkey.
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market in an entrepreneurial and innovative fashion and uses its profits primarily to
achieve social objectives. It is managed in an open and responsible manner and, in
particular, involves employees, consumers and stakeholders affected by its commercial
activities. The SBI explained these three fundamental dimensions of social enterprises,
but explicitly stated that it did not suggest a standard definition as a basis for harmonising
regulations'’. However, the notion of social enterprise was strictly defined in the context
of the 2013 Regulation on a European Union Programme for Employment and Social
Innovation ("EaSI")!8.

In this study, the terms ‘social enterprise’ and ‘social business’ are equivalent,
understanding that apart from the SBI communication ‘social business’ has been used
much less in practice and research than other terms. The term ‘social economy’ describes
a broader set of organisations, notably foundations as well as cooperatives, associations
and mutual aid societies for which the primary objective is to serve their members; they
are aimed at pursuing collective interest aims. Social enterprises are a specific part of the
economy and of the social economy, which concerns also any other legal form that
complies with specific criteria set by the SBI operational concept. Another frequently used
term is ‘third sector’®® that consists of non-governmental and other non-profit
organisations. ‘Social entrepreneurship’ describes broadly the work with (new) endeavours
with social impact. ‘Social entrepreneur’ describes the individual (or groups of individuals)
who starts up or runs a company or organisation with social impact?°.

All over Europe, organisations defined as social enterprises have become an increasingly
important entrepreneurial dynamic over the past few decades?'. Social enterprises
contribute to filling gaps in general interest service delivery and facilitate the work
integration of disadvantaged people and/or people at risk of social exclusion. The positive
impact of social enterprises on social and economic development can be seen from various
perspectives. Social enterprises supply general interest services and goods that public
agencies and conventional enterprises often fail to deliver for a humber of reasons, i.e.
budget constraints, the incapacity to identify new needs arising in society, and market
failures. They can contribute to a more balanced use and allocation of resources available
at a local level to the advantage of the community thus supporting a more inclusive
growth. They may generate new employment and play a role in enhancing the social
capital of a given territory. Social enterprises can contribute to tackling additional societal
challenges such as inclusion of vulnerable groups into society, environmental protection,
smart and sustainable development or migration?2.

Social enterprises and more in general, social economy organisations (SEO), are usually
involved in innovative initiatives that design, test and introduce new (combinations of)
approaches which bring about new solutions (ideas, processes, products, services etc.)
and ultimately improve the welfare and wellbeing of individuals and communities. Thanks
to their local focus and community engagement, social enterprises can be fundamental to
the advancement of environmental innovation in support of sustainability. Furthermore,
social enterprises and many other social economy organisations are supposed to have
weathered the 2008 economic crisis much better than mainstream enterprises?3, providing
innovative solutions to major socio-economic problems (e.g. social exclusion, ageing of
the population).

17 See the Mapping Study Summary Report (European Commission 2020c:16 for a more thorough review of
concepts and definitions, including differences between Member States and countries.

18 Regulation (EU) No 1296/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 December 2013 on a
European Union Programme for Employment and Social Innovation ("EaSI")

19 Besides the private and the public sector.

20 See again the Mapping Study Summary Report for more in-depth discussion of terms and definitions.
(European Commission 2020c:19).

21 See, for example, Borzaga and Defourny 2001, Seelos and Mair 2017, Enjolras et al. 2018

22 See European Commission 2016c and 2020c and Council of the European Union 2015 for more detail.

23 This is supported, for example, by analysis based on data from the Portuguese Social Economy Satellite
Account.
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While social enterprises exist in all countries, the degree of understanding and acceptance
of the social enterprise concept by policymakers, practitioners and researchers varies to a
significant extent across EU Member States. Diverse notions and different names in
different languages are used to describe various traditions of social economy and/or social
enterprises. Different names for similar traditions sometimes add to conceptual confusion,
when seen from a European perspective. Key terms that are sometimes used to describe
related phenomena include the following: social and solidarity economy (SSE), alternative
economy, social entrepreneurship and social entrepreneur, social start-up and social
innovation. These terms are sometimes used by stakeholders interchangeably with that of
social enterprise. Even the SBI used various of these terms to describe the same
phenomena. However, each approach was developed to capture a specific notion in the
mind-set that involves civil society engagement and social impact. Some terms describe
specific traditions and legacies in given territories that might be rather unknown in other
countries. This sheds light on a particular set of actors and/or beneficiaries that only
partially overlaps with that of social enterprises but are still connected to the wider sphere
of the ‘social economy’.

Interestingly, the Communication on SBI and subsequent policy documents refer not only
to social business and social enterprises, but also to the social economy in general, social
innovation and social entrepreneurship, widening the scope of the SBI beyond the social
enterprises. Some of the follow-up actions of the SBI referred specifically to other types
of social organisations, which do not always comply with the SBI operational definition
criteria, such as foundations, mutual aid societies or cooperatives, widening the scope of
the SBI towards the social economy in general. It can be assumed that many of the SBI
follow-up actions had at least an indirect effect on the overall ecosystem of the social
economy.

In this sense, this study focuses - like the SBI - mainly on the conditions for social
enterprise development. However, given the conceptual differences between countries and
the relevance that the SBI might have had also for other types of organisations, we apply
also the perspective of the overall ecosystem of the social economy (or on specific social
economy stakeholders other than social enterprises). The concrete focus will be adapted
on a case-by-case basis when referring to specific SBI follow-up actions or (expected)
effects of SBI actions.

1.1.2 The scope and content of the SBI

The European Commission presented in 2011 the SBI Communication that recognised
social enterprises with a view to boost their development. To create enabling conditions
for the development of social enterprises, the Commission proposed the SBI action plan,
in close partnership with stakeholders in the sector and the Member States?.

The SBI was based on the principle that “the single market needs new, inclusive growth,
focused on employment for all, underpinning the growing desire of Europeans for their
work, consumption, savings and investments to be more closely attuned to and aligned
with 'ethical’ and 'social’ principles.”?> The rationale behind a specific support proposed in
the SBI was the expected capacity of social enterprises and the social economy in general
to provide innovative responses to the current economic, social and environmental

24 European Commission (2011): Social Business Initiative. Creating a favourable climate for social enterprises,
key stakeholders in the social economy and innovation. Brussels, 25.10.2011. COM(2011) 682 final. The SBI
also builds on the Communication on the Innovation Union, the Platform against poverty and social exclusion
and on the recent Commission proposal for establishing a Programme on Social Change and Innovation.

25 ibid.

2020 |3



Impact of the Social Business Initiative and its follow-up actions

challenges by developing sustainable, largely non-exportable jobs, social inclusion,
improvement of social services, territorial cohesion, etc.26

The SBI featured a political and strategic Communication with recommendations and an
operational action plan aimed at supporting the development of social enterprises, key
stakeholders and social innovation.

The SBI action plan included eleven key actions to be launched before the end of 2012.
The key actions were structured along the following three SBI objectives:

e 1. Improving access to funding
o Facilitating access to private funding
o Mobilisation of EU funds
e 2. Increasing the visibility of social entrepreneurship
o Developing tools to gain a better understanding of the sector and increase its
visibility
o Improve national and regional administrations’ capacity building to boost social
enterprises
o Reinforcing the managerial capacities, professionalism and networking of social
businesses
e 3. Improving the legal environment
o Developing appropriate European legal forms which could be used in European
social entrepreneurship
o Public procurement
o State aid.

Figure 1.1 Evolution of milestones of EU support to social enterprises

EC SBI Communication
with 3 action lines:

1. Improving access to
funding

2. Increasing the visibility
of social entrepreneurship

3. Improving the legal
environment

Council conclusions on
social economy

Luxembourg declaration
“A roadmap towards a
more comprehensive
ecosystem for social
economy enterprises”

1st EESC European Day
of Social Economy
Enterprises
EC Start-up and Scale-up
Initiative
GECES Report “Social
enterprises and the social
economy going forward”

12016

2017 2021

Renewed EC framework
for actions on the basis of
5 pillars:

1. Access to finance
2. Access to markets
3. Framework conditions

4. New technologies and
business models

5. External dimension

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

The SBI Communication stated that "the Commission shall set up a consultative multi-
stakeholder group on social business to examine the progress of the measures envisaged
in this Communication [...]." The Commission Expert Group on Social Entrepreneurship

26 Tt can be noted that it would also be highly interesting to analyse and evaluate the expected impact of social
enterprises and the social economy in general on these larger societal objectives (employment, innovation,
inclusion, territorial cohesion etc.). However, this should be done in the framework of another study given that
the present study, according to the Terms of Reference, focuses on the analysis of the impact of SBI on the
development of social enterprises and their operating environments both at national and EU level.
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(GECES, acronym based on the initial letters of its name in French) was set up in 2012 for
a period of six years. It was renewed in 2018 for six more years, called now: Commission
Expert Group on Social Economy and Social Enterprises. It is consulted by the Commission,
on the opportunity, development, setting up and implementation of all the actions
mentioned in the SBI, or further developments in the areas of social entrepreneurship and
social economy.

Between 2013 and 2016, the European Commission undertook various supportive actions,
e.g. studies, conferences and EU funded projects. In 2016, in the ‘Start-up and Scale-up
Initiative’, the European Commission confirmed its commitment to social enterprise
development and the social economy and added two new priorities to the three set by the
SBI, namely: i) social innovation, new technology and business models, and ii) the
international dimension. Actions since 2017 also drew from the 2015 Council conclusions
on social economy and the 2016 recommendations of the GECES Expert group?’.

1.1.3 Follow-up actions proposed and inspired by the SBI

Numerous follow-up actions to the SBI were presented in the years after 2011 and until
today. Despite presenting concrete objectives and key actions, the SBI was not a
programme with a dedicated budget but depended on the commitment of different EU
institutions and units in the European Commission. Most SBI follow-up actions were
initiated by the European Commission, particularly by DG ENTR (now DG GROW) and DG
EMPL, but also by other Commission services (e.g. DG FISMA, EUROSTAT) and European
institutions such as the EIB. Some follow-up actions, such as the GECES expert group,
events, studies or policy tools, involved also the EU Member States, national and regional
stakeholders and experts, European network organisations or other international bodies
such as the OECD.

Over the years, the action lines and the structure of follow-up actions evolved. Today, the
actions cover five different areas, corresponding to the pillars to support social economy
organisations presented by the EU as of 2017.

This study covers all policy initiatives and instruments (implemented or ongoing) launched
since 2011 that were covered by the SBI communication or are linked directly to the SBI.
An overview of the analysed actions and instruments can be seen in Figure 1.2.

Large EU programmes like the EU Research Framework Programmes (FP7 and
Horizon2020), the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF, namely ERDF and
ESF) or the ERASMUS+ Programme are not considered to be SBI follow-up actions as
such. However, the SBI promoted the consideration of SE and related topics in these
funding programmes, which led to an increased dedication of funds to social economy
topics. These programmes can be considered, therefore, as instruments to mobilise public
funds for SE and other social economy organisations. Therefore, they have been analysed
as relevant instruments for the SBI in this regard.

27 Report by the GECES Expert Group (2016). Social enterprises and the social economy going forward.
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/content/social-enterprises-and-social-economy-going-forward_en
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Figure 1.2 SBI-related objectives and most relevant follow-up actions
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1.2 Methodological approach

A theory-based evaluation approach with a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods
has been applied. Data collection focused on literature review and interviews with experts
and stakeholders all over Europe. Tools like contribution analysis and Theories of Change
(ToC) helped to analyse the extent of SBI influence on the observed changes. Contribution
analysis is an evaluation method used to establish and evaluate causal relationships in
complex policy settings. The method is used to establish credible causal linkages between
an initiative’s activities and outcomes in both 1) contexts where there are multiple
influencing factors, and 2) situations where experimental and quasi-experimental designs
are not feasible because too many factors are influencing an outcome, and the individual
factors are hard to isolate (see Annexes 2 and 3 for a detailed description of the
Methodology).

Figure 1.3 Methodological approach

Contribution Analysis
Theory of Change
Causal analysis
Assessment of impact contribution
Data collection
Targeted Analysis
326 semi-structured
interviews Coherence of the
of that Case study SBI with European
. 58 at European level analysis Policies Stakeholde:
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Review stakeholder
organisations and EU 15 examples of Cos_t-Bengﬁt Debate with
’ institutions social economy and Analysis of six SBI
Information 268 at country level social enterprise follow-up initiatives EXREHS BN
Gathering (EU MS and non-EU) support projects and fcl:l]i((j:mgos tiac?r?s
with national policy initiatives Trend analysis ROlEY op
governments, regional
and local authorities, . .
stakeholder Analysis of SE in EU
organisations and programmes
practitioners
Advisory Board
October 2019 January-April 2020 May 2020 June-August 2020 October 2020

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Additionally, 15 practical examples of social enterprise support projects or measures have
been examined with a common case study approach. Different targeted analyses have
contributed to generate in-depth findings and practical examples.

The study analysed evaluation questions with regard to five evaluation criteria, as defined
by the Terms of Reference (see Annex 1): Effectiveness, Efficiency, Relevance, Coherence
and EU added value.

Most focus throughout the evaluation, however, was on the effectiveness of different
impact dimensions of the SBI. A key instrument to examine the contribution of SBI to
observed changes has been the operationalisation of impact based on a Theory of Change
that shows the logic behind the SBI intervention (see Annex 3). Thus, the
operationalisation of impact comprises five impact dimensions corresponding to the five
pillars that currently guide the work of the European Commission in the context of the SBI
follow-up (regulatory and institutional environment; visibility, recognition and
understanding; access to finance; new technologies and international cooperation). These
five dimensions have been split further into 18 impact areas that have been analysed.
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Table 1.1

Impact Dimension
A

Regulatory and
institutional
environment

Impact Dimension
B
Visibility,
recognition, better
understanding

SBI impact dimensions and impact areas

Impact Dimension
C
Access to finance

Impact Dimensions
D
and
E Technology and
International

1. New or modified
legal and institutional
environment, policy
frameworks and
strategies, policy
support in MS

1. Statistics, data and
overview information

2. Mutual learning,
good-practice
exchange

1. Conditions to work
with SE in financial
intermediaries and
their networks

3. Social impact
measurement

2. Access to markets

4. Research on SE

5. Labels and
certificates

2. Better availability
of private funding

D.1 Digitisation and
the use of technology

6. Networks and
representation

3. State aid issues

7. Awareness and
self-recognition

3. Better availability
of public funding

8. Visibility of SE in
EU and national
programmes

4. Managerial capacity
in SE

E.1 External
dimension of the
social economy

9. Education and
training on SE
Source: Author’s own elaboration

To validate the results, a workshop with the GECES expert group was conducted where
preliminary findings and future policy options were discussed. The high quality of the
research approach is ensured over the whole evaluation process by valuable feedback
from the three members of the Advisory Board.

The methodology has several limitations that might restrict the validity of research results,
for example: (i) In the initial SBI, no indicators were defined to allow a monitoring of the
SBI objectives or key actions, so it was not possible to use a data-based or quantitative
evaluation approach. (ii) The total number of interviews is high, allowing for robust
findings on the overall impacts at EU level. However, the number of interviews per country
is reduced, so information gathered might be biased. Many interviewed stakeholders also
had a partial view on the effects of the SBI/EU actions, e.g. only in their territory or only
in their specific thematic area. This might have also led to unintended biases. (iii) Even if
the analysis of EU added value tried to explore what would have happened without the
SBI, it was not possible to identify and examine the concrete size of additionality effects
for the different follow-up actions. (iv) The evaluation was on a complex policy with
multiple influencing factors. Co-contribution dynamics between EU-funded and non-EU
action hampered the identification of clear cause-effect linkages. Interconnections
between different SBI follow-up actions (and other non-EU actions) have made it
impossible to disentangle and identify clear chains of contribution to impacts. Despite
these limitations, we are convinced that the evidence-based contribution analysis has
ensured a high level of plausibility and probability of the findings. For further information
on the Methodology, see Annex 2.

1.3 Structure of the report

This final report presents the results of the desk research, field work (interviews) and
analysis. Different annexed documents describe in more detail specific targeted analyses
and the data which has been analysed for this report.

As defined by the Terms of Reference, this study had to answer several evaluation
questions regarding the effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU added
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value of the SBI and its follow-up actions. The final report is structured along these
evaluation questions.

Chapter 2 presents the results of the effectiveness analysis. This analysis covers the
examination of relevance of SBI in the different impact dimensions and areas.

Chapter 3 presents the results of the efficiency analysis of six specific SBI follow-up
initiatives.

Chapter 4 analyses the relevance of the original SBI objectives back then and until today.
Chapter 5 presents the coherence analysis of SBI with other EU policies and priorities.

Chapter 6 analyses the overall EU added value of the SBI and its follow-up actions,
including the added value of GECES.

Chapter 7 presents overall conclusions and defines policy options for any future policy
initiative.

The annexes describe the methodological approach of the work and the references used
for the study.

Furthermore, more specific and detailed results are included in separate annex documents.
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2 Effectiveness

Effectiveness describes the extent to which the previously defined objectives have been
achieved. The original SBI objectives covered a wide range of areas. This chapter describes
the overall development of the social enterprise environment with regard to five impact
dimensions (regulatory and institutional environment; Vvisibility, recognition und
understanding; access to finance; new technologies and international cooperation). These
five dimensions have been structured into 18 impact areas that have been analysed (see
Table 1.1). The analysis focuses on overall trends, different patterns of change across
Europe and the likeliness of the contribution of SBI related EU actions to the observed
change.

2.1 Regulatory and institutional environment

The first impact dimension of the SBI referred to the operating environment of social
enterprises/social economy, in particular the institutional arrangements, as well as the
regulatory and policy frameworks. We defined in this field three impact areas to analyse
the changes and SBI influence, namely on the regulatory and institutional environment
and on the access to markets, covering public procurement as well as State aid rules.

It has to be noted that the legal frameworks in Member States are in most cases directly
connected to other governmental actions like policy frameworks, accreditation or legal
recognition systems, legal status definitions, tax benefits etc. Some of these actions will
be analysed in following chapters (e.g. labels and certificates) with more detail, as there
were other more specific SBI objectives and actions related to them. In this chapter, the
overall regulatory and institutional frameworks are examined.

2.1.1 Regulatory and institutional environment

Legal frameworks are important for social enterprises as they grant them recognition and
visibility and they induce further support by policy makers through different levers
(including fiscal measures). “Inaccurate, unclear or excessively narrow legal frameworks
can harm social enterprises, by causing confusion or failing to capture the array of entities
that may qualify as social enterprises in a given context.”(OECD 2017:23) Legislation at
Member State level is mostly used to legally recognise or define social enterprise or other
similar types of organisations, sometimes creating specific pathways for these
organisations to public procurement, fiscal benefits or the reception of public funding.
Other legislation might define specific support measures (e.g. a National Action Plan),
institutional arrangements (e.g. a Social Enterprise Round Table), or the
institutionalisation of support structures (e.g. Regional Social Enterprise centres).

Key Action 9 in the SBI was dedicated to “Developing appropriate European legal forms
which could be used in European social entrepreneurship”. Various actions aimed to
contribute to this aim. On the one hand, European legal forms should have been developed
in order to create opportunities for specific social economy organisations to seize the
benefits of the EU internal market, i.e. the possible simplification of the existing statute
for a European Cooperative Society, a proposal for a new European Foundation Statute,
and a study on the situation of mutual societies in all Member States. On the other hand,
supportive actions were also intended to stimulate developments in Member States and
drive them towards conducive policy frameworks, political recognition or specific
institutional arrangements, such as specific ministerial units, roundtables or departments
in charge of promoting social enterprises or a broader set of social economy organisations.
In this respect, EU actions were influencing Member States indirectly. Such actions
included, for example, the GECES expert group (European Commission-GECES 2016d),
the stocktaking through the so-called ‘mapping studies’ and the OECD-EC cooperation
(e.g. country reviews and Better Entrepreneurship policy tool). Other initiatives aimed at
awareness raising, for example the event on social entrepreneurship organised in
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Strasbourg in 2014 and the European Social Economy Regions events as well as different
Presidency Conferences in Member States prepared in collaboration with Commission’s
services.

Overall, many important and positive developments can be observed in the environment
of social enterprises if compared to the situation in 2011. As presented in the 2020
Mapping Study (European Commission 2020c), many EU countries have introduced
legislation designed specifically for social economy organisation and/or social enterprises.

Box 2.1 SBI follow-up action: the mapping study “Social enterprises and
their ecosystems in Europe”

The European Commission launched two mapping studies as follow-ups to its 2011
SBI communication. The first study was conducted in 2014 and mapped social enterprise
ecosystems in 29 countries. Following this initial effort, an update was launched in seven
selected countries in 2016, until a complete update of the 28 Member States plus seven
neighbouring countries was carried out in 2018-2020. The 2020 Synthesis Report
collates and interprets the key findings from 35 separate country reports and draws a
European picture of social enterprises and the environments in which they operate.

The Mapping Study offers much information underpinning the perception that many
changes have been introduced in European countries over the last decade to recognise
and support social enterprises and other social economy organisations.

Figure 2.1 Countries with laws on legal forms or statuses for social enterprises
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Source: European Commission 2020c:58

The Mapping Study Synthesis Report shows the progress with regard to the legal
recognition and adaptation of the regulatory frameworks for social enterprises and/or
social economy organisations. It highlights that, since 2011, 16 EU Member States have
introduced new legislation concerning social enterprises. “All country reports confirm that
the political recognition of social enterprises has increased in relevance over the past
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decade in both EU Member States where social enterprises and bordering phenomena have
a longstanding tradition and in countries where social enterprise is a relatively recent
trend. This is the case, for instance, in CEE and SEE countries where social enterprises
have shifted from the margins to the centre of the policy debate.” (European Commission
2020c:53) [...] “"A very recent trend is to recognise the social enterprise through framework
laws acknowledging a wider phenomenon: the social economy, the social and solidarity
economy or the third sector (i.e., Bulgaria, France, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Romania
and Slovakia).” (Ibid., p. 62).

In other countries, debates about corresponding legal frameworks concerning social
enterprises started over the last two years. “Countries with draft laws include Cyprus, the
Czech Republic, North Macedonia, Malta, Poland and Serbia. In Albania, the Law on Social
Enterprises was approved in 2016, but it is not yet in force.” (Ibid., p.62) In addition, in
many cases legal changes and new institutional arrangements were developed along
dedicated SE policy frameworks.

Statements from interviews conducted for this study confirm the emergence of positive
changes and the positive perception of these changes by most interviewees in many
different countries. The changes envisaged by the draft law in Cyprus, for example, are
highly appreciated by one interviewee: “Positive changes for Cyprus: preparation of a
National Action Plan for the development of a social enterprise ecosystem in Cyprus, the
promotion of the relevant bill and its expected vote by the House of Representatives, the
designation of a Competent Authority for SE, the forthcoming creation of a Registry.”
(Interview #562) 28

The perception of positive changes is not limited to the legal framework but covers also
wider institutional frameworks. "Reforms of the key domains of intervention of social
enterprises have also led to a direct/indirect recognition of their role as provider of specific
types of general interest services (e.g. reforms in the domains of welfare, employment,
public procurement, etc.).” (European Commission 2020c:53).

Box 2.2 Ireland’s National Social Enterprise Policy 2019-2022

In July 2017, policy responsibility in Ireland for social enterprise was assigned to the
newly established Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD). On its
initiative, the first National Social Enterprise Policy for Ireland was published in July
2019. The policy runs over a period of four years (2019-2022) and focuses on three key
objectives: (1) building awareness of social enterprise; (2) growing and strengthening
social enterprise; and (3) achieving better policy alignment to support and exploit
benefits of SE.

A number of measures have been delivered so far. For instance, the Small Capital Grant
Scheme awards grants of between 2,000 and 15,000 EUR to social enterprises to help
them improve their service delivery by enabling them to make small equipment
purchases or to carry out refurbishments to their premises. Since the scheme was
heavily over-subscribed, the original allocation of EUR 1 million was expanded in January
2020 with an additional EUR 1 million. In total, 230 social enterprises benefitted from
this scheme. Another direct effect of the policy is that visibility of social enterprise has
improved. A first SE national conference was held in Dublin on 21 November 2019
(International Social Enterprise Day) and had a high turnout with over 200 delegates.
In May 2020, the Social Finance Foundation announced to channel EUR 25 million of
EaSI 2014-2020 guarantees to support new lending through its partners to a range of
social sector organisations.

28 This report is largely based on interviews to policymakers and stakeholders at EU level and in 37 different
countries. The quotes reflect summarised transcripts of the interviews as documented in anonymised interview
reports. The number behind each interview refers to a specific interview code that was assigned to each interview
in the data processing phase.
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The national social enterprise policy is mainly the result of an organic development
within the country. A key driving factor was the work carried out by the Social Enterprise
Task Force, a group of social enterprise stakeholders that advocated over a period of
ten years for the recognition of social enterprise and the development of a national
policy for the sector.

A certain influence of the SBI and its follow-up action on the Irish social enterprise policy
is noticeable. Firstly, the policy acknowledges that social enterprise is receiving
increased interest in Ireland also due to the emphasis being placed at EU level. Secondly,
it reminds that the European Commission and other EU bodies have adopted a number
of initiatives and official documents recognising importance and contribution of social
enterprises — a dedicated chapter on the “EU agenda on social enterprise” was included
in the research report underpinning the Irish policy. Thirdly, the policy states that it
uses a definition of social enterprise that is consistent with those used at EU level by
making a direct reference to the definition applied in the Mapping Study of social
enterprises in Europe.

Source: Case Study National Social Enterprise Policy for Ireland

Depending on the country, the political recognition of social enterprise has taken place in
different periods and through various tools. These tools include the creation of specific
ministerial units, structures and departments at the central (e.g., in Luxembourg, Slovakia
and United Kingdom) or regional/municipal level (e.g., Denmark and the Netherlands) in
charge of promoting social enterprises or a broader set of organisations, such as the social
economy (e.g. France and Spain).

Over the last decade a number of countries has introduced strategic policy frameworks to
support social enterprises, as well as some regional and local authorities (see also OECD
2020 for regional strategies). Scotland has one of the most developed SE support
ecosystems in Europe.

Box 2.3 The Scottish Support Ecosystem for social enterprises

Scotland has a sophisticated social enterprise ecosystem.
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Among the wide range of institutions providing support there is for instance SENSCOT
(the Social Entrepreneurs Network for Scotland), which informs, connects and facilitates
the development of Social Enterprise Networks (SENs) — there are currently six thematic
and 18 local SENs - thus contributing to fostering information, awareness, mutual
learning and networking. Biennial censuses provide a detailed profile of social enterprise
activity in Scotland to track the development of the sector. An actor greatly engaged in
social enterprise education and contributing to raising awareness and understanding of
social enterprise among pupils of all age is the Social Enterprise Academy, which has
been running the Social Enterprise in Education programme since 2007 along other
learning and development programmes for the sector. As a tool to help practitioners
navigate the rich and complex infrastructure of support by enhancing information and
signposting the Social Enterprise Ecosystem Map has been developed. Community
Enterprise together with a social enterprise creative agency produced a comprehensive
map of support, funding, information, mentoring and networking. It provides an
overview of all support available and indicates where to find what is needed. The
Ecosystem is colour-coded for ease of navigation and has five distinct categories:
Development, Finance, Learning, Networking, and Policy and Info. The information is
regularly updated. Around the edges of the Ecosystem are common entry points,
designed to make reading and navigating the map an effective way for social
entrepreneurs to determine their next move, depending on what stage their enterprise
is at.

Source: Case Study Report on Scotland

Interviewees highlight the emergence of new legislative frameworks, institutional entities,
and strategic frameworks in many European countries. However, they are more sceptical
if this has always led to improved conditions for social enterprises. For example, legal
definitions were sometimes described as too narrow or too wide to become effective or
not reflecting well the situation in a country. In any case, legislative recognition and
political frameworks often represent just first steps on a long way to build a favourable
ecosystem for social enterprises, that requires time and long-term commitment.
“Government programme set an ambition to increase the number of social business
entities in Lithuania and foresaw the need to establish supporting measures.” (Interview
#529)

A case in point is Slovenia, introducing a legislative framework, inspired by Italy, in 2011
which was considered too narrow and not fitting with the reality of Slovenian social
enterprises. This case serves as an example for the challenge of defining a favourable legal
framework and the importance of a thorough analysis of the social enterprise ecosystem,
while being open to critical reflection and learning.

Box 2.4 The Social Entrepreneurship Act in Slovenia

The concept of SE firstly emerged in Slovenia within the context of ESF pilot projects
launched in 2009, whereas a formal legal status and an agreed definition of SE was
introduced by the Social Entrepreneurship Act in 2011. This act provided strong political
support to the SE, but despite its good intentions it introduced some rigid restrictions,
favoured a rather narrow approach (it prioritised work integration) and did not grant
financial advantages to organisations that obtained the new status. The Social
Entrepreneurship Act encouraged some organisations to obtain the SE status but, at the
same time, prevented employment centres and companies for people with disabilities
to register as SE. Despite its importance as legal framework, the Social Entrepreneurship
Act failed in its 2011 version to fully harness the unexpressed potential of SE.

However, learning took place and shortcomings could be amended. Relevant changes
were introduced by the 2018 amendment, which removed restrictions for legal entities
working for people with disabilities, enlarged the fields of activity of SE, simplified
registration and removed reporting requirements. The amended law introduced a 100%
non-profit distribution constraint for all SE (independently from their legal form). These
changes in legislation may provide interesting results in the future. However, experts
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still see a threat that cooperatives and companies for people with disabilities might be
discouraged from registering as SE.

The 2011 Act was not directly linked to the SBI. Rather, it was significantly inspired by
two distinct laws that regulate SE in Italy (Law 381/1991 and Law 155/2006).
Nevertheless, the 2011 Act set the institutional framework that was expected to lead to
a promising change in the SE sector. Most changes concerning the ecosystem wherein
SE operate in Slovenia are indeed linked to the developments that have taken place
after 2011. The Act generated a big promotional impact as it drew political attention to
SE, awoke Slovenian political consciousness and stimulated a reflection on this
phenomenon, which continues to attract a growing number of scholars.

Source: Case Study Report on Slovenia

By definition and according to the distribution of competences, changes in legal
frameworks and support policies for social enterprises and social economy organisations
were promoted by national governments, to less extent also by regional and local
authorities. The main driver was the political will and commitment to support social
enterprises and social economy. This was sometimes triggered by a change of government
after elections or external factors such as the financial and economic crisis after 2008.
After 2015, the challenges caused by the arrival of migrants from Syria and other
countries, as well as the call for more social justice and inclusion in societies and economy
have also been relevant external drivers.

Overall, the influence of the SBI and its follow-up actions is estimated as high in its
supportive function to Member States. This effect is higher in countries developing an SE
ecosystem and lower in countries with a more advanced or moderate SE ecosystem?°.
Advanced countries already had legal frameworks before 2011, whereas countries with a
moderate SE development have either followed their own specific way of adopting rules
for SE or intentionally leave the SE development to the market without legal incentives.
The supportive role of the EU has been mentioned by many interviewees and was also
recognised in the Mapping Study. The adoption of legal frameworks in 16 countries since
2011 “indicates that the SBI had significant impact also at national level, although there
have also been other drivers influencing the development.” (European Commission
2020c:62)

Some of the interviewed stakeholders support the idea that the SBI has influenced national
and regional policy-making and regulatory frameworks for social enterprises. “The
government initiative for SE, and ensuing VINNOVA and Tillvéxtverket strategy, are
concretely inspired by the SBI.” (#513 on Sweden) “I am convinced the attention devoted
by the EU to the social economy was amongst the factors that prompted the favourable
changes at national and at regional level. Relevance attributed to the Social Economy at
EU level has been transferred to this country and to the region.” (#580) “A better
understanding of the social economy and social entrepreneurship has developed. A
number of municipalities have implemented projects to set up social enterprises with the
support of the ESF. The Law on Enterprises of the Social and Solidarity Economy was
drafted and adopted, effective May 2, 2019. Positive changes.” (#557 on Bulgaria)
“Positive was the establishment of the EU framework and funds enabled for SE (e.g. for
the implementation of the Strategy), the adoption of the Strategy for SE development
(2015), without that, SE and related ecosystem would not been visible, nor existing.
Negative was the lack of continuous support, in particularly financial support (the key

2% For the analysis of some interview findings interview responses were grouped according to the type of country
and their level of development of the SE ecosystem. 1. Countries with a rather advanced SE ecosystem. 2.
Countries with a moderate development of the SE ecosystem or with a specific model to support SE within an
advanced social economy ecosystem or with little interest to develop a specific top-down SE ecosystem. 3.
Countries that mostly had a very weak or non-existing SE ecosystem in 2011 and are in the stage of development.
Further detail on countries per group is included in annex chapter A.2.
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obstacle), lack of financial institutions, instruments (Croatia is lagging behind in this
aspect) and the lack of political will.” (#606 on Croatia)

However, it remains less clear if the implemented changes have led already to tangible
improvements for SE and social economy organisations. Most interviewees at national
level see no or little progress on a better regulatory and institutional ecosystem for most
social enterprises and social economy organisations. “The SE are broadly mentioned in
some strategy/policy documents, but without being linked to concrete actions and budget.
We see an increased inclusion of SE in support measures within EU and other donor funded
projects.” (#524) In some countries, where new legislative framework have been
introduced, there was little or no benefit at all for social enterprises and even negative
effects, as new legal definitions promote a very narrow understanding of social enterprises
or limit benefits to only specific social economy organisations. In some cases, several
attempts to develop a useful legislative framework were necessary, as in the case of
Slovenia. Another example was mentioned by an interviewee from Hungary: “Legisl/ative
modifications tended to have a negative, anti-competitive effect. Such as the Social
Cooperative Act, which has been amended several times since 2016." (#609)

With regard to European legal forms, there have been several attempts to create EU-
wide optional legal frameworks (“European Statutes”) to facilitate the cross-border and
European activities of cooperatives, foundations, mutual societies, non-profit associations
or social enterprises and to allow these organisations to reap the full benefits of the single
market. While mainstream businesses can usually operate and find partners across
borders freely and following relatively easy processes, social economy organisations and
social enterprises still face legal, administrative and fiscal barriers. Challenges refer, for
example, to a lack of recognition of their specific legal status and governance principles in
other EU Member States, complex transfer of seat or mergers across borders, burdensome
tax rules or practical barriers, even when formally equal tax concessions exist between
countries. Several stakeholder organisations highlight the pressing need for opening the
opportunities of the Single market also to social economy organisations3°. They highlight
that the EU has different options to reduce barriers to cross-border activity of social
economy organisations, such as the creation of a supranational legal form or the promotion
of mutual recognition of tax rules for non-profit and social enterprise activity. Other
proposals refer to developing guidance for the national level via a code of conduct with
regard to the taxation of social economy organisations3!. The European Parliament has
repeatedly called on the European Commission to put forward a proposal for a new EU
level legal statute for mutual societies in various resolutions and declarations since the
Commission withdrew its first proposal in 2006. In some instances, this call was extended
to cover foundations and associations too32. Moreover, the European Economic and Social
Committee highlighted in a 2019 Opinion that “supranational legal forms to facilitate
philanthropic engagement” should also be considered as a way to overcome barriers “in
order to unleash the full potential of philanthropy in Europe”. (EESC 2019:3)

Within the SBI framework, it has not been possible to proceed on creating new EU-wide
legal statutes for social economy organisations. In 2003 (before the SBI), one proposal

30 See, for example, Association Internationale de la Mutualité (AIM) (2019). Non-paper. Proposal for a possible
legal framework for a new European initiative for mutual benefit societies. www.aim-mutual.org / Philanthropy
Advocacy, European Foundation Centre (EFC) and Donors and Foundations Networks in Europe (DAFNE) (2019).
European Philanthropy Manifesto. Four key recommendations to introduce a Single Market for Philanthropy:
https://www.philanthropyadvocacy.eu / Reimer, E. et al. (2009). Feasibility Study on a European Foundation
Statute: Final Report.

31 Philanthropy Advocacy, European Foundation Centre (EFC) and Donors and Foundations Networks in Europe
(DAFNE) (2020). Comments on EC Roadmap: Action Plan to fight tax evasion and make taxation simple and
easy.

32 See, for example, the 2013 EP report on a European Added Value Assessment regarding “A Statute for
European mutual societies” and the 2020 EP initiative on “A statute for European cross-border associations and
non-profit organisations”.
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for a European Statute was endorsed by the co-legislator: the regulation on the Statute
for a European Cooperative Society. As for mutual societies, the Commission had proposed
an EU Statute in 1992 but withdrew its proposal in 2006. The Commission then
commissioned a study and held public consultations between 2011 and 201333, but no
Commission proposal followed, given the lack of support of EU Member States. The 2012
proposal for a regulation on the Statute for a European Foundation was also withdrawn,
as it did not receive sufficient support from EU Member States either. Indeed, there seems
to be limited political commitment to these initiatives in many Member States, despite an
existing need expressed by stakeholder organisations that represent, for example,
European foundations and the mutual societies. Other reasons for the lacking commitment
might be also the fear that European statutes might interfere with national legal definitions
and might lead to complexity of operational rules. Interviews with stakeholders confirmed
that they fear that additional administrative burden comes along with new EU level legal
forms. Overall, it seems that the number of direct beneficiaries (i.e. social economy
organisations that want to operate in different Member States or in cross-border areas) is
still too small to be effectively heard at national level. Not many organisations are currently
interested in European-wide activities. Many social economy organisations have rather a
strong link to their local/regional territory, while others are connected to services of
general interest which are normally bound to only one Member State. Nevertheless, it
seems that the interest to overcome the internal market barriers for social economy
organisations is increasing. Benefits of cross-border services are more and more
recognised34. With an increasing demand for cross-border services and an increased
transnational activity of the social economy, there is a persisting need for EU guidance
and support.

Taking into account that the development of national legal and policy frameworks is a
lengthy process and has to be in line with different traditions and frameworks existing in
the different countries, it is a long-term task that cannot be based on a one-size-fits-all
blueprint. Among experts and stakeholders there is a consensus that SBI actions have
been more effective when they allowed recognising the diversity and variety of legal forms
within the social economy, considering differences between countries. Overall, the role of
the European Commission in proposing concepts and definition (e.g. on SE in the EaSI
programme to define the scope of the financial instruments) that bring existing national
approaches under one European umbrella is appreciated by many stakeholders.

Some interview partners raised the need for more direct contact between European
Commission and local and regional authorities as well as stakeholders. In essence, it
seems that there is a gap between the situation perceived at EU or national level and the
concrete implementation of SE activities at local and regional level. This can be an
important field to be tackled in the future. “SBI was important at EU level and also at
national level, but no impact on the public authorities at regional/local level, it is ‘too far”.
(#304) “EU sometimes gives top-down inputs, but needs to work more stimulating
exchange of experiences, networks and other bottom-up initiatives and action in the
different countries. Not only work with MSs, but also with local and regional partners and
alliances, there is a huge potential”. (#215).

33 Study on the current situation and prospects of mutuals in Europe (2012), Public consultation on the Study on
the current situation and prospects of mutual societies in Europe (2013), Study by the European Parliament: The
role of mutual societies in the 21st century (2011).

34 A 2019 ESPON study showed that 579 cross-border public services exist along European borders. (Zillmer, S.
et al. (2019). Cross-border Public Services (CPS). Final Main Report. ESPON Targeted Analysis. 14/01/2019)
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The summari of the analisis of contribution to imiact is iresented below3>:

Overall a very positive development over the last decade. More specific legal
frameworks for SE, legal recognition in many countries, definition of legal statuses,
although not everywhere and not always successful. Development and improvement of
legal frameworks is on-going. Policy frameworks for SE emerged in many countries.

Mostly indirect effects of SBI
follow-up actions, in some
countries more effective
(facilitating the exchange and
mutual learning between
countries and creating overview
information) than in others. Not
effective so far in creating
optional EU-wide legal
frameworks.

National governments
and, to less extent
regional and local
authorities, had an
important role in
setting up legal and
institutional
frameworks as well as
defining policy
strategies for social
enterprises and social

The SBI indirect actions
were important in raising
awareness and creating
knowledge on social
enterprises and potential
support to the social
economy through
regulatory and institutional
measures. In particular,
the Mapping Study and the
OECD-EU country reviews,

The Intergroup of
the European
Parliament is an
important player.
OECD has an
important role,
generating and
disseminating
information on
country reviews
and on national and

as well as the GECES
group, were helpful.

economy. regional strategies

(OECD 2020).

Financial crisis 2008-2010. New and increased demand for social services due to changes in society. Efficiency-
driven public sector. Increased outsourcing of (traditionally public) services (e.g. community development,
migrant integration, childcare, elderly care, disability care and assistance/education).

2.1.2 Access to markets - public and private procurement

Public procurement is considered key to widening market opportunities and the
development of social enterprises, taking into account the specific type of
services/products they deliver or the profile of persons they employ. In 2011, it was
considered that there was a large unexploited potential use of social or environmental
criteria in public procurement, thus, public procurement was included in the SBI under Key
Action 10. This triggered several direct actions, such as the elaboration of a Buying Social
Guide (2011), the consideration of social criteria in the EU Public Procurement Directive
2014, the Buying for Social Impact report, a related good practice guide and a series of
conferences for public buyers (2018-2019), as well as an additional awareness-raising
campaign #WeBuySocialEU (2020). Other related SBI follow-up actions were, for example,
the GECES expert group work on best practices in the field of social clauses in public
procurements (2016), a study on cross-border obstacles for social enterprises, work
undertaken by the GECES working group in relation to the potential role of clusters for
social economy or a study on cooperation of social enterprises with traditional enterprises
(thus analysing the relevance and hidden potential on B2B and B2C relationships) (2019).

A cornerstone in improving market access for social enterprises and for other social
economy organisations were the EU Rules on Public Procurement. The new framework was
explicitly designed to promote strategic public procurement, i.e. procurement pursuing
policy objectives, including social ones. For example, it introduced the possibility for public
buyers to opt for purchases based on cost-effectiveness, quality-based criteria rather than
based on the lowest price. In addition, it introduced provisions allowing to reserve
particular contracts for certain types of social enterprises employing persons with

35 The symbols in the summary tables are used for two categories in the table, a) to reflect the overall situation
of change in a given impact area and b) the extent of likely SBI contribution to the observed change. The meaning
of the symbols is described with more detail in annex chapter A.2. A scale of five categories of symbols has been
used, expressing judgements from very positive to very negative. Roughly, the sun symbolises a very positive
change or very positive SBI contribution to the observed change, whereas a rain/thunderstorm symbol would
reflect a negative change or a negative SBI contribution to changes.
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disabilities or with a disadvantaged background. These have been progressively
transposed into national law in all EU countries. The synthesis of the recent Mapping Study
confirms that “all Member States have transposed this important EU Directive and, in
particular, the possibility to reserve contracts to enterprises employing at least 30% of
disadvantaged workers. This possibility is increasingly used by countries (CEE) where the
public expenditure for buying social and general-interest-service social enterprises is
limited. Other types of social, ethical and environmental clauses that could help social
enterprises are used less frequently (except in some countries, such as Belgium, France,
Germany, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and England and Scotland in the United
Kingdom) because of the more complex approach they require.” (European Commission
2020c:84) The same study concludes that “in spite of this improvement in public
procurement regulation, [...] application in many countries is only in its infancy and is
considered largely unsatisfactory, especially from the point of view of social enterprises.”

This is also confirmed by the interview analysis. Interviewees see, on the one hand, a
highly positive change compared to the situation before 2011, but on the other hand,
many uncertainties during the implementation of new rules leading still to unsatisfactory
situations mostly for small social economy organisations. “The procurement legislation
allowing reserved contracts is an opportunity.” (#698) “These last few years, actors in the
field of public procurement have become more open to discuss innovative procurement
methods and the pursuit of social objective.” (#720) “Improved but could be significantly
better. Need to separate between procurement and commissioning.” (#108) “Very positive
changes for public procurement over the last 10 years in terms of law changing and
support to increase understanding. E.g. Procurement Reform Scotland Act (2014), which
talked about community benefit clauses and looked at encouraging social enterprises in
the procurement process, followed by changes to the regulation in 2016." (#748)
“Relevant improvements as concerns public procurement but need of time to have
concrete impact.” (#308) “As to the public procurement, the new Public Procurement Act
(2017) includes a social value requirement in tender documents. However, at the moment
it is unclear how many contracting entities really use the so-called soft criteria of social
value and innovation, although the act allows for it.” (#569 on Estonia) “Very complex
and tricky issue - several tools were designed but there are always issues related to the
State Aid rules.” (#682) “New measures introduced (e.g., service vouchers, social
procurement), but still great challenges with their practical implementation (e.g. absence
of guidelines, etc.).” (#687)

Experts and stakeholders agree that the EU Rules have been key to further promote social
and environmental criteria in public procurement processes, but that implementation at
national level is uneven and sometimes falls short. Practical application, in particular at
regional or local level, is not easy, because of new and more complex procedures and lack
of capacity and will to change. The synthesis of the Mapping Study confirms that “the EU
public procurement rules (2014/24/EU) that came into force in 2014 made a significant
step forward. Indeed, they offer new opportunities to social enterprises and encourage the
evaluation of bids, in particular those concerning social and health services, on the basis
of the best price/quality ratio. [...] The adoption and concrete application of these clauses
are, however, decided at the country level.” (European Commission 2020c:84)

Shortcomings and challenges for the application of favourable rules for social economy
organisations have been identified and listed in the different country reports and the
synthesis of the Mapping Study. They reach from a lack of information among public
officers, different interpretation of EU rules, lack of techniques to include the assessment
of social criteria, unfavourable size of contracts for smaller organisations and social
enterprises, lack of capacities at SE to respond to calls. “In some MSs, relevant articles
(e.g. WISE) have been not transposed. The attitude is more positive in Latin/Western, not
in Eastern/countries (including Germany) where the criteria quite often are based on the
lowest price. In some MSs (e.g. Sweden and Denmark) there has been an improvement
driven by necessity; they are somehow ‘inventing procedures/regulations’ that lead to
improvements, but in other MSs (e.g. Finland) we still have situation were wording does
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not exist.” (#304) “Public procurement is very problematic. [...] policy makers are unable
to understand the specificity of small and peripheral localities...while I understand the
rationale behind bid-rotations, we should be aware that they may create a lot of problems
and generate high costs in small municipalities where there are no locally-based welfare
providers to compete with.” (#515)

Alternative forms of contractual relations between social service providers and public
authorities, such as reserved contracts, might be sometimes more appropriate to ensure
the provision of services of a certain quality, coverage and stability. In practice, there is
little experience with these alternative forms. “Reserved contracts and social impact
measurement are new approaches. In our administration (sector 1, Bucharest) we do not
have reserved contracts, nobody asked, and we have no idea how to do that.” (#699)

To tackle some of these challenges new SBI follow-up actions (e.g. Buying for Social
Impact project and the public campaign #WeBuySocialEU) have been started mainly over
the last years. They are successfully implemented by important stakeholder networks. “On
public procurement it shall be pointed out the good research work of AEDIL and REVES in
the framework of the project 'Buying for Social Impact”™ (#204). “Impetus came from the
EU, was taken over at first by grassroot organisations and later by the central
government.” (#534) “Step forwards have been made at EU level, but they are not applied
at national level, in particular regarding public procurement. EU provided a good direction
to MSs, but it is up to national public authorities to apply public procurement rules and it
also depends on the capacity of stakeholders at national level to lobby for this. In many
MSs (e.g., Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria) the Directive has been officially transposed,
nothing concrete has changed at ground level.” (#315)

Some public authorities have started adopting legal requirement to use social clauses, e.g.
Slovakia or Wallonia. Stakeholders at national, regional, local or intermediary
organisations have considerably contributed (and still contribute) to spread the
information and knowledge on practical solutions for social public procurement and to build
capacities in social enterprises and similar organisations. Information workshops, training
schemes, guides and handbooks (for example, see the references of Ajuntament de
Barcelona 2016, CEPES 2018, PIANOo 2016, Social Enterprise UK 2016) have appeared in
most countries and reflect the important impact of action at Member State level to reach
the final beneficiaries and produce a benefit for the sector.

“CEPES has been working on the transposition of the EU Directive on public procurement,
since the public authorities are an essential market for SEO. Improvements regard the
elimination of barriers for the SEO, the incorporation of social clauses and reserved
contracts. The new regulation is very comprehensive and CEPES is working to disseminate
information addressed to both SEO and public authorities on how to apply them and exploit
the new opportunities offered. We have developed a very operational and pedagogical
handbook available on the CEPES webpage. Moreover, CEPES offers a training course on
responsible public procurement. We have also organised information days at local level,
where municipalities that applied the new regulations shared their experience.” (#750)

Interviews show that the local level is pioneering the application of social public
procurement. There are many positive examples in different countries. However, aiming
at implementation of public procurement as a general rule, the progress is still low. “Public
procurement ideas for EU are adopted mostly at local level, their application /
implementation is probably low, there is a need for more examples how to apply these
rules”. (Interview #528). “Some municipalities have adopted local policies for targeting
social enterprise via public procurement, but this goes quite slow.” (#102) “Fundamental
work on public procurement that is giving a lot of room to social economy to access
market. There are municipalities where 80% of public procurement is with SMEs and
amongst them there are many social economy organisations This is a ‘micro important’
revolution.” (#303)

Another main driver for more socially responsible public procurement is the trend in society
to buy more local/regional/fair with social impact. This translates into a similar demand
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towards the local and regional authorities. “[...] societies call for a more social, transparent
responsible economy.” (Interview #303).

With regard to private procurement, an SBI follow-up study analysed the potential of
relationships between traditional enterprises and SE as partners, clients or suppliers. This
concrete issue has been tackled only by few specific EU actions, such as some ESF or
Interreg projects (e.g. Interreg ETESS, Interreg RaiSE) working on partnerships between
social economy and traditional enterprises. Other EU instruments that have contributed to
first results in this areas include the European Social Innovation competition, the Horizon
2020 'Blockchains for the Social Good’, some Community-Led Local Development (CLLD)
initiatives in ESIF programmes (see Technopolis 2018:292), and work done by a sub-
group of the GECES on “Clusters of social and ecological innovation”3¢. Therefore, it can
be assumed that in specific territories the EU has contributed to generate new partnerships
and cooperation. However, the activities need to be further extended to have a wider
impact on social enterprises in Europe. Interviewees see some progress but generally no
link to EU actions. “Now in Barcelona we have worked on building a “"social market”, where
the different SEO are put in connection through a network and they buy from each other,
so there is an advancement in terms of B2B.” (#744) “In Wales - and to an extent in the
UK - there has been some slow but improving progress in the area of private procurement
with private organisations wanting to work with social enterprises (sometimes as part of
their CSR agenda) that see that this can be good business and that this looks well with
their customers and government.” (#754)

A general perception is that there is still “room for improvement to access private markets”
(Interview #303), while “private procurement is a new area for the future”. (Interview
#311).

The summary of the analysis of contribution to impact is described below:

Overall positive development in social public procurement and access to market,
especially since the EU Rules in 2014. However, application in practice is still not well
known among practitioners, and not frequently applied. Important lack of knowledge and

iractical aiilication.

The EU Rules on public procurement
were a necessary but not sufficient
input to promote and boost social
public procurement. Indirect actions
were helpful but too small to have a
large impact, taking into account that
the local level is the most active.
Alternative forms of contractual
relations between social service
providers and public authorities need
to be stimulated as well.

First activities to stimulate private
social procurement, but too early to see
impact.

Transposition of the EU
Directive at national
level has in most cases
improved the situation.
In practical application,
there are still many
challenges that need to
be tackled. It takes
time to influence public
procurement
procedures at regional
and local level, even if
there are many good
examples.

Many stakeholders at
regional and local
levels promote the
active application of
social procurement
and social clauses.
The supportive SBI
actions were effective
in raising awareness
and exchange
knowledge and good
practices. More
support is needed to
increase the reach.

Intermediaries,
NGOs and
associations
promote social
contracting and
social public
procurement, but
their influence on
promoting change
is limited.

Efficiency-driven public sector. Increased outsourcing of (traditionally public) services (e.g. community
development, migrant integration, childcare, elderly care, disability care and assistance/education). Increased
interest in the public sector to support socially responsible businesses. Societies call for a more social and
responsible economy. Increased acceptance for integrating social criteria in procurement processes.

36 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/wikis/display/SEC/Clusters+of+Social+and+Ecological+Innovation
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2.1.3 Access to markets - State aid rules

Social services of general interest (SGI) form an essential part of the welfare system of
each country. They include medical care provided by hospitals and other healthcare
providers, long-term care, childcare, access to and reintegration into the labour market,
social housing and the care and social inclusion of vulnerable groups. State aid control
comes into play when these services are provided as an economic activity on a market
(they are then called Services of General Economic Interest — SGEI) and are, at least
partially, financed through public resources. The Commission’s State aid practice focuses
on ensuring that there is no overcompensation to SGEI or cross-subsidisation of
commercial activities.

Key Action 11 of the SBI was on simplified State aid rules for social enterprises and other
organisation with social impact. The idea was to ease the implementation of rules
concerning State aid for social services. Such a simplification should also benefit social
enterprises when they provide social services or services that do not have an effect on
trade between Member States. This was particularly relevant considering the trend in some
Member States to liberalise the market of health and social services. In this context, on
20 December 2011 the Commission adopted a new SGEI package in order to define the
conditions under which State aid in the form of public service compensation can be
considered compatible with EU rules. A specific SGEI de minimis regulation, for aid below
EUR 500,000 on a period of 3 years, was adopted on 25 April 2012 (Regulation N°
360/2012). A corresponding guide on the application of the EU State aid rules on SGEI,
and in particular on social SGEI, on was published in 2013. It is important to underline
that the SGEI package applies only where social enterprises have been entrusted by a
public act with a specific mission (i.e. the service of general economic interest). In the
absence of this entrustment, social enterprises can only benefit from the general aid
possibilities as any other company. In this context, the ‘normal’ de minimis exemption
only amounts to EUR 200,000 on a period of 3 years.

With the SGEI package, the situation has considerably improved for social service
providers, including for those social enterprises officially entrusted with a specific mission.
In a first consultation for the upcoming evaluation of State aid rules for health and social
services of general (economic) interest (European Commission 2019d), stakeholders
consider that the results of the implementation of the rules concerning state subsidy for
health and SGEI are very positive. In a report from the German Diaconia Federation, it is
highlighted that “the implementation has been successful in Germany and is a great relief
for the diaconal companies”. (Diakonie 2016:13) They mention that the service providers
now have more clarity on legal authorisation.

Some interviewees perceive positive changes. “The national law considers insertion
companies as entities providing SGEI, therefore they are not subject to the application of
the [normal] de minimis rule and can access to a higher level of support.” (#723 on Spain).
“The general regulation for State aid exemption triggered simplification for all actors
involved in the State aid schemes, thus, indirectly, benefitting also SE.” (#702 on
Romania)

However, there are still many challenges related to the application of State aid rules. Many
challenges refer not only to social enterprises. “State aid rules are often an obstacle for
an implementation of number of business support initiatives.” (#694) There is a
considerable risk of recovery claims when the negotiation and the legal procedures
concerning the legal authorisation do not correspond to the necessary requirements. This
increases the need for legal and cooperation capacity in social enterprises and other similar
organisations. Administrative burden related to State aid is still high and, in the opinion of
some stakeholders unnecessary, as social and health services should be generally
exempted from the State aid rules. Especially at regional and local level, there is
sometimes little knowledge on working with State aid and SGEI, on both sides - authorities
and service providers. Interviewees also highlighted the inadequate threshold for the
‘normal’ de minimis rule for larger service contracts. “There has been little change in recent
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years. The majority of subsidies fall too much under the de minimis rule, the amounts of
which are extremely low.” (#547) “All support is subject to de minimis. For a few bigger
SE this puts certain restrictions.” (#642) “De minimis scheme is killing SE in Slovakia, e.g.
service vouchers which are introduced by the Act as a measure supporting the access to
market are not used much because the measure is a subject of de minimis scheme.”
(#244)

Interviewees also ask for more commitment at MS level and flexibility for national and
regional governments to establish their own measures to offer SGI to its citizens. “All MSs
should transpose the regulation that raises the de minimis threshold for SGEIs.” (#204)
“Public authorities normally don’t want to take the risk to infringe competition rules. [...]
Interesting moves by Catalonia region and Brussels capital, where they established that
WISE by definition provide SGEI, this generates a big impact. Some good practices are
also found in Italy; however, in other MSs, public authorities apply the threshold, therefore
there is low impact of the transposition of the EU Directive on public procurement.” (#304)

The EU competition law is the main driver for new and simplified solutions for public
subsidies and transfers to social service providers. For SMEs in general, and for social
economy organisations and social enterprises that provide SGI the compliance with State
aid rules remains an important obstacle to access the market, for example through
increased complexity and legal uncertainty, the need to stay under a certain threshold,
the relevance of audits and controls etc. Therefore, there is a continued need for support,
e.g. through legal support or advice, to this kind of organisations, in particular for small
and medium-sized organisations who do not have internal legal expertise.

Apart from the SGEI package that was presented within the SBI framework, there were
some supportive action at EU level to back up Member States and other stakeholders on
State aid rules. Overall, it is important to consider that the SGEI package would have been
adopted in any case, also without SBI, but the SBI might have played a role to adapt the
content to take into account more specifically social services. Indeed, some social services
(see narrow definition in the SGEI package) are fully covered by the “decision” of the
package whatever be the amount of the public compensation. This means that even with
a large amount of aid, no notification is required to the Commission whereas for other
sectors, a notification is required as from EUR 15 million. Moreover, as already mentioned,
the Commission has published in April 2013 a detailed “Guide to the application of the
European Union rules on State aid, public procurement and the internal market to services
of general economic interest, and in particular to social services of general interest”. The
Guide genuinely tries to anticipate a wide range of concrete questions as regards the
application of State aid rules to social enterprises entrusted with a specific mission, for
instance some kind of WISE.

The topic and existing needs were discussed at the GECES expert group meetings and at
relevant events. More clarification on the allowed compensation for social services in
different cases and more dedicated support on awareness-raising, mutual learning, and
capacity-building for public buyers, social enterprises and stakeholders are necessary. The
general influence of SBI on simplified State aid rules for social enterprises is therefore,
deemed as rather low. “Not so much evolved, not because of SBI. Maybe a little more
awareness on specific challenges (for cooperatives, SGEI).” (#311) “No improvement.”
(#115) “This issue was not properly addressed by the SBI. The SGEI was not a result of
the SBI, it was decided before. It should be taken into account in the future because it is
a very relevant topic for WISE. It should be better addressed, and legislative changes shall
be adopted coherently.” (#315)
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The summary of the analysis of contribution to impact is described below:

Within the overall EU State aid framework, the SGEI package helped to find solutions
for social enterprises and similar organisations. Still, some challenges persist.

The SGEI package had a direct National governments The SBI indirect EU competition
positive impact. Very few indirect | apply the EU State aid actions had a limited stakeholders and
actions supported the application rules and have little effect on framework EU and national
of the SGEI simplifications. There | room for defining own conditions in Member control authorities
are still some unfavourable measures. Their States related to State influence the
framework conditions related to influence on the aid. For example, the practical
State aid, SME definition for SE, understanding and use GECES group helped to | implementation of
VAT directive for some types of of State aid rules by support the exchange State aid rules.
SE (larger SE and networks, social enterprises and of information.
mutuals). other similar

. organisations is very

limited.

Action by EU competition stakeholders and control authorities is highly important in creating complementary
jurisdiction and case-law.

2.2 Visibility, recognition and better understanding

The second impact dimension describes the expected SBI contribution to visibility,
recognition and better information on social enterprises and other social economy
organisations. The analysis has shown that this field comprises many different aspects
that help to promote social enterprises and to improve the understanding of their needs
among policymakers, the wider public, other enterprises, and consumers. In total, we
identified nine impact areas that tackle different issues related to visibility, recognition and
understanding. Many of these impact areas are instrumental and help to improve the
effectiveness of the other SBI objectives on access to finance and regulatory and
institutional framework conditions.

2.2.1 Availability of information and statistical data

Key Action 5 of the SBI was “to identify best practices and replicable models by developing
a comprehensive map of social enterprises in Europe”. The aim was to develop tools to
gain a better understanding of the sector and increase the Vvisibility of social
entrepreneurship. The SBI declared that “one of the things all stakeholders say they need
is simple and fast access to the available information concerning social enterprises,
enabling discussion in order to share best practices. In particular, this concerns the need
to have ways of assessing and evaluating the impact and social performance of these
activities” (European Commission 2011). This aim has been implemented by several
mapping studies between 2011 and 2020. The first study was conducted in 2014 and
mapped social enterprise activity and ecosystems in 29 countries using a common
definition and approach. Following this initial effort, an update was launched in seven
selected countries in 2016, until a complete update of the 28 Member States plus seven
neighbouring countries was carried out in 2018-20203". Moreover, the SBI supported a
dedicated OECD-EU cooperation on generating and disseminating information on social
enterprises, social and inclusive entrepreneurship3®. In the field of statistical data, the

37 https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=738&langld=en&publd=8274
38 https://www.oecd.org/cfe/leed/social-entrepreneurship-oecd-ec.htm
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European Commission promoted the initiative “Manual for Drawing Up the Satellite
Accounts of Companies in the Social Economy: Co-Operatives, Mutual Societies and Social
Enterprises”, already in 20073°. After that, Eurostat was involved in the development and
revision of the United Nations Handbook on Non-profit Institutions in the System of
National Accounts as a member of the Technical Experts Group. Since 2020, Eurostat is
working with some Member States (France, Poland, Luxembourg, Slovenia, Spain) to
develop satellite accounts in their statistical systems. In addition, several pilot projects of
the European Parliament, activities within GECES and cooperation with OECD and Member
States tackled this topic. Some countries (e.g. Italy and Scotland) have moreover made
big progress in the production of information and data autonomously through targeted
research aimed at exploring and assessing the size of the social enterprise phenomenon.

Information and data availability on social enterprises and similar organisations from the
social economy have considerably increased from 2011 until today. “20 years ago, it was
difficult to make people understand the concept of SE, today the concept is accepted.”
(Interview #622) However, many countries are still far from having a regular information
and database on social enterprises or social economy organisations. This has also to do
with different legal definitions and interpretations of social enterprises or social economy
organisations that are considered for different studies or statistical surveys. “There is some
information, but you have to dig for them, understanding of social entrepreneurship is on
a low level, however the trend is positive.” (#683) “Not much understood by the upper
level (governing institutions). SE are still regarded as philanthropy by many. This
understanding is changing in the new generation though.” (#691)

A varied assessment by interviewees shows a differentiated spread of information. It is
available, used and appreciated by people linked to the sector, but less known by others.
“The understanding among practitioners and supporting stakeholders is improved, but
there is lack of understanding among institutions, general public, youth etc.” (#537)
“Understanding of SE increased amongst institutions at EU and national levels. However,
there is still a lot to do with general public where the understanding is still low.” (#315)
“If the question is whether wider public knows about this the answer is no, but if question
is if information exists and is accessible, the answer is yes.” (#666) Some countries are
also more advanced in information and understanding than others. This is linked to the
general development of the social economy concept. For example, in France the situation
is more favourable. “Social enterprises feel more visible, better understood. They feel that
the public has a better understanding of what their values are and what they do. [...]”
(#597).

The most tangible proof for such development is the SBI-supported research via mapping
studies and country reports. The first EU-wide comparative study was published in
2014/2015. This study presented important results but also referred to a lack of reliable
and comparable data, difficulties in identifying the de facto social enterprise population
and a great deal of inconsistency in the use of concepts and definitions even within single
national contexts. The study increased the visibility of social enterprise, but much
remained unknown. Against this background, the EC decided to update the mapping. In
2018 and 2019, new country reports were presented for all 28 EU Member States and
country fiches for seven non-EU countries (Albania, Iceland, Montenegro, North
Macedonia, Norway, Serbia, and Turkey) (see European Commission 2020c). Information
and understanding also increased with the OECD-EU research and country reviews (see
OECD-EU 2017, 208, 2019). Most interviewees are familiar with the mapping study reports
and/or with OECD-EU country reviews. “Mapping studies have an important influence, but
mostly they add qualitative data [...]" (#311). “The SBI’s mapping has led to some good

39 Satellite accounts provide a statistical framework linked to the central accounts of a given country which
enables gathering data of a certain field or aspect of economic and social life. Common examples are satellite
accounts for the environment, tourism or the social economy. For more information see this concept note by
OECD (2017): Towards Satellite Accounts for Third Sector and Social Economy: challenges and opportunities.
http://www.oecd.org/cfe/leed/Seminar-Satellite-Accounts-Concept-Note.pdf
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practices. We have been able use mapping from other countries when national laws on
the subject have been under discussion.” (#587) “The OECD policy review of the SE sector
in Estonia (2020) is a good basis for further development” (#573). “The flow of information
about SE from EU increased. The last study on SE and their ecosystems in different MSs
is very important for us in order to evaluate where we are and what solutions were adopted
in other MSs” (#705 on Romania). For some non-EU countries, the Mapping study is
mentioned as one of the few documents available on SE (e.g. Iceland, Serbia, North
Macedonia, Turkey), and therefore, a valuable information source and tool for awareness-
raising. “Systematically collected information is not available. Two reports on SE in Turkey
have been published (funded by British Council and EU). A report on the SE ecosystem in
Turkey is forthcoming as a result of the Turkey Social Entrepreneurship Network Project
(EU-IPA funded)” (#692). “So far, we made a wide usage of the SBI definition of social
enterprise. We find especially useful the operational definition. It helps a lot to gain better
understanding on the concept. It also enables us to discuss whether one entity is a social
enterprise or not, or to provide feedback on which dimensions they should further work
and improve.” (#645 on North Macedonia)

A specific field of information-generation is the work on statistical data for social
enterprises or the social economy. The Mapping Study report concludes that, in some
countries, important progress has been made, “whether through census (Italy) or satellite
accounts (e.g., Belgium, Luxembourg, Portugal and Spain) or other types of statistical
accounting (GEM in the Netherlands and State of Social Enterprise Survey in the United
Kingdom), national statistical offices, or the work of umbrella organisations and
researchers (very often disconnected) to produce figures that reflect the relevance of these
organisations from a quantitative perspective.” (European Commission 2020c:95) This is
confirmed by the interviews: “The satellite account brought a lot of information and
additional characterisation of the social economy sector.” (#663 on Portugal).

Box 2.5 Social Economy Satellite Account (SESA) Portugal

The Portuguese Social Economy Satellite Account (SESA) constitutes the statistical
portrait of the Social Economy in Portugal. It is compiled and released by the Portuguese
National Institute of Statistics (Instituto Nacional de Estatistica, INE) as part of the
conceptual framework of the Portuguese National Accounts System. Three editions of
the satellite account are currently available. The latest edition was published in 2019,
with data encompassing year 2016. The two previous editions related to 2013 and 2010.
The SESA is compiled in accordance with the European System of. Accounts and takes
into account international standards (it combines the so-called CIRIEC approach and the
UN Handbook on non-profit and related institutions and volunteer work) regarding
satellite accounts, thereby guaranteeing comparability of the data both nationally
(comparison with the data of other Portuguese enterprises) and internationally.

The SESA includes statistics on the size of the social economy in Portugal (in terms of
number of organisations, employment, employee compensation and Gross Value Added)
and impact on the national economy (in terms of employment and Gross Value Added).
In addition, it includes statistics on the geographical distribution of the organisations
and the breakdown by type of organisation and economic sector, thus allowing to
analyse the territorial and sectoral dimension of the social economy.

Given the periodic updating of the data, a historical series of data allows monitoring of
the evolution and changes that occur in social economy organisations (SEO). The
availability of data time series made it possible to empirically verify the countercyclical
behaviour of SEO during the global economic crisis emerged in 2008. In fact, unlike
other companies, SEO —even in times of crisis—have recorded an increase in the
sector's contribution to total employment and paid employment.

The SESA contributes to the debate on the implementation of satellite accounts in other
countries and on the need for coordination at the European level in drafting the criteria
and standards for compiling satellite accounts on the social economy.
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One of the flagships at regional level is certainly Scotland's Social Enterprise Census?°. “In
Scotland very good statistics since last few years: census every 2 years.” (#108) In other
countries, there seems to be at least a growing interest from ministries and statistical
offices in implementing such tools. “Statistics are being compiled. A first study on SSE
satellite accounts in the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg was carried out in 2018, but figures
are not yet available. The need for statistics on the sector is increasingly recognised.”
(#633)

Despite some exceptions, there is a general lack of statistical data on social enterprises.
Therefore, to generate information activities are closely linked to actions in the impact
areas ‘awareness-raising-self-recognition’, ‘labels and certificates’ and ‘research on SE’ -
presented further below - to gather and produce relevant ad-hoc data. However, the
positive impact of the generated information and data with support of the SBI goes far
beyond the research/academic sphere. As stated by the Synthesis Report of the 2020
Mapping Study: “It is worth noting that, in many instances, the effort carried out in the
academic context goes beyond scientific circles by promoting the exchange and networking
of practitioners, policymakers and other key actors within the ecosystem. Such a facilitator
role stands out clearly from the reading of the national reports, though it is often
overlooked [...].” (European Commission 2020c:95) EU-funded projects also support the
gathering of ad-hoc data. “In general, monitoring is very weak in Romanian public
administration. There was research and data collection within the EU-funded project
Prometeus (ESF), developed by the Foundation for the Development of Civil Society, and
there are other reports on SE development: CIRIEC reports and EMES studies.” (#664)

Some countries, such as Denmark, Latvia, Slovakia and Slovenia created a register for SE
to gather data on the sector, among other things. However, also this approach has
shortcomings when it comes to data collection. “Data is accessible on registered SE, not
much about the SE which are not registered.” (#681) “Based on international
recommendations, Slovenia adopted a registry of SE. It seems, however, that also SE that
ceased to exist just after having been established are still registered, therefore offering
old information.” (#675) “Some SE and social economy organisations; however, choose
not to register. For example, associations because they would lose certain tax exemptions,
if they shift from association to an enterprise status. This way they would also loose
donations as enterprises are not supposed to accept donations. There might also be certain
enterprises that do not register since registration implies certain commitments that not
everyone wishes to undertake.” (#642 on Latvia)

Even when data exists, access to data is an issue in some countries. “There is a unit in
central statistical office dedicated to social economy. They produce very reliable data,
updated every two years. However, data is not publicly available, so people/ researchers
have to pay to get access to data, and this is very expensive.” (#100 on Poland) “There
are very good data about the financial situation of the SE (as any other businesses) but
these are available upon payment and fairly costly.” (#681 on Slovakia)

Both, actors at Member State level and the SBI follow-up actions at EU level have
prompted the increase in available information and data on social enterprises. EU-funded
studies and reports have been crucial to develop a European comparative perspective and
to visualise the huge diversity of approaches to the social economy that exists in the
different European countries - even if it is still not possible to have EU-wide statistical data
(from EUROSTAT). This has helped to better understand that there are specific and diverse
needs for support and policy measures. New information and exchange between experts
have also shown the relevance of place-based and bottom-up solutions. As a consequence,
even the SBI-follow up actions have learned from the information of the mapping studies
and are evolving from a top-down, EU-wide approach to the bottom-up support of mutual
learning and good practice exchange activities.

40 https://socialenterprisecensus.org.uk/
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A major role in analysing the social enterprise worldwide has been played by two
international research networks: EMES and CIRIEC International. The international
research network EMES contributes mainly through its project ‘International Comparative
Social Enterprise Models’ (ICSEM), which was carried out in collaboration with a large
number of research partners from different countries. ICSEM compared social enterprise
models and their respective institutionalisation processes across the world and contributed
to country-specific and field-specific analysis of social enterprise models. Moreover, the
International Centre of Research and Information on the Public, Social and Cooperative
Economy (CIRIEC International) and its network of researchers have contributed
significantly to assessing the size of the social economy at the EU level, for example,
through several reports prepared for the European Economic and Social Committee (e.g.
2012, 2017, 2018). Data provided by the 2012 report are referred to in the SBI
Communication. The findings of the reports have been extensively referred to in research
endeavours at international level. In some countries (e.g. Cyprus, Lithuania, Turkey) the
British Council has been a driver to generate information on the social economy and bring
stakeholders together in projects and events.

There is a clear need for more and updated information on the development of social
enterprises and their ecosystems in most countries. “The lack of statistics at European
level tends to limit th