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Foreword

Can we still imagine a city or town without a glass recycling bin? Probably not. But this
familiar fixture in our streetscape was once a social innovation. In 1970, Babs Riemens
and Miep Kuiper from Zeist came up with the idea of creating a separate bin for glass
collection. They witnessed the consequences of the growing number of glass
packaging items. In 1972, as a citizen initiative in Zeist, they personally placed the first
glass recycling bin in the Netherlands. Den Bosch had the distinction of introducing
the first official municipal glass recycling bin six years later. Today, the Netherlands
has more than 25,000 glass recycling bins spread across the country, and the glass
recycling rate stands at 79%. Quite a scale-up of Baps and Miep's idea.

What do we learn from this? That new solutions to problems often emerge locally,
driven by enterprising citizens, and are ultimately replicated in other locations and
adopted by th e government as a national standard.

This is precisely what many social enterprises aspire to. Using a business model, they
tackle persistent challenges — from the labour participation of newcomers to the (still
much-needed) improvement of collecting and processing new waste streams. They
pioneer, learn, and arrive at solutions. Often successful in one or two municipalities,
but the problems exist nationwide, and so entrepreneurs want to spread their solution
widely. As we will read in this report, this does not necessarily mean organisational
growth.

This scaling is urgently needed, but difficult in practice. What can we learn from the
social entrepreneurs who do this with varying degrees of success, and how do
financiers and policymakers view their options and role? We bring these insights
together in this report, along with clear recommendations for the ecosystem.

With this publication, we aim to contribute to more glass recycling bins — social
innovations that were once seen as strange and new, and are now part of our daily
lives — while contributing to a more inclusive and sustainable society. We would like
to thank everyone who contributed to this report.

Stefan Panhuijsen
Director Social Enterprise NL
April 2026

Disclaimer: Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are
however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the
European Union or European Social Fund Agency. Neither the European Union nor
the Granting Authority can be held responsible for them.

SOCIAL 2
ENTERPRISE

NL



Table of Contents

EXECULIVE SUMIIMIA Y o iiiiiiiiiiie et e e e e e et teeeeeeeeeeeteaeeeeeeeessssssensessssenenensesnsesnenenenees 3
1. Setting the Scene: Social Enterprises and Social Innovation..........c.ccccevvvveeninnn... 5
1.1 INErOAUCTION Leiitiiiiiii e 6
1.2. Toscale OrNOttO SCAlE ....vuiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 8
1.3. RESEArCh CONtEXT....ivuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e e 10
1.4. ReSEArCN QUESTION c.ouiiiiniiiiiie ettt e e e ee e e eneeseneneenenenenns 11
1.5. Research MethodOLlOgY ...c.oeuiniiiiiiiiii ettt et e e e e e eneenas 12
A [ =TT = o] K T PPN 14
2.1. System level conditions shaping socialinnovation .........cccccveviiiiiiiiniinenennnn, 15
2.1.1. Social enterprises as system challengers and pioneers..........ccccerereene 15
2.1.2. SystemiC UNCEraINTY .......cooiiiieeeie e 16
2.1.3. Need for structural financing and room for experimentation.................... 16
2.1.4. Ecosystem coordination, partners and enabling actors...........c.cccceeeeueee. 19
2.2. Organisational capacity and scaling challenges.......cccvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinininineans 20
2.2.1. Capacity, skills and professionalisation............cccceeeeverieeceseececceeceeceeene 20
2.2.2. Impact measurement as enabler and barrier ........cccceoveeeveeceecneecnceenen. 21
2.3. Towards coherent and integrated SUPPOIT ...ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeereeeanans 22
3. Conclusion and RecommendationS .......c.uviuiiuiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiecieee et eaaes 23
3.1 CONCLUSION Levuiiiiiiiiiii et aa 24
3.2. ReCOMMENAATIONS t.vuiiiiiiiiiiiiii it e e e e enes 25

...................................................................................................................................... 25
3.2.4. Establish structural, long-term financing for social innovation................. 30
3.2.5. Strengthen participation and agency of target groups .........ccccecveeeceeeene 32
ACKNOWLEA M ENTS. .ttt e e e teteeeeeeeeeteeeeeeeeaneeanaeansnsasesssnsasasasesnsnsnsaes 33
FYeToTo U] o) =] o111 4V AP 33
211 o] UToT=1 2= ] o] 4 | VRSP PP P PP 34
PN o] 01=] o o | R 37
INSIGNTS L O A U E: e ittt et e e e e eae e eneaeaeneaaaensaanaenenennns 38
Semi-Structured Interview ProtoCOL.......c.oouviniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 41
INSINTS WOTKSIOP T oeiniiiiiiiii e r e e et e e e aeeeeeaeasasaeneaeaeasaanenenes 46
SOCIAL 3

ENTERPRISE
NL



Insights Interviews .........

Insights from workshop 2

SOCIAL
ENTERPRISE
NL



Executive Summary

The Netherlands is facing complex, interdependent societal challenges that traditional
market and public sector approaches struggle to address, particularly under
increasing budget constraints. These so-called "wicked problems" manifest across
local, regional, and national levels and disproportionately affect vulnerable groups.
Social enterprises play a critical role in responding to these challenges by developing
social innovations that combine entrepreneurial activity with a primary social objective,
deliberately addressing needs that are insufficiently met by the state or commercial
enterprises in the market. It is worth noting that scaling a social enterprise and scaling
a social innovation are related but not identical, a growing social enterprise does not
automatically mean its social innovation reaches more people or achieves greater
systemic impact. To effectively address national challenges, social innovations must
scale to match the magnitude of social need.

The study examines the challenges and opportunities social entrepreneurs face when
scaling proven social innovations from a regional to a national level. Two domains were
used as a lens to select social entrepreneurs and ecosystem actors for the research:
newcomer participation and debt counselling. Both are characterised by systemic
complexity, divided governance structures, and persistent gaps in public provision,
while requiring solutions that extend beyond isolated local initiatives. The findings and
recommendations, however, are broadly applicable to social entrepreneurs and the
social innovation ecosystem in the Netherlands as a whole.

Based on a literature review, two workshops, and four interviews, the report finds that
social innovations are deeply embedded within the ecosystem. Whether a social
enterprise has the ability to scale its social innovation is shaped by system-level
conditions, organisational capacity, and the quality of relationships between social
entrepreneurs, policymakers, financiers, network organisations, and researchers.
Social enterprises are widely recognised as pioneers and system challengers — actors
who expose the limitations of existing systems and demonstrate alternative
approaches through their social innovations, capable of generating integrated, people-
centred solutions. However, their role is insufficiently recognised and supported within
existing policy, financing, and procurement frameworks.

Key barriers to scaling include fragmented and unpredictable policy environments,
short-term and project-based financing, limited room for experimentation, and
administrative burdens that discourage innovation. The middle phase of growth
emerges as a critical bottleneck, with social enterprises often falling between start-up
financing and late-stage financing. At the organisational level, many social enterprises
face capacity constraints related to professionalisation, governance, and impact
measurement. While impact measurement is essential for legitimacy and learning, it
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can also become a barrier when requirements are misaligned with organisational
maturity or the complexity of social value creation.

The ecosystem itself is rich but fragmented. Scaling often depends on individual
champions within municipalities and other organisations, informal networks, and local
ambassadors rather than structural support. Stronger ecosystem coordination and
purpose-driven coalitions, where actors mobilise around specific societal challenges,
can help overcome institutional barriers and accelerate learning and diffusion. The
mobilising actor can differ from challenge to challenge, and all actors should
understand their role and be proactive in filling gaps where they exist.

At the same time, the research identified significant opportunities. Growing agency
among target groups, including newcomers increasingly starting their own initiatives,
represents a growing source of grassroots innovation. Digital social innovations in the
debt counselling domain demonstrate that scaling through partner models can achieve
national reach without requiring proportional organisational growth. A trend toward
more specialised, impact-oriented financing is emerging. Demonstrated impact, when
visible and credible, accelerates support, unlocks financing, and builds the legitimacy
needed to scale.

The report concludes that enabling social enterprises to scale their social innovation
is not primarily about questioning the value of their innovations, but about
strengthening the conditions under which these innovations can grow and achieve
systemic impact. It therefore calls for improved ecosystem coordination and purpose-
driven coalitions, greater policy space for experimentation, integrated long-term
support structures, structural and multi-year financing, and stronger participation and
agency of target groups. By addressing these conditions, the Netherlands can move
beyond what are currently brilliant but isolated experiments and enable the systemic
transformation required for a more inclusive and resilient society.
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1. Setting the Scene: Social Enterprises and Social Innovation

1.1. Introduction

The Netherlands is facing a range of complex interdependent societal challenges.!
Changing social needs can be difficult to solve using traditional market or public sector
solutions, especially in a time with increasing budget constraints in which existing
systems are unable to support the needs of vulnerable citizens." Market solutions may
be incentivised in their cost-benefit calculations to prioritise their own profits. Public
sector solutions could address problems that the market has created or failed to
resolve through social welfare and care mechanisms.” However, this too can have its
limits. This can be seen in the Netherlands, as its welfare state has been declining.' In
short, these challenges are systemic and require "coordinated actions on local,
regional, national and global levels”." Creating innovative solutions requires either
the “renegotiating of settled institutions or the building of new ones”.'! Social
innovations can act as adaptive solutions to these complex interdependent societal
challenges"' as they can go beyond treating the symptoms of the problem and address
the causes at their roots.* Social enterprises can become vehicles for systems change,
as social entrepreneurs address problems that both the state and market have failed
to sufficiently resolve.x In doing so, they meet an unmet societal need while deliberately
pursuing alternative approaches.”

What is a social enterprise?

To determine what a social enterprise is, this report uses the European
Commission’s* definition:

“A social enterprise is 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 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”

This definition highlights the hybrid nature of this type of organisation as they are at
the intersection between market, civil society, and public sectors.* The above
definition has also been used by Social Enterprise NL when defining social
enterprises.?” The following elements are explicitly highlighted:

1) Prioritise impact first

2) Make impact through delivering a product or service

3) Have a business model

4) See profit as a means, not an end of itself

5) Are transparent and honest towards everyone

6) Are social in how they conduct their operations
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7) Base their board and policy on equal influence of all stakeholders

At present the Netherlands does not have a formal legal status for these types of
organisations, but Social Enterprise NL has been persistently lobbying for a BVm
which would allow social enterprises to benefit from some of the leeway given to
non-profits working for a societal good such as possible tax breaks afforded to them,
whilst operating in the market sector.

A social enterprise furthermore covers “those for who the social or societal objective
of the common good is the reason for the commercial activity, often in the form of a

high level of social innovation”.* Thus, establishing the link with social innovation
explicitly.

Profit ful
>50% revenue e fu lyin Profit partially
from the market . distributed
mission

Social value Financial value

What is a social innovation?*i

Social innovations have been gaining importance as these can be seen in many
facets of our lives™'. Social innovation is defined as “a new combination and/or re-
configuration of social practices, social processes and social relations initiated by
specific actors that is directed at solving an actual problem, or at better answering
needs, in a societal field of action” i

Social innovations share certain defining characteristics. They start with a social
problem that needs to be resolved. They are inherently collaborative as they bring
various actors across sectors together.** Since they emerge from specific local
contexts, they are also usually very context-dependent while being locally
anchored®. This means that when implemented elsewhere, they will likely require
adaptation to fit different conditions. Differences in geography, institutional context,
and cultural values and norms all shape how an innovation can be transferred and
adapted.
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To make this concrete, Mulgan et al. (2007)* offer a variety of social innovations as
examples across different sectors:

Self-help health groups

Wikipedia

Open university

Consumer cooperatives

The Fair-Trade Movement

Community wind farms

Zero carbon housing schemes

1.2. To scale or not to scale

Social innovation is necessary to create systemic change.™ It is worth noting that
scaling a social enterprise and scaling a social innovation are related but not identical.
A growing social enterprise does not automatically mean its social innovation reaches
more people or achieves greater systemic impact; this depends on whether the
conditions that allow the innovation itself to spread are in place.* This report
addresses both: the organisational journey of the social enterprise and the broader
conditions needed for the social innovation to achieve impact at scale.

To address systemic challenges, social innovations must scale to “match the
magnitude of the social need or problem”™", shifting from individual success stories to
systemic transformation. Yet, scaling does not happen automatically. The 2024 Social
Enterprise Monitor illustrates both the potential and the limitation: Dutch social
enterprises typically address multiple Sustainable Development Goals simultaneously,
reflecting their systemic ambition, though their impact tends to remain more socio-
economic than ecological in scope.* Scaling is not a linear process of organisational
growth but a multi-dimensional journey.* Moreover, because social innovations are
deeply embedded in the ecosystems in which they emerge, scaling cannot be
understood as a standalone phenomenon. The conditions of the broader ecosystem
from its actors and institutions to its dynamics shape whether and how scaling
becomes possible.

The literature identifies three strategies predominantly used by social enterprises™.

e Scaling deep focuses on changing the dynamics of relationships, culture, and
behaviours within an existing system.

e Scaling out replicates the innovation in new geographic locations or contexts
where the solution is needed, reaching greater numbers.

e Scaling up seeks systemic change at a higher level by influencing policy,
legislation, and institutional rules.
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These strategies provide a useful lens for understanding the different dimensions of
scaling explored throughout this report. They strategies are not mutually exclusive.
Social enterprises often pursue more than one simultaneously, depending on where
they are in their scaling journey and what the nature of their innovation demands.>i
Yet their ability to scale is shaped by forces well beyond the individual organisation.
How governments, financiers, and civil society are organised determines whether the
conditions for scaling exist at all. Currently, fragmented networks, limited recognition,
and risk-averse public governance act as systemic bottlenecks.** Internally, social
enterprises navigate tensions between social mission and market logic.** Externally,
they face a shortage of suitable long-term financing and procurement rules that favour
the lowest price over social value.**

This report therefore examines how different ecosystem actors, including social
entrepreneurs, financiers, policymakers, researchers, and network organisations, can
contribute to creating the conditions under which proven social innovations can scale
more effectively in the Netherlands. The concept of the social innovation ecosystem,
and the actors within it, is explored further below.

What is a social innovation ecosystem?1

A social innovation ecosystem encompasses “the set of actors and factors that
influence social innovation. These actors and factors can be enabling or restraining
for social innovation efforts” i

This definition presumes a relational view on social innovation. It is therefore a
product of its environment, the network it finds itself in, and the actors involved with
its production.

To give a sense of what these layers look like in practice, the Utrecht University
mapping study of the Dutch social innovation ecosystem uses an Onion Model
consisting of four layersxxxiii:
1. Norms: policies, innovation strategies, standards, laws, narratives
2. Structures: institutions, funding programs, support structures, technology
clusters, skills and knowledge
3. Functions or Mechanisms: successful social innovation processes,
government practices, cooperation, evaluation, resources, transferable
approaches, successful competition

"1t is outside the scope of this paper to map out the social innovation ecosystem of the Netherlands.
This has, however, been done by fellow NCC coalition partner University Utrecht. For the purposes of
this paper, therefore, the definition used is the one synthesised and used by University Utrecht. The
explanation given on the model they used to make their analysis is only provided because it gives a
useful overview of types of layers this study also encounters when analyzing the research question.
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4. Actors and Roles: successful role distributions, key stakeholder groups,
higher education institutions, networks

This layered understanding of the ecosystem is useful for this report as it illustrates
the different levels at which actors operate. While this report does not map the Dutch
social innovation ecosystem itself, it does address different ecosystem actors
directly in its recommendations, identifying what each can do to better support the
scaling of social innovations. In the Dutch context, the ecosystem is shaped by a
strong collaborative tradition, namely the poldermodel, that is nonetheless frequently
complicated by fragmented bureaucracy and unpredictable policy frameworks. >V
Because social innovations often cut across sectoral boundaries, they can encounter
institutional obstacles when existing frameworks cannot accommodate their hybrid
nature*.

1.3. Research context

This study examines the scaling dynamics social entrepreneurs engage in. The
selection of actors was done through the lens of two complex domains relevant to the
Dutch context: newcomer participation and debt counselling. Utrecht University>
identified numerous societal challenges demanding social innovation within nine
transitions. The selected domains can fall under the societal challenges of Migration
and labour market and Inequality, precarity and segregation under the Social (and
labour) transition as well as the societal challenge of Rising amount of people living in
poverty under the Economic and financial transition. These domains were used to
select social entrepreneurs and ecosystem actors for workshops and interviews.
However, the findings and recommendations that emerge are broadly applicable to
social entrepreneurs and the social innovation ecosystem in the Netherlands beyond
the domains selected here.

Both domains represent challenges in which many social entrepreneurs are actively
engaged, where the Dutch government faces difficulty finding effective solutions, and
where the gap between promising regional experiments and national impact is visible.
Like the broader challenges described in the introduction, these too can be considered
complex, characterized by substantial interdependencies among various systems and
actors. Furthermore, regardless of how effective regional experiments may be, they
will face difficulty resolving the larger problems at hand unless they expand beyond
"spatial and institutional scales" >

In the area of newcomer participation, the Netherlands faces the persistent challenge
of social inclusion and equal participation of migrant populations in Dutch society.
Many innovative projects addressing this challenge remain small and fragmented,
failing to make a consistent national impact despite their local effectiveness.

SOCIAL 11
ENTERPRISE
NL



In the field of debt counselling, the Netherlands, along with a high amount of wealth
inequality, faces a growing population struggling with problematic debt, yet current
approaches remain fragmented and largely symptomatic. Scaling social innovations in
this domain is necessary to move beyond treating individual cases and instead address
the underlying institutional causes that allow debt problems to persist and deepen.

1.4. Research Question

Given the magnitude and interrelated nature of the societal challenges described
above, scaling proven social innovations could become a powerful means of achieving
systemic change where traditional public and market solutions have fallen short.
Without the conditions to scale, even the most effective local innovations risk
remaining "brilliant, but isolated experiments" i that do not achieve the
transformative impact Dutch society requires. The research question guiding this study
is therefore:

What challenges and opportunities do social entrepreneurs face when scaling a
proven social innovation from a regional to a national level?

This study focuses specifically on the transition from regional to national impact,
examining how different ecosystem actors such as social entrepreneurs, financiers,
policymakers, researchers, and network organisations can contribute to creating the
conditions under which proven social innovations can scale more effectively. The
findings and recommendations that follow are structured around the three scaling
strategies introduced in section 1.2, namely scaling deep, scaling out, and scaling up,
and address the different ecosystem actors whose engagement is essential to making
this transition possible.

The following chapter presents the findings that emerged from the workshops and
interviews conducted with social entrepreneurs and ecosystem actors across the
Netherlands. For an overview of the research methodology and detailed insights, see
the appendix.
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Social Innovation in action | Plinkr?

1.5. Research Methodology

To answer the research question, we did a literature study and conducted two
workshops complemented by additional interviews in between. The purpose of the first
workshop was explorative, while the second aimed to deepen the insights and create
concrete recommendations for different stakeholders building on top of the insights
already gathered.

The research focused on two themes: participation of newcomers and debt. As a
network organization, SENL contacted multiple social enterprises, civil servants,
researchers, and funding organizations active on these themes.

The first workshop was designed to map out the various challenges and opportunities
that social enterprises face, as well as to identify what different actors can do. There
were a total of 15 participants for the first workshop, including the two facilitators, and
9 participants in the second workshop, with one social entrepreneur partially joining
online. These participants represented a mix of funding organizations, social
entrepreneurs, researchers, supporting organizations (SENL), and civil servants. A
total of four interviews were conducted: two with social enterprises on the two themes,

2 This case is based on the Plinkr website. The Dutch version of this description was verified and
improved by a representative of the organisation. It was subsequently translated using Al and
reviewed for accuracy.
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and two with a researcher and civil servant respectively. A semi-structured interview
protocol was used for all interviews.

By including these different types of stakeholders, more diverse insights were
generated, as the participants engaged in discussion with each other. Preparation for
the workshops included a facilitator guide. For the second workshop, interim results
from workshop 1 and the interviews were summarized. Four themes were identified
under which participants could group their insights:

e Collaboration and coalition-building

e Entrepreneurial support and scaling instruments
e Policy space and room for experimentation

e (Cross-domain) financing and research

Social Innovation in Action | A Beautiful Mess?

3 This case is based on the website from A Beautiful Mess. The Dutch version of this description was
verified and approved by a representative of the organisation. It was subsequently translated using Al
and reviewed for accuracy.
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2. Insights

This chapter draws on two workshops, four interviews, and a review of the relevant
literature. For an overview of the methodology, see the appendix. The workshops and
interviews provided insights into the current state of scaling social innovation in the
Netherlands. Structural barriers, fragmented systems, and short-term logics dominate,
while successful initiatives depend heavily on individual pioneers, informal networks,
and the internal discipline of the social enterprises themselves. For a detailed overview
of the insights gathered during the workshops and interviews, see the appendix.

2.1. System level conditions shaping social innovation

The conditions under which social enterprises operate shape whether and how scaling
becomes possible. This section examines four interconnected system-level factors:
the pioneering role of social enterprises and the recognition gap they face, the
uncertainty created by fragmented and unstable policy environments, the structural
financing challenges that constrain growth, and the ecosystem coordination dynamics
that either enable or impede collective action.

2.1.1. Social enterprises as system challengers and pioneers

Social enterprises are consistently framed as pioneers addressing wicked problems in
integrated, people-centered ways of working issue-driven and close to people's lives.
As one civil servant noted, social enterprises generate multiple forms of value that are
currently undervalued: they contribute to broad prosperity, yet existing systems do not
reward this sufficiently. Unlike traditional market or public actors, social enterprises
are not bound by the institutional frameworks and performance metrics that govern
existing systems. By tackling wicked problems in an integrated way, social enterprises
demonstrate with their social innovations that existing structures and relationships can
be organised differently and in doing so, open pathways toward systemic change.
However, existing systems do not sufficiently recognize or reward this role,
constraining their potential impact. One clear example is the tendency of municipalities
to fund narrow outputs rather than integrated impact.

Yet this challenger role can also be an asset. One social entrepreneur described how
demonstrating success in one municipality inspired others to seek similar collaboration.
In more direct cases, social enterprises have used legal action to create systemic
space. One researcher cited the example of challenging labour restrictions for asylum
seekers as a means of opening up participation that existing policy had closed off. The
researcher also noted that newcomers themselves are increasingly taking initiative and
starting their own enterprises. A social entrepreneur working in this space observed
what they described as subtle activism, a quiet but growing agency among the people
these innovations are designed to serve. At the same time, workshop participants
noted that this pioneering position comes with a credibility gap: social enterprises
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sometimes have to work against a perception that their approach is 'too good to be
true,' requiring extra effort to prove legitimacy before partners and financiers are
willing to engage.

Social enterprises thus face a dual challenge: demonstrating the value of an approach
that falls outside conventional frameworks, while building the credibility needed to
bring partners and financiers on board.

2.1.2. Systemic uncertainty

Unpredictable and fragmented policy environments form one of the most persistent
obstacles for social enterprises seeking to scale. Regulations can fluctuate from
cabinet to cabinet, municipality to municipality, creating an unstable operating
environment. When scaling from regional to national, social enterprises must navigate
varying municipal policies, each with their own rules, budgets, and mandates.
Certification requirements can place a disproportionate burden on smaller or early-
stage social enterprises where resources and capacity are already limited. When
operating in areas such as newcomer participation or migration, participation-related
regulations can actively hinder the very inclusion efforts social enterprises are trying
to advance. National crises can further pull political attention and resources away from
social innovation agendas, adding another layer of unpredictability.

Beyond policy, bureaucratic structures compound the challenge. Unclear mandates
and high staff turnover mean that social entrepreneurs can lose contact with
individuals they have built rapport with, forcing them to rebuild relationships repeatedly.
Across workshops and interviews, participants expressed a clear desire for more
certainty, clarity, and local flexibility, as well as the space and time needed to
experiment and learn.

Systemic uncertainty is therefore not merely an inconvenience; it is a structural barrier
that constrains the ability of social enterprises to scale their innovations and achieve
lasting impact.

2.1.3. Need for structural financing and room for experimentation

Financing emerges as the most recurring and conditional bottleneck for scaling social
enterprises. Social enterprises draw on a range of financing instruments such as
subsidies, grants, loans, equity and blended finance (combining public and private
capital) alongside their business models to sustain their operations and grow their
impact. In practice, however, available financing tends to be short-term, fragmented,
and predominantly project-based, meaning it is tied to specific activities or outcomes
rather than the long-term development of the enterprise and its social innovation.
There is little structural or multi-year financing available. Philanthropic financier FNO
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offers one of the longest multi-year financing possibilities at 7 years (see below).
However, such loans finance the enterprise itself, thus creating possibilities, but not
necessarily the non-income generating activities that allow the social enterprise to
increase its impact such as impact measurement, relationship building, and lobbying.

Supporting Social Innovation | FNO - Impact through Growth *

The “middle phase” of growth of the enterprise was mentioned in both workshops as
being overlooked and underserved. While start-up funding and late-stage financing
exist, social enterprises in between struggle to survive and scale. As one civil servant
and researcher both noted in interviews, the middle phase falls through the cracks.
While start and late phases have financing sources, enterprises in between are left
without adequate support. This is supported by the literature and referred to as the
second equity gap.>* Literature also notes that financiers can tend to be rooted in ‘old
paradigms’ focused on scaling the organization rather than focusing on the complex
ecosystems necessary for systemic change.xl This is compounded by the fact that
broad social value is not paid for. As one civil servant noted, municipalities tend to pay
only for narrow outputs. This paradigm, however, is changing. The literature notes that
while a trend toward more specialised, impact-oriented financing is emerging, this has
yet to be embedded in policy largely due to the short-termism within political decision-
making.xli On top of this, few financiers active in the middle growth phase have the
knowledge or capacity to provide the necessary support.xlii

4 This case is based on the FNO website. The Dutch version of this description was verified and
approved by a representative of the organisation. It was subsequently translated using Al and
reviewed for accuracy by the authors.
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Supporting Social Innovation | Rabo Foundation®

The middle growth phase is also where social enterprises must determine whether
their innovation can realistically tackle the problem at a larger scale. Innovation
requires time, flexibility, and room for trial-and-error, yet existing financing and policy
structures rarely allow for this. Both workshops and interviews highlighted the need for
low-threshold and quick access to experimentation space. One social entrepreneur
proposed an innovation fund to finance quick pilots upfront, while workshop
participants called for administrative commitments that extend beyond short project
cycles. One social entrepreneur noted that municipalities they encountered showed
goodwill and wanted to experiment but lacked a clear framework to do so. Across both
workshops, participants repeatedly identified the need for time, space, and dedicated
financing to experiment and learn as a priority and called for the lessons from these
experiments to be safeguarded and shared rather than lost at the end of a project
cycle. More broadly, participants called for experimentation to be structurally
embedded in policy and financing rather than treated as a temporary exception.

Addressing the financing gap and creating room for experimentation are therefore
important to consider: social enterprises need the first to survive the middle phase,
and the second to test whether their innovation can work at a larger scale.

5 This case is based on the Rabo Foundation website. The Dutch version of this description was
verified and improved by a representative of the organisation. It was subsequently translated using Al
and reviewed for accuracy by the authors.
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Supporting Social Innovation | Start Foundation®

2.1.4. Ecosystem coordination, partners and enabling actors

The Dutch social innovation ecosystem comprises a wide range of initiatives,
programmes, and actors. This diversity brings risks, however: workshop participants
observed low cohesion between initiatives, frequent reinvention of the wheel, and
dependence on individual champions within municipalities and other organisations —
people who personally believe in and advocate for a social innovation. When these
individuals leave or lose their mandate, the progress built around them can stall or
disappear entirely. Communication channels are unclear; structured coordination
between government and enterprises is often lacking, and municipalities are frequently
reluctant to commit to one party.

Finding committed partners and first movers, parties willing to be the first to collaborate,
is difficult. Willingness to experiment varies strongly per municipality and organisation,
and expectations can be misaligned. Local goodwill exists, but frameworks, budgets,
and decision-making authority differ widely. During the workshops, participants
mentioned the importance of finding an ambassador, someone willing to speak up for
the social enterprise. Having a fixed contact person within a municipality or
organisation can also be crucial for navigating bureaucracy and maintaining
momentum. The literature also notes that when interacting with actors from these
traditional spheres, social entrepreneurs may need to use tools and language that
these actors already understand.xliii

At the same time, across both workshops and interviews, collaboration was repeatedly
identified as a critical success factor. Interview participants specifically mentioned
regional networks, such as those in Noord-Brabant, as well as ambassadors and
communities of practice as concrete enablers. Broader ecosystem initiatives such as
City Deals and Stichting Financieel Gezond Nederland (see more below) can further
help overcome institutional barriers, enable pilots, and accelerate learning and
diffusion. During the workshops, financiers noted that social entrepreneurs are
stronger together and will make a better case when they work together rather than

6 This case is based on the Start Foundation website: https://startfoundation.nl/sociaal-ondernemer-
dit-zijn-de-financiele-mogelijkheden-die-wij-bieden/, https://startfoundation.nl/dit-doen-we/ and
https://startfoundation.nl/dit-doen-we/start-foundation-participaties/#ondernemer. The Dutch version of
this description was verified and approved by a representative of the organisation. It was
subsequently translated using Al and reviewed for accuracy by the authors.
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operate in silos. Coming together through forming coalitions can help build legitimacy
and increase the likelihood of accessing resources.

The ecosystem has the actors, the knowledge, and the goodwill. What it currently
would benefit from is the coordination to bring these together consistently and at scale.

Supporting Social Innovation | Stichting Financieel Gezond Nederland (SFGN)’

2.2. Organisational capacity and scaling challenges

Alongside the system-level conditions described in 2.1, the internal capacity of the
social enterprise itself plays a decisive role in whether scaling is achievable. This
section examines two interconnected dimensions of organisational capacity: the skills,
structures, and professionalisation needed to scale, and the role of impact
measurement as both an enabler of legitimacy and a potential barrier when poorly
designed or prematurely demanded.

2.2.1. Capacity, skills and professionalisation

Beyond external barriers, internal organisational strength is decisive for scaling.
Financiers mentioned that many social enterprises struggle with focus, prioritisation,
delegation, and scaling strategies. There tend to be knowledge gaps in finance, HR,
operations, and governance. Growing too fast without structure leads to overload and

7 This case is based on the Stichting Financieel Gezond Nederland website: https://sfan.nl/over-sfan/,
https://sfan.nl/over-sfan/coalitie/, https://sfgn.nl/aanpak/ and https://sfgn.nl/best-practices/. It was
subsequently translated using Al and reviewed for accuracy by the authors. This case was not verified
by the organisation. Please refer to the sources above for more information.
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exacerbates these gaps. One social entrepreneur described the dilemma of whether
to grow or consolidate, noting that opening new locations requires time, calm, and
stability, conditions that are difficult to maintain under scaling pressure.

Success factors consistently mentioned across workshops and interviews include
simple and clear business models, strong basic operations, cost-efficiency, and
disciplined organisational foundations. Committed and diverse teams were also
highlighted as critical, with workshop participants noting that many young people are
motivated by impact, suggesting a growing talent pool for social enterprises. Across
workshops and interviews, participants consistently framed scaling not only as a
question of impact but of organisational readiness and stability.

To address these capacity gaps, workshop participants called for concrete support
instruments: scaling toolkits clarifying readiness, steps, and pathways; peer learning
among scaling social enterprises; and long-term coaching and training programmes
rather than short interventions.

Organisational readiness is not a given and needs to be actively built and supported,
and the enterprises that scale most effectively are those that have invested in getting
their operational foundations right.

2.2.2. Impact measurement as enabler and barrier

Demonstrated impact is essential for credibility, legitimacy, and access to financing
and partnerships. Workshop participants noted that positive feedback from clients and
partners, and demonstrated effectiveness, accelerate support and unlock funding. This
may also signal readiness to the broader ecosystem, helping overcome the credibility
gap that social enterprises often face.

At the same time, impact measurement is ambivalent. It can function as a learning tool
internally and as a communication instrument towards financiers and government
when well designed. However, as one interviewee noted, it becomes a barrier when
demanded too early or when financiers demand impact without truly understanding
what meaningful impact entails. Across workshops and interviews, participants
expressed a shared need for clear, realistic protocols and joint learning around impact
measurement, shaped together with stakeholders rather than imposed from above.

Impact measurement is therefore most powerful when it is designed collaboratively,
serves learning as much as accountability, and is introduced when the social
enterprise is ready to use it meaningfully.
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Social Innovation in Action FinBuddy 8

2.3. Towards coherent and integrated support

Across system, organisational, and ecosystem levels, a recurring insight is the need
for coherent, long-term, and integrated support for social enterprises seeking to scale.
Support structures are currently fragmented: social entrepreneurs must navigate a
patchwork of programmes, financiers, consultants, and networks that each address
only part of the challenge. As one civil servant observed, the support landscape is
fragmented, and entrepreneurs largely have to figure it out themselves.

What participants described wanting is fundamentally different. Across both
workshops and interviews, there was a clear and consistent wish for a long-term,
multidisciplinary support structure that accompanies social enterprises over time. This
support structure should addresses financing, knowledge, lobbying, and capacity-
building in an integrated way rather than addressing each in isolation. One civil servant
specifically described the ideal as a long-term, multidisciplinary support team that
walks alongside the enterprise. Social entrepreneurs present at the workshops
concurred, describing their need to wear multiple hats and their desire to consult
experts on a needs basis but noting that the resources and access to do so are rarely
available.

This need for integrated support cuts across all the themes identified in this chapter.
The systemic uncertainty described in 2.1.2, the financing gaps in 2.1.3, the ecosystem

8 This case is based on the FinBuddy website: https://www.finbuddy.nl/ and
https://www.finbuddy.nl/partners/. The Dutch version of this description was verified and approved by
a representative of the organisation. It was subsequently translated using Al and reviewed for
accuracy by the authors.
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fragmentation in 2.1.4, and the organisational capacity challenges in 2.2.1 all point
toward the same underlying gap: social enterprises are being asked to navigate
extraordinarily complex conditions without the sustained, coherent support that would
make this manageable. The study suggests that addressing this gap is not a peripheral
concern but central to enabling scaling social innovation in the Netherlands.

The challenges and opportunities identified across this chapter point toward five areas
where action is needed. The following chapter translates these into concrete
recommendations addressed to the key actors in the Dutch social innovation
ecosystem: social entrepreneurs, network organisations, policymakers, financiers, and
researchers.
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3. Conclusion and Recommendations

3.1. Conclusion

Social enterprises are pioneers capable of addressing complex societal challenges
through their social innovations, working in integrated, people-centred ways that
existing market and public sector approaches have failed to achieve. This research set
out to answer the question: what challenges and opportunities do social entrepreneurs
face when scaling a proven social innovation from a regional to a national level?

Consistent with the framing of the research question, participants across the
ecosystem focused not on whether social innovations work, but on whether the
conditions exist for them to grow and spread. That social enterprises create social
innovation and provide meaningful alternatives to existing approaches was broadly
understood and accepted by participants. The central challenge, therefore, is not the
quality of the innovation itself, but the fragility (or resilience) of the conditions needed
to scale it.

Those conditions are currently insufficient across multiple dimensions. At the system
level, unpredictable and fragmented policy environments, regulatory instability, and
short-term financing structures create a difficult operating climate. The financing
landscape is particularly constraining: funding is predominantly project-based, the
middle growth phase is underserved, and the non-income generating activities
essential for systemic change such as impact measurement, relationship building, and
lobbying are rarely financed. At the organisational level, social enterprises face
capacity gaps in finance, HR, operations, and scaling strategy, and must navigate the
tension between growing and consolidating. At the ecosystem level, fragmentation,
pioneer dependence, and weak coordination structures limit collective learning and
the spread of successful innovations.

At the same time, the research identified significant opportunities. Growing newcomer
agency and increasing entrepreneurial activity among the people, social innovations
serve represent a growing source of grassroots innovation. In the debt counselling
domain, digital social innovations demonstrate that scaling through partner models
connecting municipalities, housing corporations, and other organisations around a
shared challenge can achieve national reach without requiring proportional
organisational growth. Coalition models, regional networks, and ecosystem initiatives
such as City Deals and SFGN demonstrate that coordinated action can overcome
institutional barriers. The literature suggests a trend toward more specialised, impact-
oriented financing is emerging. Demonstrated impact, when visible and credible,
accelerates support, unlocks funding, and builds the legitimacy needed to scale.

Realising the potential of social innovation in the Netherlands requires coordinated
action across the social innovation ecosystem. The conditions for scaling cannot be
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created by social enterprises alone. Policymakers, financiers, network organisations,
researchers, and the social entrepreneurs themselves all have a role to play. The
following recommendations translate the findings of this research into concrete actions
for each of these actor groups.

3.2. Recommendations

These recommendations are built on the insights gathered during this research project
through two workshops, four interviews, and a review of the literature. They are
addressed to five key actor groups within the social innovation ecosystem: social
entrepreneurs, network organisations, policy makers, financiers and researchers. Each
recommendation begins with the challenge it addresses, specifies what each actor
group can contribute, and closes with concrete key actions and their responsible
parties. The aim is to form a foundation on which a National Competence Centre for
Social Innovation in the Netherlands can build, regardless of the mode in which it
develops.

3.2.1. Strengthen ecosystem coordination and build purpose-driven coalitions

Workshops and interviews highlighted the need for stronger coordination within the
social innovation ecosystem, combined with more intentional, purpose-driven
collaboration. Ecosystem coordination concerns how actors such as social
entrepreneurs, network organisations, public actors, financiers, and private
organisations are connected, informed, and aligned over time. Purpose-driven
coalitions build on this coordination by mobilising actors around specific societal
challenges, enabling collective action, shared learning, and stronger legitimacy and
influence at the policy level. The mobilising actor within a coalition can differ from
challenge to challenge, it is not always the social entrepreneur, who could potentially
lack the capacity or authority to take on this role. Network organisations, financiers, or
municipalities may be better positioned to convene coalitions. Building effective
coalitions requires time for negotiating interests and establishing shared identity
among participants. Stichting Financieel Gezond Nederland is an example from the
Dutch context of a network organisation that brings together public and private
partners around a shared challenge. All actors should understand their role in coalition
formation and be proactive in filling gaps where they exist.

Strong ecosystem coordination and purpose-driven coalitions together improve
information flows, reduce duplication, and create the conditions for collaboration and
scaling. By operating within a system, they enable focused action on complex issues
such as debt or newcomer participation, which cannot be addressed by individual
organisations alone.

Who should act, and how?
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Network organisations: act as ecosystem coordinators and coalition conveners. By
mapping actors, connecting initiatives, and maintaining shared agendas, they ensure
continuity and coherence across an ecosystem. As neutral intermediaries, they can
also convene coalitions, facilitate joint problem-solving, and provide dedicated
coordination capacity.

Social entrepreneurs: engage with ecosystem structures by sharing insights, signaling
needs, and participating in across different domains. They participate in coalitions to
strengthen legitimacy, learn from peers, and increase impact. Where relevant
coalitions do not yet exist, social entrepreneurs may take the initiative to form them.

Policy makers: contribute by aligning policy instruments across departments and
municipalities, reducing fragmentation in support schemes, and engaging with
coalitions to better understand the needs and constraints of social enterprises.

Researchers: contribute by mapping ecosystem dynamics, identifying coordination
gaps, and providing independent evidence that strengthens the legitimacy and case
for purpose-driven coalitions.

Financiers: contribute by aligning funding streams, reducing fragmentation in support
schemes, and engaging with coalitions to better understand the needs and constraints
of social enterprises. Their involvement helps translate collective learning into
coordinated support and policy alignment. Financiers often have direct insight into the
business models and organisational capacity of social enterprises through their
financing relationships during the workshops, financiers identified capacity building as
one of the most important factors for scaling.

Key actions

Actor Action
Social entrepreneurs Proactively engage with ecosystem structures and
initiate coalition formation where relevant
coalitions do not yet exist

Network ¢ Maintain an overview of actors, initiatives, and
organisations support instruments within the ecosystem
e Facilitate information sharing and learning across
domains and sectors

Policy makers & ¢ Align policies, funding streams, and support
financiers structures to avoid fragmentation
¢ Allocate time and financial resources for coalition
formation, coordination, and maintenance
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Researchers e Contribute by mapping ecosystem dynamics,
identifying coordination gaps, and providing
independent evidence that strengthens the
legitimacy and case for purpose-driven coalitions.

e Support the development of a shared knowledge
infrastructure for social innovation

All actors e Be explicit about the purpose and scope of
coalitions, distinguishing them from broader
ecosystem-level platforms

o Clarify roles, expectations, and governance
structures within coalitions

e Acknowledge that scaling as a coalition brings its
own dynamics and trade-offs, requiring dedicated
coordination capacity

3.2.2. Put social innovation on the local and national policy agenda

Rigid regulations, siloed policies, fragmented governance, and bureaucratic
procurement processes create barriers to innovation and scaling. Policy approaches
to social innovation differ widely across municipalities and government levels, creating
uncertainty, slowing scaling, and increasing transaction costs. National crises can
further pull political attention and resources away from social innovation agendas,
making consistent national alignment difficult to sustain. While local goodwill may exist,
national alignment can often be lacking.

Across both workshops and interviews, social entrepreneurs consistently called for
greater room for experimentation to better adapt solutions to real-world conditions.
Experimentation supports learning, iteration, and responsiveness to complex social
problems, yet administrative space and accessible financing for low-risk
experimentation remain limited. Fragmentation across domains and jurisdictions
further constrains consistent testing and scaling.

Improved coordination across municipalities and policy domains, combined with
flexible experimentation spaces, can support broader uptake. Champions and
ambassadors within public institutions play an important role in navigating institutional
barriers and aligning efforts across government levels.

Who should act, and how?

Policy makers: enable flexible policy frameworks, regulatory sandboxes and pilots, and
strengthen  coordination  across  municipalities and  policy  domains.
Financiers: provide flexible experimentation funding and support ambassadors and
cross-jurisdictional scaling.
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Social entrepreneurs: use experimentation to adapt and communicate learning, pivot
where necessary, and work with local champions who can help amplify the need for
the social innovation.

Network organisations: facilitate dialogue between social enterprises and authorities
and support coordination across jurisdictions.

Researchers: build and communicate the evidence base for the effectiveness of social
innovation, translating findings into accessible formats for policymakers, and
documenting cases where social enterprises have successfully influenced policy or
created systemic space.

Key actions
Actor Action
Policy makers e Lower administrative barriers for pilots and early testing
e Encourage flexibility in solution design and
implementation
e Strengthen coordination mechanisms across
municipalities
e Invest in learning capacity within public institutions,
including informal rules and organisational culture
Financiers e Provide flexible experimentation funding
e Support cross-jurisdictional scaling
Policy makers e Treat failure as learning rather than ineffectiveness
and financiers e Support ambassadors for social innovation
Social e Use experimentation to adapt and communicate
entrepreneurs learning
e Work with local champions
Network o Facilitate dialogue between social enterprises and
organisations authorities
e Support coordination across jurisdictions
Researchers e Build and communicate evidence on the effectiveness of
social innovation for policymakers
e Document cases where social enterprises have
successfully influenced policy or created systemic
space
e Translate experiential knowledge from social enterprises
into accessible policy-relevant evidence
3.2.3. Build integrated support structures for scaling
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As social enterprises grow, they require sustained support across multiple domains,
including strategy, finance, HR, procurement, and operations. The mid-growth phase
is particularly challenging for social entrepreneurs wanting to scale their social
innovation and increase their impact. Social entrepreneurs described the burden of
wearing multiple hats and the desire to consult experts on a needs basis, yet the
resources and access to do so are rarely available. At present, available support is
fragmented and difficult to navigate.

Network organisations and financiers are well positioned to play a coordinating role by
pooling expertise, facilitating peer learning, and supporting professionalisation. Impact
measurement can provide information to learn and adapt, beyond its use as an
accountability mechanism. It can support the social innovation's legitimacy and help
communicate its impact. It is important to be cautious, however, as impact
measurement tools may not fully capture the multiple value creation of the social
innovation.

Who should act, and how?

Network organisations: provide access to expert pools, peer learning, and scaling
toolkits. Develop shared, practical tools that can be used across actors.

Policy makers: enable integrated support structures by creating conducive policy
conditions and funding frameworks for long-term capacity building alongside impact
delivery. Co-design impact frameworks with a focus on learning rather than
compliance.

Financiers: directly finance integrated support structures and long-term capacity
building alongside impact delivery. Co-design impact frameworks with social
enterprises, with a focus on learning rather than compliance.

Social entrepreneurs: actively use available support to professionalise their
organisations. Use impact data to learn, adapt and improve the social innovation.

Researchers: contribute methodological expertise to the design of impact
measurement frameworks, ensuring they capture multiple forms of value and function
as learning tools rather than purely compliance mechanisms. Share findings through
accessible formats to build a shared evidence base for what works.

Key actions
Actor Action
Policy makers and e Recognise and accommodate multiple value
Financiers creation in measurement approaches
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e Support flexible organisational models that can
adapt to different growth phases

Network organisations o Facilitate access to expertise through
networks, intermediaries, and corporate
partners

Network organisations e Develop pooled capacity for shared needs

and Financiers such as impact measurement and tendering

Network organisations e Promote shared frameworks to reduce

and Policy makers reporting burdens

Social entrepreneurs o Network with different actors to see what is
available

e Select a method to measure impact

Researchers e Develop and share accessible impact
measurement frameworks that capture multiple
value creation

e Contribute methodological expertise to help
social enterprises and financiers design impact
measurement as a learning tool rather than a
compliance mechanism

All actors e Focus impact measurement on learning and
improvement, not only reporting

3.2.4. Establish structural, long-term financing for social innovation

The absence of long-term, predictable financing is a major barrier to scaling social
innovation. While early-stage financing and large-scale financing are more readily
available, social enterprises in the mid-phase face a significant financing gap. Short
project cycles, fragmented subsidies, and limited growth financing constrain long-term
impact. The uncertainty between financing cycles creates instability that itself acts as
a barrier to sustained impact.

Stable, multi-year financing arrangements — public, private, or blended — are needed
to reflect the broad social value created by social enterprises. This requires recognition
of the multiple forms of value generated alongside economic outcomes. Financing
should also recognise and accommodate non-income generating activities such as
impact measurement, relationship building, and lobbying, which are essential for
systemic change but rarely financed.
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Who should act, and how?

Policy makers: consider multi-year funding schemes that reflect the broad social value
created by social enterprises, moving beyond short project cycles and fragmented
subsidies.

Financiers: explore growth and blended finance and elongate funding cycles, with
particular attention to mid-stage social enterprises. Better utilise knowledge and
expertise by creating referral pathways rather than binary accept-reject decisions.

Social entrepreneurs: demonstrate multi-value impact using impact measurement
tools to support communication with stakeholders and improve organisational learning.

Network organisations: support social enterprises in navigating the fragmented
financing landscape by sharing knowledge about available instruments and connecting
them to relevant financiers. By reducing duplication and improving information flows,
they could help social enterprises find the right financing for the right phase. Advocate
for structural, long-term financing by making the case for the multiple value created by
social enterprises, with particular attention to the mid-growth phase.

Researchers: build the evidence base for the broad social value created by social
enterprises, providing policymakers and financiers with the tools and frameworks
needed to justify and design structural, long-term financing instruments.

Key actions
Actor Action
Policy makers e Consider multi-year funding schemes
Policy makers and e Be explicit about the phase and intent of
Financiers financing (e.g. experimentation, scaling,
consolidation)
e Finance capacity building for scaling alongside
project activities
Financiers e Explore growth and blended finance options for
mid-stage social enterprises
Financiers and Network e Better utilise the knowledge and expertise of
organisations financiers by creating referral pathways rather
than binary accept-reject decisions
Network organisations ¢ Advocate for structural financing for the mid-
growth phase
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Social entrepreneurs ¢ Demonstrate multi-value impact to support
communication with stakeholders

Researchers e Build and communicate the evidence base for
the broad social value created by social
enterprises to support the case for structural,
long-term financing

3.2.5. Strengthen participation and agency of target groups

Newcomers, people experiencing debt, and other beneficiaries should be actively
involved in the design, governance, and evaluation of social innovations. Participation
enhances both fairness and effectiveness. Structural barriers, such as restrictions on
newcomers' ability to work, undermine impact. For newcomers, restrictive labour rules
and financial disincentives such as the six-month work restriction and high deductions
to COA, actively discourage participation, and employers often remain hesitant despite
significant potential. For those experiencing debt, the stigma associated with financial
difficulties can mean that innovations are designed for them rather than with them,
reducing both ownership and effectiveness.

There is growing agency among target groups — newcomers are increasingly starting
their own initiatives. A social entrepreneur working in this space observed what they
described as subtle activism, a quiet but growing agency among the people these
innovations are designed to serve. Participation costs time, and dedicated budgets are
needed to support it.

Who should act, and how?

Social entrepreneurs: embed participation structurally in organisational processes,
ensuring target groups are involved in design, governance, and evaluation.

Policy makers: remove systemic barriers that limit participation and agency, including
restrictive labour rules for newcomers.

Financiers: value participatory practices in financing decisions and recognise that
participation requires time and dedicated budgets.

Network organisations: facilitate connections between social enterprises, employers,
and municipalities to unlock participation opportunities.

Researchers: develop and apply participatory research methods that centre the voices
and experiential knowledge of target groups, ensuring their perspectives inform both
research findings and policy recommendations.
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Key actions

Actor Action
Policy makers e Address regulatory constraints that limit
participation
e Address financial disincentives that
discourage participation

Policy makers and e Recognise and incorporate experiential
Financiers knowledge in policy and solution design
¢ Allocate dedicated budgets for participation

Policy makers and e Foster collaboration between employers,
Network organisations municipalities, and social enterprises to unlock
participation opportunities

Social entrepreneurs e Integrate target groups into decision-making
processes
Researchers e Apply participatory research methods that

centre the voices of target groups.
e Document and amplify growing agency and
entrepreneurial activity among target groups

All actors e Treat participation as a core design principle
rather than an add-on

Acknowledgements

Alongside the European Union and our partners in the consortium investigating the
creation of a National Competence Centre for Social Innovation in the Netherlands, we
thank everyone who contributed to this research and made it possible. Jorien van
Lookeren Campagne, Mark Hillen, Kars de Jong, Robin Molenaar, Femke Brand,
Yvette Koedijk, Loes van Geffen, Annemiek Dresen, Michiel van Rijn, Martijn Berghman,
Milou Sluys, Jeffrey van Dam, Shadi Alhakimi, Reineke Schermer, Raphaél Nouwen,
Paddy Winkelhuijzen, Debora Timmerman, Astrid Kaag, Matthijs Tiemens, Ritu
Geelhoed, Karin Geuijen, Niels Pel and Marisol Padiz.

SOCIAL 34
ENTERPRISE
NL



Accountability

This report draws on a literature review, two workshops, and four semi-structured
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Appendix
Insights literature:
Below, the main insights from the literature review are synthesised thematically.
1. Social innovation is system-embedded and heavily dependent on networks

Many authors (e.g., Phillips et al., Westley & Antadze, OECD) show that social
innovations are not isolated initiatives but part of broader ecosystems composed of
governments, financiers, civil society, and citizens.

Key implications:

o Fragmented networks hinder scaling, as social innovations often do not neatly
align with existing categories or policy domains.

« Lack of recognition and visibility reduces access to partners and resources.

o Cross-sector collaboration is crucial but often complicated by differences in
culture, missions, language, and risk appetite.

2. Three core strategies for scaling: out, up and deep

Following Lee, Moore & Riddell, scaling social innovation involves three
complementary pathways:

e Scaling out — increasing reach through replication, diffusion, or enabling others
to adopt the model.

e Scaling up - influencing policy, laws, institutional rules and dominant resource
flows.

e Scaling deep - changing cultural norms, values, narratives and relationships
that underpin social challenges.

Effective scaling often requires a deliberate combination of expansion,
institutionalisation and cultural embedding.

3. Individual and organisational barriers for social enterprises

Across multiple studies (Eiselein & Dentchev, SER, PwC, ESER Monitor), the same
internal challenges recur:

Individual level

o Tensions between market logic and social mission, with risks of mission drift.
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« Skills gaps in leadership, stakeholder management, communication, and impact
measurement.

« Difficulties attracting and retaining talent.
Organisational level
o Constraints linked to legal form (non-profit vs. for-profit).

o Problems measuring and demonstrating social impact, especially where impact
is long-term or intangible.

o Complexity of managing diverse stakeholder expectations.
e Financial vulnerability due to reliance on grants or short-term revenue streams.

These challenges limit the ability of social enterprises to replicate, professionalise or
grow sustainably.

4. Structural and institutional barriers
The literature identifies several systemic obstacles that impede scaling:
Financing

o Lack of suitable growth capital and long-term financing instruments.

e Project-based grants, late payments by authorities, fragmented funding
systems.

e Bureaucratic and complex procedures for public or EU funding.

Regulation and public governance
o Unclear or absent legal status for social enterprises.

e Public procurement rules that favour large-scale projects and leave little room
for innovation.

o Risk-averse administrative cultures that reward stability over experimentation.

Data and impact measurement
« Limited availability of robust, standardised impact data at sector level.
« Difficulty quantifying social value complicates justification for scaling investment.
Regional disparities
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o Rural areas face weaker ecosystems, fewer support structures, limited funding
and skills shortages.

5. Ecosystem solutions and enabling conditions for scaling
The literature highlights several levers for policymakers and ecosystem actors:
Build strong ecosystems

e Improved coordination between government, financiers, knowledge institutions
and civil society.

e Intermediaries and networks are vital for connecting innovators, legitimising
new models and fostering institutional support.

o Cross-sector coalitions enable more durable scaling.
Increase policy space and room for experimentation
« Remove siloed policy barriers and enable cross-domain interventions.

o Create opportunities for experimenting with new legal forms, procurement rules
and financing models.

« Encourage open innovation and shared ownership models.
Provide accessible and flexible financing
e Reduce bureaucracy and accelerate payment processes.
e Introduce micro-innovation schemes and multi-year financing mechanisms.
« Align funding with the different stages of scaling.
Strengthen entrepreneurial capacity
o Support the development of Sustainable Business Models (SBMs).

e Improve skills in impact measurement, leadership, narrative framing and
partnership development.

o Develop incubators, accelerators and advisory structures.
Improve impact measurement
« Standardise indicators and harmonise measurement approaches.

o Develop data infrastructures to make societal value visible and comparable.

Fundamental insights about the nature of scaling
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Synthesis papers (e.g., McPhedran Waitzer & Paul; Westley & Antadze) reveal several
deeper insights:

Scaling is not necessarily about growing the organisation, but about spreading
the solution.

The ecosystem, not the entrepreneur, is the primary vehicle for scale.
Narratives, trust and cultural capital significantly shape scalability.

Social innovations often fail to scale not because they are ineffective, but
because the system around them does not yet enable wider adoption or
institutionalisation.

Conclusion

Across the literature, scaling social innovation requires:

1.

Strong social enterprises with professional capacity and robust business
models.

Supportive ecosystems with space for experimentation, partnerships, and
mission-aligned finance.

Institutional reforms, especially in procurement, regulation and impact
measurement.

Thoughtful strategies for scaling out, scaling up and scaling deep, tailored to
context.

Scaling is therefore not a linear growth path but a complex process of institutional
change, coalition-building and cultural transformation, in which social enterprises play

a cruci
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al but never solitary role.
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Semi-Structured Interview Protocol

This section provides an overview of the semi-structured interview protocol in english
and a dutch version of it as well. All the interviews were conducted in Dutch and this
protocol was used as a base off of which to ask questions which were most relevant to
the specific stakeholder.

English Version

Research question:
What challenges and opportunities do social entrepreneurs face when scaling a proven
social innovation from a regional to a national level?

Stakeholder types:

1. Expert (Migration & Government
2. Social Entrepreneurs (Debt / Newcomers themes)
3. Policymaker / Civil Servant

Purpose:
Explore perceptions, experiences, and gaps related to scaling social innovation in the
Netherlands — building on, but not limited to, earlier focus-group findings.

Interview style:
Conversational, flexible, open-ended. Follow up on what seems most relevant or
insightful. The most important thing is to see what the participants themselves find
interesting to mention and which things they are highlighting.

1. Introduction (2-3 min)

We’re studying how social innovations that succeed locally can scale nationally. We’d
like to hear your experiences and reflections, what resonates, what might be missing,
and any new insights you feel are important.

e Confirm confidentiality and consent for notes/recording.
Do you have any questions before we get started?
2. Setting the Scene (5 min)

e To start off, could you tell me a bit about yourself?

e When you think about scaling social innovation, what comes to mind?

e Why do youthink scaling is desirable or sometimes not desirable?

e Canyou describe an initiative that illustrates what works (or doesn’t) when
moving from local to national scale?
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. Exploring Experiences & Perspectives (20-25 min)

A. Drivers and Barriers

e From your perspective, what makes scaling social innovation difficultin
practice?

e What helps it succeed?

e Have you experienced or observed tensions between local flexibility and
national frameworks?

e How do funding, policy, and relationships play a role in enabling or blocking
growth?

e What happens when a promising initiative meets the “system” (rules, politics,
funding structures)?

(Encourage examples and narratives.)

B. Stakeholder-Specific Exploration

Stakeholder Open Prompts
Expert How do current migration/integration policies influence innovation?
(Migration & What systemic patterns do you notice across regions? Where could
Government) governance be more adaptive?
Tell me about your journey from local success toward broader
scale. What kinds of support — financial, political, relational— have
mattered most? What has surprised you along the way?
How does vyour institution currently engage with social
entrepreneurs? What conditions or practices make collaboration
easier? Where do promising initiatives get “stuck”?

Social
Entrepreneur

Policymaker /
Civil Servant

C. Opportunities and Missing Pieces

e Where do you see untapped opportunities for collaboration or learning across
sectors?

e What kinds of support or structures would make scaling easier in the future?

e Arethere perspectives or actors often left out of these conversations?

e What have we not yet asked that you think really matters?

4. Reflection & Closing (5-7 min)

SOCIAL

e Ifyou could change one thingin the current system to help social innovations
scale, what would it be?

e What would a healthy national ecosystem for social innovation look like to you?

e Anything else you’d like to add?

e Who else should we speak with?
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Thank you for your time, we will keep you posted for when we publish our report in
December. Please let me know if you have any questions in the meantime. You’re also
very welcome to join us for our second workshop in which we will delve into the insights
more in depth with a range of stakeholders on November 26" from 9h45-13h in Utrecht.

Dutch Version

Onderzoeksvraag:
Welke uitdagingen en kansen ervaren sociaal ondernemers bij het opschalen van een
bewezen sociale innovatie van regionaal naar landelijk niveau?

Doelgroepen:

1. Expert (Migratie & Overheid — Universiteit Utrecht)
2. Sociaal Ondernemers (thema’s Schulden / Nieuwkomers)
3. Beleidsmaker / Ambtenaar

Doel:

Het verkennen van percepties, ervaringen en eventuele lacunes rondom de opschaling
van sociale innovatie in Nederland — voortbouwend op, maar niet beperkt tot, de
bevindingen uit de eerdere focusgroepen.

Interviewstijl:

Gespreksondersteunend, flexibel en open. Doorvragen op wat de deelnemer zelf
relevant of opvallend vindt. Het belangrijkste is te ontdekken wat de deelnemer zelf
interessant vindt om te benoemen en waar de nadruk op ligt.

1. Introductie (2-3 min)

We onderzoeken hoe sociale innovaties die lokaal succesvol zijn, landelijk opgeschaald
kunnen worden. We zijn benieuwd naar uw/jouw ervaringen en reflecties — wat herken
je, wat mist er nog, en welke nieuwe inzichten vind je belangrijk?”

e Leguit hoe vertrouwelijkheid wordt gewaarborgd en vraag toestemming voor
notities/opname.

Heb je nog vragen voordat we beginnen?
2. Kaders schetsen (5 min)

e Kanje kortiets over jezelf vertellen en jouw rol?
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e Alsje denkt aan het opschalen van sociale innovaties, wat komt er dan bij je

op?

e Waarom is opschalen volgens jou wenselijk, of soms juist niet?

e Kanje een initiatief beschrijven dat goed (of juist niet goed) werkte bij het

doorgroeien van lokaal naar landelijk niveau?

3. Ervaringen en Perspectieven Verkennen (20-25 min)

A. Drijvende Krachten en Belemmeringen

e Vanuitjouw perspectief: wat maakt het in de praktijk moeilijk om sociale

innovaties op te schalen?

e Wat helpt juist om succes te boeken?

e Heeft uspanningen ervaren of gezien tussen lokale flexibiliteit en landelijke

kaders?

e Welke rol spelen financiering, beleid en relaties bij het mogelijk maken of juist

belemmeren van groei?

e Wat gebeurt er wanneer een veelbelovend initiatief het “systeem” tegenkomt

(regels, politiek, financieringsstructuren)?

(Stimuleer voorbeelden en verhalen.)

B. Verdere Verkenning per Stakeholder

Stakeholder

Expert (Migratie Hoe beinvloeden het huidige migratie- en integratiebeleid sociale

& Overheid)

Sociaal
Ondernemer

Beleidsmaker
Ambtenaar

/

Open Vragen

innovatie? Welke systemische patronen ziet u tussen regio’s?
Waar zou het bestuur flexibeler of adaptiever kunnen zijn?

Kunt uietsvertellen over uw traject van lokaal succes naar bredere
opschaling? Welke vormen van steun — financieel, politiek,
relationeel — waren het belangrijkst? Wat heeft u onderweg
verrast?

Hoe gaat uw organisatie momenteel om met sociaal
ondernemers? Welke omstandigheden of praktijken maken
samenwerking makkelijker? Waar lopen veelbelovende
initiatieven vast?

C. Kansen en Missende Elementen

SOCIAL

e Waar zie je onbenutte kansen voor samenwerking of kennisuitwisseling tussen

sectoren?

e Welke vormen van steun of structuren zouden het in de toekomst eenvoudiger

maken om op te schalen?
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e Zijn er perspectieven of actoren die volgens jou vaak ontbreken in deze
gesprekken?

e Wat hebben we nog niet gevraagd, maar vindt je belangrijk om te benoemen?
4. Reflectie & Afronding (5-7 min)

e Alsuééndingin het huidige systeem zou kunnen veranderen om sociale
innovaties beter te laten opschalen, wat zou dat dan zijn?

e Hoe zouvolgens jou een gezond nationaal ecosysteem voor sociale innovatie
eruitzien?

e |Iserverder nogiets dat u wilt toevoegen?

e Wie zouden we volgens u nog meer moeten spreken?

Bedankt voor je tijd en bijdrage. We houden je op de hoogte zodra ons rapport in
december wordt gepubliceerd. Mocht u in de tussentijd vragen hebben, laat het gerust
weten. Je bent ook van harte welkom bij onze tweede workshop op 26 november (9:45-
13:00, in Utrecht), waarin we met verschillende stakeholders dieper op de inzichten
ingaan.
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Theme / Pattern

1. Policy
Regulatory
Barriers

2. Funding

Challenges

Fragmentation

3. Ecosystem

Coordination
Issues

4,

Entrepreneurial

Capacity

Organisational

Foundations

5. Demonstrated

Impact

6. Collaboration,

Networks
Knowledge
Exchange

SOCIAL
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NL

Insights workshop 1

Key Participant Statements

- Uncertainty and fluctuations in laws and regulations

( )

- Varying municipal policies ( )

- Bureaucracy; limited room for innovation ( )

- Complex procurement processes - National crises
pulling attention away

- Capacity shortages within municipalities ()

- Staff turnover, shifting political priorities

- Incidental national funds ()

- Lack of funding ()

- Fragmented subsidies and knowledge - Insufficient
financial means for continuity ()

- Overly project-based funding; little long-term space
( )

- Different procurement rules/procedures

- Lack of structural financing

- Need for “experiment capital” ( )

- Reinventing the wheel - Low cohesion between
initiatives - Dependence on individual pioneers

- Difficulty finding “believers”

- Unclear communication channels

- Lack of structured coordination
government and enterprises

- Municipal reluctance to choose one party

between

Obstacles participants identified: - Difficulty
building teams and delegating - Knowledge and skills
gaps

- Lack of focus ( )

- Too much overhead Success factors identified: -
Many young people motivated by impact ( )

- Strong business operations (“basics in order”)
( )

- Simple business/funding models ( )

- Cost-efficiency - Committed teams with diverse skills

- Need to prove credibility (“too good to be true”)
( )

- Insufficient visibility of impact

- Importance of showing effectiveness ( )
- Positive feedback from clients/partners

- Proven impact accelerates support and funding

- Collaboration within the ecosystem ( ) -
Learning from each other

- Sharing knowledge and experience - Using
designers/artists for ideation ( )

- Communities of practice/intervision ()

- Ambassadors and network referrals ( )

- Schuldenlab cited as strong example

Overall Insight

Regulatory instability
and fragmented policy
environments  create
systemic  uncertainty
that blocks innovation
and scaling.

The funding landscape
is short-term,
fragmented, and
administratively heavy,
limiting sustainability
and experimentation.

The  ecosystem is

fragmented and
person-dependent,
restricting collective

learning and the ability
to scale solutions.

Internal organisational
strength, focus, simple
models, operational
discipline, strong teams,
is critical for traction
and credibility.

Demonstrated and
visible impact builds
trust and legitimacy;
lack of visibility
undermines support
and investment.

Collaboration and
network-based

legitimacy help
overcome institutional
obstacles and

accelerate the spread of
successful approaches.
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7. Government
Support &
Political
Environment

8.
Experimentation
& “Long Breath”

9. Overlapping
Needs Across
Stakeholders

Pattern

1. Structural
Funding

Challenges &
Lack of Long-
term Financing

2. Bureaucracy,
Slow Decision-
making &
System Barriers

3. Difficulty

Finding and
SOCIAL
ENTERPRISE

NL

- Need for clear, predictable regulation - Political role = Stable, supportive
in lobbying and agenda-setting policy environments
- VNG guidelines / branch approval ( ) with room for
- Model policy - Structural, not ad hoc, support - experimentation enable
Results-based financing social enterprises to

- Space to experiment (“long breath”)
- Deregulation and municipal flexibility

innovate and scale.

- Need for experiment capital ( ) - Funding to = Innovation requires
“try things out” patience, flexible
- Time and space for experimentation ( )  funding, and room for

trial-and-error ,
conditions participants
feel are lacking.

- Stable politics and predictable regulation
- Clear collaboration frameworks -
measurement and communication

- Central access to knowledge/support - Earlier
involvement of banking financiers ( )

- Stronger lobbying and agenda-setting

Impact

Multiple
groups expressed the
same needs, indicating
shared
structural barriers and
priorities

strengthening

stakeholder

recognition of

for
the

ecosystem.

Insights Interviews

Key Statements from Interviews

- No structural funding for the AZC target group (SE
newcomers).

- Every year they have to piece together the full budget
(SE newcomers). - Financing in the middle phase is very
difficult, especially for BVs (SE debt, researcher).

- Start phase and late phase have funding sources; the
middle phase falls through the cracks (civil servant,
researcher).

- Broad social value is not paid for; municipalities only pay
for narrow outputs (civil servant).

- Project-based, short-term money
uncertainty (both SEs).

- Long lead times and slow decision-making in large
organisations (SE debt). - It is unclear who decides within
municipalities/corporates (SE debt).

- Policy, budgets and mandates are siloed (civil servant).

- Procurement rules focus on price rather than impact
(researcher).

- Migration and COA rules hinder participation (both SEs,
researcher).

- Certification requirements (ISO etc.) are heavy for small
enterprises (SE debt).

- It is hard to find organisations that dare to start pilots (SE
debt).

flows cause

Recurring Insight
(from your text)

Financing is the
most recurring
bottleneck: no

structural funding, a
difficult middle
phase, and no
payment for broad
societal value.

Bureaucratic
structures, silos and
complex rules make
scaling slow and
unpredictable.

Partnerships are
crucial but unstable;
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Activating
Right Partners

4. Importance of
Ambassadors &
Ecosystem

Support

5. Need

Faster,

Accessible
Experimentation

6.

Organisational

Growth

Challenges

7. Role of Impact
Measurement

8.

Enterprises

Pioneers
System-

Challengers

9. Newcomer

Agency,

Participation &
Systemic

Barriers

SOCIAL
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- Local goodwill is often present, but frameworks and
budgets differ per municipality (SE newcomers).

- Misaligned expectations with COA, municipalities and
welfare organisations (SE newcomers).

- Municipalities see the added value but must constantly
search for budget pots (SE newcomers).

- Internal ambassadors are essential to get innovations off
the ground (SE debt).

- Regional networks (Noord-Brabant) help with spreading
(SE debt).

- Social Enterprise NL is valuable for knowledge sharing
and contacts, but there is a need for fixed contact persons
per municipality (SE debt).

- Ecosystems such as the Brabant Outcomes Fund, City
Deals and knowledge institutions support innovation (civil
servant, researcher).

- Long lead times and lack of fast financing hinder scaling
(SE debt).

- Proposal for an innovation fund to finance quick pilots
upfront (SE debt).

- Pilots help to test proven solutions and then scale (both
SEs).

- Municipalities with goodwill want to experiment but lack
a clear framework (SE newcomers).

- Dilemma: grow versus consolidate (SE newcomers).

- Opening new locations requires time, calm and stability
(SE newcomers). - Scaling requires processes, roles and
structure (SE newcomers).

- Social innovations cannot “wait for years” forincome (SE
debt).

- Entrepreneurs lack scaling strategy, financial knowledge
and HR skills (civil servant).

- Impact measurement towards funds and government
helps demonstrate value (SE newcomers).

- It is also used internally to check whether programmes
work (SE newcomers).

- Impact measurement works as a learning tool when well
designed (civil servant).

- It becomes a barrier when financiers demand “impact”
without understanding what they ask (civil servant).

- All four see social enterprises as pioneers in tackling
wicked problems.

- They work issue-driven, integrally, close to people’s lives
(civil servant, researcher).

- Legal action can create systemic space (example of
challenging labour restrictions for asylum seekers)
(researcher).

- Social enterprises contribute to broad prosperity, but
systems do not reward that sufficiently (civil servant).

- Discouraging rules around work (6 months no work; high
deductions to COA) (both SEs, researcher).

- Employers have cold feet, but potential is large (SE
newcomers, researcher).

- Growing agency: newcomers increasingly start their own
initiatives (researcher).

- Lack of access to networks for newcomers (researcher).
- Subtle activism (SE newcomers).

willingness  varies
strongly per
municipality and
organisation, and
expectations are
often misaligned.
Ambassadors,
networks and
ecosystems play a
key role in enabling
pilots, collaboration
and knowledge
exchange.

Entrepreneurs need
fast, low-threshold
room for
experimentation to
test and scale
innovations.

Scaling
internal
professionalisation
and clear
structures; growing
too fast leads to
overload.

requires

Impact
measurement
supports  funding,
learning and
legitimation, but
must be shaped
together with

stakeholders.

Social enterprises
show new ways of
working and can
even trigger system
change, but are
constrained by
existing structures.

Newcomers face

strong systemic
disincentives to
participate, but
there is growing
agency and
potential  through
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10. Need
Integrated,
Long-term
Support

Structures

for

- Fragmented support structure; entrepreneurs have to

figure it out themselves (civil servant).

- Wish for a long-term, multidisciplinary support team that

walks alongside the enterprise (civil servant).

consultancies, City Deals, funds) each cover a piece, but

Support organisations (Social Enterprise

not in an integrated way (researcher).

employers and
social enterprises.
Entrepreneurs need
coherent, long-term
support rather than
fragmented
programmes  and
isolated trajectories.

NL,

Insights from workshop 2

Umbrella Theme Key Points (Consolidated from all sticky

1. Policy Space

& Room

for

Experimentation

2. Cross-domain

Financing
Research

ENTERPRISE
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&

notes)
- Need for long-term commitment and
administrative promises.
- Proposal for a Minister for Social
Innovation and permanent funding lines.
- Integrating social innovation into
education (citizenship, higher ed).
- More experimental financing mechanisms.
- Recognising experiential knowledge in
policy design.
- Safeguarding and sharing
beyond pilot phases.
- Interest in policy becoming more impact-
driven.
- Suggestions for rewarding frontrunners
and supporting donations for experiments.
- Desire for cross-domain solutions
(procurement, regulation).
- Interest in national handreiking/guidance
with space for local adaptation.
- Idea of expert pools (funding,
procurement) to support actors. - Possibility
of a “study year” for entrepreneurs to
deeply understand a problem.
- Importance of financially
enterprises for system change.
- Multi-year financing with clear
strategies.
- Public—private funding models for social
innovation.
- Tools and pathways to reach regular
financiers.
- Coordinated financing frameworks across
subsidies and loans.
- Ideas for levies or mechanisms to fund
social innovation structurally.
- Need for a centralised research library on
social innovation.

learning

healthy

exit

Patterns / Insights

- Strong call to
institutionalise  social
innovation (funding,

governance, education).
- Broad desire for flexible
regulatory spaces and
experimentation without
bureaucratic constraints.
- Consistent emphasis on
moving beyond pilots
toward long-term
learning and structures.

- Need for more impact-
driven policy and trust in
social innovators.

- Shared recognition that
financing is fragmented

and inconsistent,
requiring  coordination
across domains and
actors.

- Clear need for stage-
appropriate, flexible
financing instruments. -

Emphasis on creating
shared research
infrastructure and

practice-based research
methods.
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3. Entrepreneur
Support &
Scaling
Instruments

4. Collaboration
& Coalition-
building

SOCIAL
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- Support for accessing EU funds and
consortia.

- Facilities such as credit lines, specialised
services (procurement/legal), and stage-
specific financing.

- Combining results-based and effort-based
financing mechanisms.

- Need for clarity on “who scales what and
when,” while watching for crowding-out
effects.

- Need to lobby for regulatory changes that
misfit social enterprises.

- Demand for skills training: scaling,
business models, operations, finance.

- Proposals for long-term learning
programmes and networks.

- Scaling toolkits clarifying readiness, steps,
and pathways.

- Flexible financing across startup — middle
— mature stages.

- Peer learning among scaling SEs.

- Coaching from financiers and expertise
pooling.

- Questions around the scalability of
context-dependent solutions.

- Need for clear protocols for impact
measurement and support implementing
them.

- Recognition that participation costs time
— need for budgets to support it.

- Civil society should serve as
countervailing power.
- Partnerships across social and

conventional entrepreneurs.

- Role of corporates must be included.

- Importance of gathering community/user
needs in coalitions.

- Need to bring social innovation more
explicitly into public/political debate.

- Deep dives to understand success factors
and needed changes.

- Coalitions can be theme-based or
ecosystem-building (“clubhouse” vs topic-
coalitions).

- Coalitions require time for negotiating
interests and identity formation. - Diverse
and flexible forms of collaboration
depending on goals.

- Growing interest in
blended, public-private
financing and new
funding mechanisms.

- Strong emphasis on
capacity-building  for
entrepreneurs,
especially around scaling
and competencies.

- Recognition that scaling
is not always
straightforward; tools
and judgement
frameworks are needed.
- Desire for peer
learning, coaching, and
long-term  programmes
rather than short
interventions.

- Acknowledgement that
impact measurement
requires clarity and
support.

- Coalitions must include
a broad mix of actors,

including community
members and
corporates.

- Coalitions  require
intentional time for
identity  building and

managing differences. -
There is a desire for
more visibility of social
innovation in  public
discourse.

- Coalitions work best
when theme-driven or
clearly purpose-driven.
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