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Introduction
The European Social Enterprise Monitor (ESEM) 2021 - 2022 is an annual study on social
entrepreneurship across Europe. The aim is to provide decision-makers in government,
business, academics, and civil society with data and insights on social enterprises and the
social enterprise ecosystem. ESEM will enable them to take a deeper look at the potential and
challenges of social entrepreneurship and, in particular, to support evidence-based policymaking, and further develop financial and non-financial support.
For the first time, ESEM has been run in Latvia - we see it as an important step in creating
evidence-based policies. The data was gathered by the Social Entrepreneurship Association of
Latvia with the support of the Ministry of Welfare, Social Entrepreneurship Accelerator New
Door, and Reach for Change Latvia.

Regita Zeiļa
Director of Social Entrepreneurship association of Latvia

We are pleased that for the first time Latvia has also been
involved in a Europe-wide process, not only gathering key data
on social entrepreneurship in general but also providing
valuable insights into the diverse aspects of social
entrepreneurs. We see that this kind of compilation is important
both for advocacy and for the overall development of the social
entrepreneurship ecosystem. We thank all social entrepreneurs
for their engagement and look forward to future collaborations!

Gatis Eglītis
The Minister of Welfare of Latvia
ESEM very successfully complements the government’s report in its
way, because it provides detailed information on many topics
relevant to social enterprises. We can see that the responsiveness
of companies has made it possible to obtain multifaceted data
about the social business sector. It was very important to see the
opinions of entrepreneurs about what has been done, what needs
to be done in the future, challenges, and future development plans.
The responses show that, despite the challenges, social enterprises
are determined to continue working to improve the quality of life in
society and to inspire other enterprises to follow their example.
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Fact sheet

LEGAL STATUS
58,5% of the respondents agree that
social enterprise a legal status is of
value,
22,0% don't see any value from the
legal status,
3,7% of respondents think that there is
no legal status (while there is), but that
it would be useful for them.

MOST COMMON
BUSINESS SECTORS
Arts, entertainment & recreation /
Manufacturing (12,2% each),
Education (28,0%),
Human health & social work activities
(30,5%).

SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT GOALS
(SDG)
The most prominent SDGs
entrepreneurs work towards achieving:
SDG3 - Good health and well-being
SDG8 - Decent work and economic
growth
SDG17 - Partnerships for the goals

MOST COMMON BARRIERS
FOR SOCIAL ENTERPRISES
Lack of options to finance the
organisation once started (52,4%),
Lack of qualified employees
(52,4%),
Poor understanding/awareness of
Social Enterprises among the
general public/customers (50,0%).

DEVELOPMENT STAGE
Most enterprises (41,5%) are in an early
implementation and growth stage,
One-fifth of the respondents (19,5%) are
seeing themselves as in the late
implementation and growth stage,
11,0% responded to be in a steady stage stagnating or with decreased growth rate.

Fact sheet

COVID-19 AFTERMATH
36,6% of the respondents have been
able to develop new offers for their
existing target group,
29,3% of the respondents digitized their
offerings,
18,3 % found new target groups,
36,6% of the respondents stated COVID19 has been a struggle for them.
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Social Entrepreneurship
in the country
Local context and legislation
In the mid-2000s, the term "social entrepreneurship" emerged in Latvia and was included in
national strategic planning documents as one of the instruments to address social problems.
Social entrepreneurship has been developing more actively since 2015 when the Social
Entrepreneurship Association of Latvia was established. However, this type of
entrepreneurship is still relatively new in Latvia, resulting in a lack of public awareness of social
entrepreneurship and its role in society, as well as a lack of understanding and knowledge
about social entrepreneurship among social enterprises themselves and measuring its impact. 1
Social enterprise law in Latvia came into force on the 1st of April, 2018. The strong involvement
of social entrepreneurship ecosystem actors in long discussions with the main focus on
defining the sector for many years resulted in a legal framework dedicated to social
enterprises.
According to the law, a social enterprise is a limited liability company that has been
granted the status of a social enterprise that carries out an economic activity that
creates a beneficial and significant social impact by employing target groups or
improving the quality of life for groups of society whose lives are affected by
significant social issues.
For example, the provision of social, healthcare, or educational services, as well as the
production of specialized goods), or by performing other socially significant activities that
create a lasting positive social impact (for example, building an inclusive civil society,
supporting science, protecting and preserving the environment, protecting animals or ensuring
cultural diversity).
The status of a social enterprise is granted to a limited liability company if it meets the criteria the objectives defined in its statutes correspond to the objective of the law and it performs the
economic activity; the board has adopted a decision on obtaining the status of a social
enterprise; it does not distribute the profit obtained, but invests it to achieve the goals set in the
articles of an enterprise; it employs paid employees; a representative of the target group or a
representative of an association representing the target group, or an expert in the specific field,
is involved in the company's executive institution, supervisory institution or advisory institution.
Law also gives a space for municipalities and other public bodies to get involved in supporting
social enterprises. There are more than 200 registered social enterprises in Latvia as of
September 2022. This report is based on 82 responses from social entrepreneurs which is a
representative number given the total number of social entrepreneurs in the country.
1

Intermediate results of the "Support for Social Entrepreneurship" measure evaluation and development of proposals for legal framework and
support for improvement, LLC “Oxford Research Baltics”, 2021
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Social Entrepreneurship
in the country
1. Age and Development Stage
The Social Enterprise Law was adopted in 2018 and since then, the awareness and
strength of the sector has grown. There was no definition of social enterprise status
before 2018, therefore non-governmental organisations (NGOs) which developed social
entrepreneurship ideas, were counted as businesses with social enterprise status.
Figure 1 illustrates that the largest share of social enterprises that have responded to
ESEM were founded in 2018 and later.
Year of foundation

82

15.9%

15.9%

11.0%

4.9%
3.7%
2.4%

2.4%
1.2% 1.2%

1.2%

1.2%

2.4%

1.2%

6.1%

3.7%

2.4%
1.2%

11.0%

2.4%
1.2%

1.2%

1.2%

2.4%

2.4%

Figure 1: Year of foundation

If we zoom in on the last five years, a large part (15,9%) of the ESEM social enterprises were
founded in 2018 and 2020 (15,9% each year). 11,0% are starting their journey of being social
enterprises and were founded only in 2021 (Figure 2).
Last 5 years

82
15.9%

15.9%

15.0%
11.0%

11.0%

10.0%
6.1%
5.0%

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

Figure 2: Last 5 years
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As shown in Figure 3, even though the age of enterprises differ, the development phase of the
social enterprises are mostly Early implementation and growth stage (41,5%), with one-fifth of
the respondents (19,5%) seeing themselves as in Late implementation and growth stage, and
11% responding to be in a Steady stage - stagnating or with decreased growth rate. Many of the
respondents still being in the Seed stage and the Startup stage is logical, taking in mind the
year of foundation.
Which of the following development stages best describes your organisation's status?
Seed stage

82

13.4%

Startup stage

14.6%

Early implementation and growth stage

41.5%

Late implementation and growth stage

19.5%

Steady stage (e.g. steady/stagnating/decreasing
growth rate)

11.0%
0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

Figure 3: Development stages
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2. Business Sectors
Figure 4 illustrates the business sectors entrepreneurs are operating in - almost one-third
(30,5%) of the respondents are working in the Human health and social work activities, and
almost the same amount (28,0%) work in the Education sector. It is interesting to compare this
with the statistics of the Ministry of Welfare for officially registered social enterprises, where
Education scores 20,0% of all registered social enterprises, however, the industries used are
not the same (for example, officially one of the “working areas” is marked work integration
social enterprise (WISE), no matter the industry they work in).
What is your organisation's main business sector? (multiple selections possible)

82

Human health and social work activities

30.5%

Education

28.0%

Arts, entertainment and recreation

12.2%

Manufacturing

12.2%

Other services activities (membership organisations;
other personal services activities)

11.0%

Accommodation and food service activities

7.3%

Wholesale and retail trade; and repair of motor vehicles
and motorcycles

6.1%

Information and communication

4.9%

Agriculture, forestry and fishing

Professional, scientific and technical activities

3.7%

2.4%

Activities of households as employers; undifferentiated
goods- and services-producing activities of households
for own use

2.4%

Other

1.2%

Transportation and storage

1.2%

Public administration and defence, compulsory social
security

1.2%

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0% 18.0% 20.0% 22.0% 24.0% 26.0% 28.0% 30.0%

Figure 4: Business sectors
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3. Legal Framework
As the definition is in place, most social enterprises self-define with it. However, many are still
having either both legal forms including NGO or still do social commercial activities as an NGO.
What kind of legal entity is your organisation? (multiple selections possible)

82

Sabiedrība ar ierobežotu atbildību (SIA) ar sociālā
uzņēmuma statusu

75.6%

Biedrība

17.1%

Sabiedrība ar ierobežotu atbildību (SIA) bez sociālā
uzņēmuma statusa

12.2%

Nodibinājums

1.2%

Cita:

1.2%

0.0%

20.0%

40.0%

60.0%

Figure 5: Legal entity

In Figure 6 we can see more than half of the respondents (58,5%) agree that legal status is of
value, which is a good sign overall, however, 22,0%, which is quite a high percentage, don't see
any value from the legal status. Interestingly, 3,7% of respondents think that there is no legal
status, but it would be useful for them.
Do you believe it is/ would be of value to have a specific Social Enterprise (SE) legal status in your country?

82

Yes, we have a legal status for Social Enterprise (SE)
and it is of value

58.5%

No, we have a legal status for SE and it is not of value

22.0%

Don't know

8.5%

Other, namely:

6.1%

Yes, we do not have a legal status for SE and believe it
should be there in future
No, we do not have a legal status for SE, and there is
no need

3.7%
1.2%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50,0%

Figure 6: Legal status value
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4. Engagement
In the past 12 months, a large part of the respondents (42,7%) have offered customers socially
and environmentally friendly products or services, 23,2% have developed and diffused
knowledge about innovations and 22,0% have been influencing policy-making, with 20,7%
working towards establishing new standards in an industry or sector. Interestingly, 20,0%
haven't been engaged in the following activities.
Did your organisation engage in one of the following activities in the past 12 months? (multiple selections possible)

82

42.7%
40.0%
30.0%

23.2%

22.0%

20.7%

19.5%
14.6%

20.0%

9.8%

8.5%

10.0%

1.2%
Offering
customers
socially and
environmentally
friendly products
products/services

Developing and
diffusing
knowledge about
innovations

Influencing
policy-making

Establishing
new standards
in
industry/sector

Advocating
sustainable
and social
procurement

Improving
legislation

Changing (a)
structural power
distribution(s)

1.2%
Other, namely:

None of these

No answer

Figure 7: Engagement in activities

5. Social entrepreneurship in times of COVID-19
Figure 8 illustrates the resilience to the COVID-19 crisis. 36,6% of the respondents managed to
develop new offers for their existing target group, 29,3% digitized their existing offers, but 18,3%
developed offers for a new target group. More than one-third of all entrepreneurs stated they
struggled with COVID-19 themselves.
Did your organisation help in the crisis? (multiple selections possible)

82

Yes, we developed new offers for our existing target
group

36.6%

Yes, we changed to digital offers for our existing target
group

29.3%

Yes, we developed offers for a new target group

18.3%

Yes, we helped other companies/ Social Entrepreneurs
Yes, we founded a new organisation to come up with
solutions for COVID-19

8.5%
4.9%

No, because we struggled with COVID-19 ourselves

36.6%

No

8.5%

No answer
0.0%

8.5%
5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

Figure 8: Help during COVID-19 crisis
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There are multiple challenges social entrepreneurs were facing during COVID-19 (Figure 9).
The biggest of them was decreasing sales - it was a problem for nearly half of all the
respondents (47,6%) with a lack of money to pay employees and fixed costs as the following
result for 37,8% of respondents. The data shows that only 3,7% of social entrepreneurs got the
business going - as one of the previous graph was showing that most of them work on-site
with people which was not possible during COVID-19 restrictions.
What challenges did your organisation face due to COVID-19? (multiple selections possible)

82

Decreasing sales

47.6%

Lack of money to pay employees and fixed costs

37.8%

No possibility to reach social target group

24.4%

Closed businesses/ cancelled events

17.1%

Lack of employees

17.1%

Closed schools/ universities

14.6%

Difficulty changing to digital offers

13.4%

End of existing funding

13.4%

Investment/ loans less available

11.0%

None

11.0%

Lack of financing via sponsorships/ donations/
crowdfunding

9.8%

Supply chains affected

9.8%

No answer
Investors insecure
COVID-19 actually boosted our business
0.0%

6.1%
4.9%
3.7%
5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

Figure 9: COVID-19 challenges
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Social and Environmental
impact
1. Areas of Impact
As seen in Figure 10, unfortunately, still the largest part (65,85%) of the respondents
are not aware of the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), though it
might be connected with the translated name of it. While many Latvians are aware of
SDGs, not all are aware of the Latvian translation “Ilgtspējīgas attīstības mērķi”. Onethird (31,7%) of the respondents are aware of the SDGs and 2,44% are only partly
aware.
Are you aware of the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs)? 82

2.44%

31.71%
No
Yes
Partly
65.85%

Figure 10: Sustainable Development Goals

Once asked about specific SDGs social entrepreneurs are working towards achieving, the most
prominent (58,5%) has been SDG 3: Good health and well-being, which comes together with the
fact that the most popular field of activities of the respondents is Human health and social work
activities. A very popular SDG among respondents (43,5%) is SDG17: Partnerships for the goals,
as many social entrepreneurs are prone to cooperate and work together for common goals and
systematic improvements. Almost the same popularity goes to SDG8: Decent work and
economic growth (42,7%), representing the potential of social enterprises to develop meaningful
work opportunities for socially vulnerable groups and also improve overall economic growth.
More than ⅓ of the respondents (34,1%) work towards SDG 10: Reducing inequalities. The 5th
most common response is working towards SDG 4: Quality education (32,9%). The percentage
breakdown of all goals is shown in Figure 11.

Social and Environmental impact
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What kind of social/environmental impact does your organisation want to achieve? (UN Sustainable Development Goals) (multiple
selections possible) 82
SDG 3. Good health and well-being

58.5%

SDG 17. Partnerships for the goals

43.9%

SDG 8. Decent work and economic growth

42.7%

SDG 10. Reduced inequalities

34.1%

SDG 4. Quality education

32.9%

SDG 11. Sustainable cities and communities

29.3%

SDG 16. Peace, justice and strong institutions

23.2%

SDG 1. No poverty

20.07 %

SDG 12. Responsible consumption and production

18.3%

SDG 9. Industry, innovation and infrastructure

15.9%

SDG 13. Climate action

9.8 %

SDG 5. Gender equality

8.5 %

SDG 15. Life on land

7.3%

SDG 14. Life below water

6.1 %

SDG 2. Zero hunger

4.9 %

None of them

2.4 %

SDG 7. Affordable and clean energy

1.2 %

SDG 6. Clean water and sanitation

1.2 %
0.0%

05.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

50.0%

55.0%

Figure 11: Social and environmental impact

Mostly, social entrepreneurs that have responded to this questionnaire, work on a local level local city (40,2%), local community (34,1%), or region (29,3%), however, 35,4% work on a
national level. Only 7,3% describe their geographical field of action on a European level.
At which geographical level(s) is your organisation active to achieve your social/environmental goals? (multiple selections
possible) 82
Your neighbourhood/ community

34.1%

A local authority/ city

40.2%

Several local authorities

24.4%

Region/ province

29.3%

Several regions/ provinces

28.0%

National

35.4%

Regional (e.g. Benelux, Baltic States)

3.7 %

Europe

7.3%

Europe and neighbouring countries

3.7 %

Don’t know

1.2 %
0.0 %

5.0 %

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

Figure 12: Social and environmental impact
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2. Beneficiaries
According to Figure 13, the largest part of the social enterprises (76,8%) has a specific
target group that their work is creating benefits for, 68,3% see that their work benefits
society in general (Figure 13).
Who are the beneficiaries of your organisation? (multiple selections possible)
76.8%

82

68.3%

60.0%
40.0%
11.0%

20.0%
Specific target groups
(persons)

Society in general

NGOs, Social Enterprises
(organisations)

6.1%
Animals

2.4%

1.2%

Abiotic groups (non-living;
sun, water, CO2)

Plants

Figure 13: Beneficiaries of organisation

Almost half of the respondents (45,12%) also involve their beneficiaries in the
production processes or services, however, 31,71% don't do so (Figure 14).

Do you involve your beneficiaries in your production
processes/services? 82

23.17%

45.12%

31.71%

Yes

No

NA

Figure 14: Involvement of beneficiaries
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Figure 15 shows the target groups or individuals social enterprises provide their
services and benefits for. A large part of the respondents (40,2%) are working towards
improving the lives of individuals with a physical disability; 37,8% are providing services
or benefits to children and/or young individuals in general, 25,6% work specifically with
individuals with a learning disability and 22,0% with individuals with mental illness,
health problems and/or psychological/neurological disability. 22,0% of the respondents
are reaching individuals living in rural/remote areas. 14,6% are working with the target
group of young parents and the same amount are providing services or benefits to
long-term unemployed.
For which specific target groups or individuals do you provide services or benefits? (multiple selections possible)

82

Individuals with a physical disability

40.2%

Children/young individuals in general

37.8%

Individuals with a learning disability

25.6%

Individuals with mental illness/health
problems/psychological/neurological disability

22.0%

Individuals living in rural/remote areas

22.0%

Young parents

14.6%

Long-term unemployed

14.6%

Older individuals losing independence/old people in
general

13.4%%

Single parents

12.2%

Women/girls

11.0%

Young individuals leaving care/ orphans/young people
in care

8.5%

Sick/dying individuals

8.5%

Individuals that have no/not enough medical access

7.3%

Ex-offenders/coming out of offending

7.3%

Individuals with very low income/debts/in poverty

6.1%

Victims of violence

6.1%

Individuals with alcohol/ drug addiction/ dependency

4.9%

Individuals that face hunger

3.7%

Migrants

3.7%

The homeless/individuals coming out of homelessness

3.7%

Individuals disadvantaged due to race/ethnicity/religion
Individuals disadvantaged due to sexual
orientation/gender identity
Veterans/ex-military

2.4%
2.4%
1.2%

Other
We are not providing services/products to
disadvantaged individuals/groups

3.7%
1.2%

N/A
0.0%

25.6%
5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

Figure 15: Target groups

Social and Environmental impact

14

ESEM Latvia report

3. Social Procurement and Buy Social
Almost ⅓ of the respondents (26,8%) are selling their products or services to corporates
irregularly, and 9,8% are doing it regularly, however, it is only part of their income and
for 15,9% the business model depends on selling to other businesses. Interestingly,
31,7% have not yet sold their products/services to other businesses, but would like to
do so in the future.
Do you sell products or services to conventional firms (SME, corporates)?

82
31.7%

30.0%

26.8%

25.0%
20.0%

15.9%

13.4%

15.0%

9.8%

10.0%

2.4%

5.0%
0.0%

Yes, our business model
depends on it

Yes, irregularly

Yes, regularly, but it is only
part of our income

Not yet, but we would like
to do it

No answer

No, and we have no
interest

Figure 16: Selling products to Small and Medium-sized Enterprises, corporates

Still, when the business itself is procuring the products, the most importance is given to
the costs of the product. 80,5% consider it as being a very important factor, however,
more than half (51,2%) consider social responsibility very important.
When your business procures products, how important are the following aspects in your decisions?

82

51.2%

14.6%

15.9%

9.8%

8.5%

Social Responsibility

80.5%

6.1%

12.2%

Costs

46.3%

19.5%

12.2%

12.2%

9.8%

Environmental Responsibility
0.0%
Very Imporant

Important

20.0%
Moderately Important

40.0%
Slightly Important

60.0%

80.0%

100.0%

Not Important

Figure 17: Procuring products
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4. Impact Measurement
Almost half of the respondents (48,8%) are measuring their impact every year. Here, it
needs to be said that those, who have acquired a social enterprise status, are
mandated to report to the Ministry of Welfare about their impact yearly. However, ⅕ of
the respondents (20,7%) are only planning to start measurement in the future.

Do you measure your social/environmental impact regularly?

Yes, every year

82

48.8%

Yes, every two years

4.9%

Yes, adhoc/irregularly

4.9%

Yes, continuously

2.4%

Yes, quarterly

1.2%

Yes, monthly

1.2%

Other, namely:

2.4%

Not yet, measurement is
planned in future

20.7%

No
0.0%

13.4%
10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

Figure 18: Impact measurement

Mostly, impact management systems are self-developed (45,1%), with 7,3% saying that
it has been created with the support of organisations that supported the organisation
financially.
Who supported you to develop an impact measurement and managements system?

82

Self-developed

45.1%

Organisations that supported our organisation
financially (e.g. impact investor, foundation, etc.)
National alliance/network/centre for social
enterprise/social innovation, namely:
Incubator or accelerator programme

Other, namely:

7.3%
3.7%
2.4%
3.7%

NA
0.0%

37.8%
10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

Figure 19: Impact management systems
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According to Figure 20, only 8,54% are referring to SDGs in their report on the impact
created, however, 23,17% are planning to do so in the future. Half of the respondents
(50,0%) are not using SDG as a reference point in their social impact reporting.

Do you refer to the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals to
report on your impact? 82

8.54%
14.63%

Yes
To some extent
We are planning to

50.00%

Other
No

23.17%
3.66%

Figure 20: SDGs and impact

Social and Environmental impact
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Markets, Money and
Financing
1. Sources of Income
The main source of income for more than half (57,0%) of the respondents is trading
with consumers (private persons), 45,1% have volunteers as a part of their team, 35,4%
are naming grants from the government/local authority/ public sector in their answers,
as well as 20,7% are naming donations from private persons.
What are your main sources of income? (multiple selections possible)

82

Trading with consumers (private persons)

57.3%

Trading with profit-oriented companies (i.e. B2B)

28.0%

Trading with the public sector (e.g. ministries,
municipalities)

28.0%

Trading with foundations

14.6%

Trading with third sector organisations (e.g. charities,
welfare organisations)
Trading with other Social Enterprises

4.9%
3.7%

Volunteering (private persons)

45.1%

Grants from the government/ local authority/ public
sector

35.4%

Foundation funding

26.8%

Donations from private persons

20.7%

Membership fees

19.5%

Donations from profit-oriented companies (incl.
sponsorship)

12.2%

Pro-bono donations from organisational stakeholders

8.5%

Corporate volunteering

6.1%

Crowdfunding
Other

4.9%
1.2%

No income
Don't Know
0.0%

7.3%
4.9%
5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

50.0%

55.0%

Figure 21: Main sources of income
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2. Revenues and Profits
As the largest part of the respondents is still in the start-up phase, the total revenues
are rather small - up to 50,000 EUR (48,8%), one-fifth of the respondents (18,3%) have
revenues that are up to 100,000 EUR, for 14,6% the revenues are up to 250,000 EUR
and for 7,3% up to 500,000 EUR. Only 1,2% of the respondents have revenue of 5
million EUR or more.
What are your total revenues of the last 12 months?
Including trading income (sold products, services) and nontrading income (donations, grants) 82

≃

0 - 50,000 EUR ( 0 42,922 GBP)

48.8%

≃

50,001 - 100,000 EUR (
42,923 - 85,845 GBP)

18.3%

≃

100,001 - 250,000 EUR (
85,846 - 214,610 GBP)

14.6%

≃

250,001 - 500,000 EUR (
214,611 - 429,220 GBP)

7.3%

≃

500,001 - 1 million EUR (
429,221 - 858,441 GBP)
Over 1 million - 2,5 million
EUR ( 858,442 2,146,102 GBP)

≃

≃

5 million EUR or more (
4,292,205 or more GBP)

4.9%

1.2%

1.2%

No answer

3.7 %
0.0%

20.0%

10.0%

30.0%

40.0%

Figure 22: The amount of revenues

Interestingly, even though the COVID has been influencing social enterprises, the
revenues have been mostly increasing (43,9%), for 19,5% of the respondents the
revenues have stayed the same and for the same amount of the respondents they have
decreased.

Compared with the previous 12 months, have your revenues
in the past 12 months increased, decreased, or stayed
roughly the same? 82
Increased

43.9%

Stayed the same

19.5%

Decreased

19.5%

My organisation exists
too short to say

12.2%
3.7%

Don’t know
NA

1.2%
0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

Figure 23: Revenues in the past year
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In Figure 24 we can see that 62,5% of the respondents believe that their revenues will
increase, with 12,2% thinking that they might stay the same.

Thinking about the next 12 months, do you think your
revenues will increase, decrease or stay the same?
82
Increase

62.2%

Stay the same

12.2%

Decrease

8.5%

My organisation exists too
short to say

6.1%

Don't know
NA

9.8%
1.2%

0.0% 10.0%

20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

Figure 24: Revenues of the upcoming year

The biggest profit was observed during the early implementation and growth stage
(41,2%) following the steady stage (33,3%) and the startup stage (25,0%).
The biggest loss is in the startup stage (33,3%) yet the next phase, the early
implementation, and growth stage shows the second smallest loss (11,8%) which is very
close to the organisations in a steady stage (11,1%).
Profit & Loss across Organisational Development Stages
18.2%

82

9.1%

18.2%

36.4%

9.1%

9.1%

Seed stage
25.0%

8.3%

33.3%

16.7%

8.3%

8.3%

Startup stage

Break even

41.2%

26.5%

11.8%

11.8%

8.8%

Early implementation and growth stage
18.8%

0.0%

Loss
Not yet known

31.3%

25.0%

18.8%

6.3%

Late implementation and growth stage
Steady stage (e.g. steady/stagnating/decreasing
growth rate)

Profit

33.3%

20.0%

33.3%

40.0%

11.1%

60.0%

Not applicable
No answer

22.2%

80.0%

My organisation ...

100.0%

Figure 25: Profit and Loss
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3. Financial Planning Security
The data in Figure 26 show 1 in 10 organisations does not have any safe financial planning at all
which places them at a disadvantage because they mostly operate in a survival mode. On the
positive side, more than ¼ of social enterprises have a stable financial flow for the upcoming
year. 8,5% of respondents have secured themselves for more than 2 years.
For how many months does your organisation have a safe financial planning?

82

26.8%
23.2%

9.8%
7.3%

6.1%

8.5%

7.3%

4.9%
1.2%

1.2%

1.2%

2.4%

Figure 26: Financial planning

To establish financial security, 63,4 % of social enterprises and organisations decided
to request their own savings in the last 12 months and 58,5 % used self-finance as the
main support mechanism. Significantly fewer social enterprises asked for public
financing - 41,5 %. ¼ of them also used private donations or financing from friends
and/or family.
What kinds of financing did you request in the last 12 months? (multiple selections possible)

82

Own savings

63,4%

Self-financing (cash-flow)

58,5%

Public financing

41,5%

Foundation funding

32,9%

Private donations

25,6%

Family and friends

23,2%

Bank loan

13,4%

Incubator, company builder, accelerator

Overdraft

9,8%

4,9%

Crowdfunding/ crowdinvesting

2,4%

Business angels

2,4%

Venture capital

2,4%

Other sources of capital

2,4%

0,0%

5,0%

10,0%

15,0%

20,0%

25,0%

30,0%

35,0%

40,0%

45,0%

50,0%

55,0%

60,0%

Figure 27: Financing requests
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4. Financing and Investments
In Figure 27 we indicated most commonly requested financial support was for own
savings and according to Figure 28, it has been the most successful: 25,6% got the full
amount requested, 11,0% got a part of the requested amount and 2,4% indicated a
positive experience with no concrete outcome yet. The second most successful
support mechanism was public financing with 23,2% of respondents getting the full
support, 7,3% part of the funding, and 2,4% at that time had already indicated the
outcome as positive. The only support mechanism that had a 100% receiving rate was
venture capital: 2,4% requested it and 2,4% received the full amount.
Was it successful?

82

25.6%

Own savings

11.0%

23.2%

Public financing

7.3%

17.1%

Self-financing (cash-flow)

13.4%

14.6%

Foundation funding

9.8%

8.5%

7.3%

19.5%

7.3%

17.1%

4.9%

4.9% 3.7%

Private donations
7.3%

11.0%

Family and friends
7.3%

Incubator, company builder,
accelerator
Bank loan

6.1%

Yes, we got the full amount
requested

3.7%

Yes, we got part of
requested financing

Other, namely:

Yes, but we do not know yet
how much we will get
We do not know yet

Business angels

No, we did not get the
financing

Crowdfunding/ crowdinvesting

No answer

Venture capital
Mortgage
Venture debt
IPO/ stock exchange
Other sources of capital
Overdraft
Impact investment
No financing requested
0.0%

5.0%

10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0%

30.0% 35.0% 40.0% 45.0% 50.0% 55.0% 60.0%

Figure 28: Success of finance requests
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5. EU Funding
The most commonly used EU funding among Latvian respondents is European Social
Fund (23,9%) and Erasmus+ (15,9%). Close to half (42,7%) have never even tried to
apply for any kind of EU funding.

Did you apply to receive any of the following EU-funding? (multiple selections possible)
ESF (European Social Fund)

82

29.3%
15.9%

Erasmus+
Interreg Europe

2.4%
2.4%

Europe for Citizens
COSME (EU programme for the he Competitiveness
of Small and Medium-sized Enterprises
(LIFE (EU funding for the environment and climate
action
Horizon 2020

2.4%
2.4%
1.2%
8.5%

Other, namely:

6.1%

Don't know

42.7%

We have never applied to EU-funding

5.0%

0.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

Figure 29: EU funding opportunities

Based on the data, it is easy to notice there is still a lot of work to educate about EU
funding opportunities. While more than half of respondents answered this question as
not applicable, most respondents (23,2%) think the process is too complex and timeconsuming and almost the same amount (22,0%) are not aware of the opportunity.
13,4% of respondents have explored the funding opportunities, but do not have a
programme that would fit their needs or funding that is related to their mission.
What are the reasons you did not apply for EU-funding? (multiple selections possible)

82

NA

51.2%

Too complex/ time-consuming to apply

23.2%

Not aware of the opportunity

22.0%

Success rate to gain funding too small

17.1%

No funding available related to my mission

7.3%

Financial capacity obligations too high

6.1%

No program available that fits our needs

6.1%

Co-financing rate too high

4.9%

Operational capacity obligations too high

4.9%

Organisation too young

4.9%

Other
Not neccesary

2.4%
1.2%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

50.0%

Figure 30: Reasons for not applying for EU funding
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Among the reasons for applying for EU funding more than once, over half of
respondents (52,4%) stated this as an important income stream for their organisation. ¼
of them (25,6%) rated this as a good experience with current and/or past programs and
22,0% percent see this as a great opportunity to access an international network.

What are the reasons to apply again? (multiple selections possible)
82
Important income stream for
our organisation
Good experience with current/
past EU-funding program
Provides access to international
network/ visibility

52.4%
25.6%
22.0%

Funding is a substantial amount
Enhances our reputation
Easy to apply
Other

13.4%
8.5%
4.9%
9.8%

NA
0.0%

22.0%
10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

Figure 31: Reasons to apply again for EU funding
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Growth and Innovation

1. Innovation and Technology
A significant part of respondents (62,2%) have stated they chose a new and/or
innovative approach in their products/services. Other respondents see their business
model and the way processes are organized as a new approach. 11,0% hadn’t indicated
any new approach.

At the time your organisation was founded, did your organisation choose a new/innovative approach in the following
areas? (multiple selections possible) 82
Products/ services

62.2%

Business model

20.7%

Processes

20.7%

Impact model

18.3%

Way of leading the company

12.2%

Technology
Other, namely:

9.8%
1.2%

No new/ innovative approach was chosen
No answer
0.0%

11.0%
6.1%
10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

Figure 32: Innovative approaches
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2. Scaling
Social enterprises scale with the main goal to develop new products/services (74,4%).
There are three other highly significant reasons - to diversify or expand into new
customer markets/target groups (43,9%), to seek investment to increase the rate of
growth of the business (41,5%), and to recruit new or more experienced staff (41,5%).

Does your organisation intend to scale? If yes, what kind of activity do you plan to achieve scaling? (multiple selection
possible) 82
Develop new products/ services

74.4%

Diversify or expand into new customer markets/
target groups
Seek investment to increase rate of growth of
business

43.9%
41.5%

Recruit new staff/more experienced staff

41.5%

Increase level of marketing/ advertising

34.1%

Diversify or expand into new geographic markets

34.1%

Reduce costs/ increase efficiency

30.5%

Partner with another organisation

30.5%

Develop a new process

28.0%

Invest in new equipment/ IT/ computer
software (e.g. professional CRM system)

25.6%

Invest in new capital assets (e.g real estate)

19.5%

Increase prices/margins

13.4%

Replicate/ (social) franchise

13.4%

Increase number of members/increase
membership fees
Merge with/ acquire another organisation

8.5%
3.7%

Win business as part of a consortium

2.4%

Don't know

2.4%

Increase level of staff training/education

2.4%

The organisation does not want to scale
0.0%

1.2%
5.0%

10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0%

30.0% 35.0% 40.0% 45.0% 50.0% 55.0% 60.0% 65.0% 70.0%

Figure 33: The aim of scaling
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People and Governance

1. Staff
In terms of employment, social enterprises usually fight over quality, not quantity. More
than half of them employ 1 - 9 people (52,4%), 28% employ between 10 - 49 people, and
only below 5% employ 50 - 249 people. Besides, 7,3% have no paid employees )Figure
34).
There is a positive tendency to see social entrepreneurs willing to increase their impact
and have more employees than they have currently. In 2021 this was the plan for more
than half of them (52,5%) with 3,7% wanting to employ substantially more than
currently. ⅓ of them (34,1%) were planning to employ the same amount of people and
6,1% predicted employing fewer employees than they had at that moment (Figure 35).

How many people are employed (and paid) by your
organisation? 82

0 FTE*

Do you expect to employ more, the same, or fewer
employees than currently in 12 months time? 82

Substantially more than
currently

7.3%

3.7%

52.4%

1-9 FTE

More than currently
10-49 FTE

48.8%

28.0%
The same

50-249 FTE

34.1%

4.9%
Fewer than currently

499 and more FTE

6.1%

2.4%

No answer

Don't know/ N/A

4.9%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

Figure 34: Current employees

50.0%

0.0%

7.3%
10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

Figure 35: Employees in the future

* FTE = Full-time equivalent
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According to data, the average percentage of women being board members is 62%
(Figure 36) and the average percentage of them being founders is 69% (Figure 37). It
seems that women are more interested to work in a field that cares for social impact,
therefore, on average 70% of all employees working for the respondent organisations
are women (Figure 38).
Average: What is the percentage of women in your organisation:

70

62

Avg Board Women %

Figure 36: Woman as boards members

Average: What is the percentage of
women in your organisation:

69

Avg Founder Wom...

Figure 37: Woman founderd
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73

Average: What is the percentage of
women in your organisation: 67

70

Avg Mgmt Women %

Figure 38: Woman in management
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2. Volunteering
When looking at the data of volunteers, it is important to understand the local context
of legislation. In Latvia, there is a Volunteer Service Law that stipulates that a volunteer
must not replace a full-time employee and regarding social enterprises they can not do
main operational duties, therefore, it is more time-consuming to understand when and
how to involve them.
⅓ of respondents (32,9%) do not have any volunteers in their organisation, but more
than half of respondents (53,7%) have 1 - 9 volunteers. 1,2% of respondents have
between 250 - 499 volunteers, which means that their whole operation model is based
on voluntary principles.

How many people work as volunteers for your organisation?
0 FTE

82

32.9%

1-9 FTE

53.7%

10-49 FTE

6.1%

50-249 FTE

250-499 FTE

2.4%

1.2%

No answer/ Don't know
0.0%

3.7%
10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

Figure 39: Volunteers
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Barriers and Enablers

1. Barriers
The most common barrier for local respondents is the lack of qualified employees. This
might be due to the fact ⅓ of all social enterprises are work integration enterprises and
others create products or services for the socially disadvantaged. Qualified employees
among the ones that are socially disadvantaged are harder to find and to create
products or services for these people also requires a lot of specific knowledge and
skills. 32,9% of the respondents stated this as an extremely important barrier and 13,4%
as important. Other significant barriers include lack of options to finance the
organisation once started (30,5%). Equally significant barriers that were each stated by
22,0% of the respondents are: lack of financial options when starting an organisation,
too complex public financing, lack of public support schemes.
We also see that the lobby of social entrepreneurship should be stronger - it was
reported by 18,3% of the respondents as weak.
How much do these barriers impede your organisation?

82
32.9%

13.4%

4.9%

Lack of qualified employees

30.5%

17.1%

3.7%

Lack of options to finance the organisation once started

22.0%

3.7%

6.1%

Lack of financial options when starting an organisation

22.0%

7.3%

Too complex public financing
22.0%

19.5%

Lack of public support schemes

18.3%

Lack of patient capital (long-term capital/ no quick profit
expectation)

15.9%

18.3%

Weak lobby for Social Entrepreneurship

9.8%

17.1%

Poor understanding/ awareness of Social Enterprises
among general public/ customers

12.2%

14.6%

Difficulties in maintaining/ attracting customers

3.7%
12.2%

3.7%

4.9%

12.2%

6.1%

Very much hinder
Much hinder

4.9%

Disadvantages concerning public procurement offerings

Moderate hinder
9.8%

Poor understanding/ awareness of Social Enterprises
among banks/ investors/ support organisations

8.5%

8.5%

Lack of access to Social Entrepreneurship specific
support (i.e. incubators, accelerators, network
organisations

7.3%

8.5%

6.1%

Slight hinder
No hinder

4.9%
4.9%

Difficulties in expanding internationally/ cross-border

6.1%

6.1%

Lack of supportive fiscal framework
4.9%

6.1%

3.7%

Difficulties in scaling internationally
4.9%
Other, namely:

6.1%
Low cooperation in the social sector
3.7% 3.7%

Missing specific legal entity
4.9%
Insufficient managerial skills
0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0% 25.0%

30.0% 35.0%

40.0% 45.0% 50.0%

Figure 40: Barriers

Barriers and Enablers

30
8

ESEM Latvia report

2. Political Support
Most entrepreneurs (25,6%) see financial support as the most critical resource they
want to receive from the government. Other financial aspects would be tax relief
(17,1%). It is positive to see that only 1,2% of the respondents would like to have a better
policy.
What kind of support from the government do you need? (multiple selections possible)

82
34.1%

30.0%

25.6%

17.1%

20.0%

10.0%

6.1%

6.1%

4.9%

4.9%
1.2%

Financial

Tax relief

Support from
municipality

Target group salary
subsidy

Advantages in
procurement

Improved legislation

Better policy

N/A

Figure 41: Support from the government

Close to ⅕ of respondents (18,3%) see the political support for Social Entrepreneurship
as high, 22,0% as moderate, but most of the respondents as low (25,6%) or even very
low (25,6%). There are a few respondents who see the support as very high or as nonexistent.
How would you rate the political support for Social Entrepreneurship in your country?

82

Very high support
High support

18.3%

22.0%

25.6%

25.6%

6.1%

Pol support

Moderate support
Low support
Very low support
No support
N/A

0.0%

20.0%

40.0%

60.0%

80.0%

100.0%

Figure 42: Political support
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3. Social Entrepreneurship Ecosystem Support
As the social entrepreneurship field in Latvia is small, there are not many organisations
who work directly to advocate for social entrepreneurs. The leading position of them
goes to Latvijas Sociālās uzņēmējdarbības asociācija (59,8 %). Important players in the
field are Latvijas Tirdzniecības un rūpniecības kamera (13,4 %), New Door (12,2 %),
Latvijas pilsoniskā alianse (11,0 %) and LIAA business incubators (11,0 %). There is also a
big part of the organizations (23,2 %) that are not a part of any organization that could
help their business and social impact development.
Are you part of any of the following business support organisations? (multiple selections possible)
Latvijas Sociālās uzņēmējdarbības asociācija

82

59.8%

Not part of any of these

23.2%

Latvijas Tirdniecības un rūpniecības kamera

13.4%

New Door

12.2%

Latvijas Pilsoniskā alianse

11.0%

LIAA biznesa inkubatori

11.0%

Incubator

8.5%

No answer

7.3%

Reach for change

7.3%

International membership/network
organisation (e.g. Euclid Network, SEWF, SIA)

4.9%

Other

3.7%

Accelerator

2.4%

Company builder

1.2%

We are one of these kinds of organisations,
namely:

1.2%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0% 15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

50.0%

55.0%

Figure 43: Ecosystem support organisations
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