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This presentation both draws upon the paper

“Sustainable Development Impact Indicators for Social and Solidarity Economy: State of the Art” (2019)

Gabriel Salathé-Beaulieu, Marie J. Bouchard and Marguerite Mendell and ongoing work and discussions between

Members of the UNRISD- SDPI project (2018-2022) as it continues to evolve



Introduction

● Growing recognition by policymakers and international organizations of the 
role of SSE enterprises and organizations in “inclusive and sustainable 
development”.

○ Employment and wealth generation
○ Presence in all goods producing sectors
○ Provision of affordable, quality social services
○ Quality of employment; work-life balance
○ Contribution to local sustainable development
○ Democratic governance
○ Fair and equitable distribution
○ Economic empowerment of women, minorities
○ Work integration for marginalized men and women
○ SSE as “aspirational”, especially by youth
○ the role of collective action in economic and political empowerment

● How to evaluate performance and impact of SSEs 
○ An objective of SSEs themselves
○ External pressure by third party organizations (government, investors, foundations, rating 

agencies, etc) 



SSE Organizations and SDPI Project (UNRISD)

● The inherent values of SSE enterprises and organizations set the bar for this 
project 

○ Years of collaborative international research have identified the preceding core attributes of 
SSE that transform the lives of men, women, communities across the globe

○ The social and solidarity economy is more than the aggregation of collective enterprises; it is 
contributing to systems change – to an alternative, democratic vision of sustainable economic 
development embodying the UN SDGs

● Our questions at the outset of the SDPI Project:
○ Do the values and objectives embedded in SSE enterprises identify transformative indicators 

to be applied to private enterprise as defined by the SDPI project?
○ What are the existing indicators used by SSE enterprises and organizations?
○ What is their effectiveness in evaluating the transformative capacity of SSEs?



SSE Organizations and SDPI Project (UNRISD)

● Do SSE organizations address the blind spots identified by the SDPI for 
private enterprise? (Peter Utting and Kelly O’Neill)

● What are the existing evaluation, performance, measurement tools and 
metrics that are used to assess SSE organizations ?

● Are they and should they be applied to SSE organizations? 

● Do they impose “homogeneity”, “uniformity” on the SSE? Conformity to 
externally defined assessment criteria? 

● Are there new and more adapted indicators for the SSE?

● Are SSE organizations involved the design process of these indicators?



Situating the SSE - Current Trends (1) 

● The paper situates the SSE within a changing landscape of measurement, 
evaluation, assessment, performance tools 

○ Rapidly increasing. 
○ Are they generating “noise”? 
○ Do they/can they reflect the diversity of the SSE?
○ Its many sectors; target populations; geographies

● The paper situates the SSE within the changing landscape of the SSE itself
○ Rate of growth of not for profit SSEs exceeds rate of growth of cooperatives  
○ Emergence of small and medium SSEs vs. large established coops
○ Rapid growth of worker cooperatives
○ Emergent platform cooperatives
○ SSE includes the informal economy in many parts of the global South
○ In some jurisdictions, the SSE includes foundations and social enterprise (e.g. France)



Situating the SSE - Current Trends (2)
Hybrid enterprises and Impact Investing

● The last two decades have seen the emergence and rapid growth of social 
enterprise, social entrepreneurship, social business, B-Corps, Community 
Interest Companies, Community Benefit Companies, etc. 

● Legal forms include both private and not for profit enterprises generating 
social, environmental, economic objectives

● Emergence of Impact Investing Market (2007. Rockefeller Foundation)
○ A shift from SRI to direct investing in enterprises, organizations or networks
○ Transforming role of foundations increasingly engaged as investors (expanding MRI, new 

impact investing portfolios, etc.)
○ Rapid growth of evaluation and measurement tools in this market
○ A new asset class attracting growing number of investors post financial crisis



Performance Reporting in the SSE:
Not a New Issue

● SSE enterprises moved from standard reporting and accounting to more systemic self-
evaluation beginning in the 2000’s.

● A few examples:
○ Financing SSEs required assessments of their objectives in the 1990’s with the emergence and rapid growth 

of micro credit, for example
○ The Community Development Finance Institutions in the US dedicated to community revitalization adapted 

existing reporting and accounting in the 1970’s to assess enterprises.
○ In Quebec, RISQ, the first investment fund dedicated to the SSE established in 1997, produced a Guide for 

financial analysts to evaluate performance of SSE enterprises to move beyond traditional risk/return analysis. 

■ Now translated into several languages and widely used in the SSE
■ Co-construction of criteria and methodology by investor and SSE enterprises.
■ Pioneer in built in flexibility with overarching standards
■ Life-cycle of enterprise analysis: adapted investment tools
■ Training/accompaniment

● Recognition of the need for hybrid, flexible assessment tools

● Co-learning process validating the objectives and commitments of SSE organizations



Today: Burden or Challenge?

● Pressure to measure social impact performance
○ Governments increasingly seek performance indicators as a condition of funding
○ Foundations, impact investors and increasingly the general public and smaller donors want to 

maximize the social impact of their investments
○ SSEs that are now part of this trend along with social enterprises, etc., must comply with these 

expectations
○ Undifferentiated externally imposed social impact measurement tools are increasingly applied 

to SSE organizations and enterprises

● Stress on SSEs
○ Tensions between the need for comparability and uniformity vs. customized indicators to 

reflect the diversity of SSE enterprises
○ Diversion, misrepresentation, simplification of complex goals to meet funding criteria
○ Mission drift
○ External evaluation experts; who bears the cost? SSE organizations, especially smaller ones, 

may not have the resources to carry out the assessments

● Challenge for SSE enterprises to mobilize and participate in design of tools



Selected methodologies, metrics and indicators (1)

● The paper identifies: 
○ those implemented in the SSE
○ Assessment tools and indicators that have been applied to ”blended value enterprises” since 

the 1990’s (private as well as collective enterprises)

● SSE enterprises have drawn upon methodologies such as program 
evaluation, environmental and social impact assessment, social audit, among 
others

● The paper provides several examples of those most commonly used

● While the focus has been primarily on indicators to assess social impact, 
indicators to evaluate environmental impact have been added

● SSE enterprises are committed to a just social and ecological transition



Selected methodologies, metrics and indicators (2)

● Evaluation Field and the Logic Model
○ Theory of Change
○ Social Return on Investment (SROI)
○ Social Accounting, Reporting and Auditing
○ Cooperative Performance Indicators
○ Evaluation of social utility (utilité sociale)
○ Sustainable Livelihoods Framework

● More Recent Initiatives Linked to Social Enterprise and Impact Investing with 
applicability the SSE (ownership agnostic)

○ GIIN’s IRIS indicators
○ GIIRS Rating / B Lab / B Impact Assessment
○ Impact Management Project (IMP)



Moving Beyond

● Demonstrating Value (DV)

● Indicators developed by the Sectoral Labour Force Committee for the Social 
Economy (CSMO) Quebec

● The Common Approach

● SSE enterprise/organization Evaluation Process Template (TIESS) Quebec

● Common Good Economy Matrix



Logic Model and Theory of Change (ToC)

Source: KU Center for Community Health and Development (2019). Reproduced with permission



Social Accounting, Reporting and Auditing

1. Clarify the mission, objectives and stakeholders of an organization;

2. Identify key indicators relating to these objectives and the collection of 
relevant data;

3. Report on the results in a verifiable way. 

● Some examples:
○ Social return on investment (SROI) 
○ Bilan societal (societal balance sheet) - France
○ Social balance sheet – Catalonia & Spain
○ Common Good Balance Sheet



Social Return on Investment (SROI)

Source: TIESS (2020)



Cooperative Performance Indicators

Source: Sustainability Solutions Group (2016, 20). Reproduced with permission.



Evaluation of social utility (utilité sociale)

Source: http://www.tiess.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Exemples-dindicateurs-en-ÉS-2018-01-12.pdf



Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (1)

Source: DFID (1999, 13). Reproduced with permission.



Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (2)



IRIS Metrics (The GIIN)

Source: iris.thegiin.org



B Impact (B Lab & B Corp)

Source: B Lab (2017)



Impact Management Project (IMP)

Source: Impact Management Project (2019)

● Emphasis is placed on impact maximization, 

and supporting organizations in the process, 

rather than pure measurement of impact 

● Measuring impact vs reporting on 

organization operations (governance, 

employment, environment, etc)



GECES Social Impact Measurement Sub-group

Source: Impact Management Project (2019)

● “… one could not devise a rigid set of 

indicators in a top-down and ‘one-size-fits-

all’ fashion to measure social impact in all 

cases” (GECES Sub-group on Impact 

Measurement, 2014, p. ii).

● It is, however, possible to recommend a 

common process as depicted in Figure 10. 

● “All reporting of measurement whether 

privately between a social enterprise and its 

investors, or in wider public reporting, 

should include appropriate and 

proportionate evidence supporting each 

material point” (GECES Sub-group on 

Impact Measurement, 2014, p. iii).



Quebec Sectoral Labour Force Committee for the 

Social Economy (CSMO) Indicators

● Comité sectoriel de main-d’oeuvre – Économie sociale et action communautaire (CSMO): a 
nonprofit network organization in Quebec that supports SSE organizations in identifying, fostering 
and training labour force for the SSE.

● Has been developing indicators collaboratively with SSE enterprises/organizations and a social 
impact measurement capacity training for the SSE in Quebec since early 2000s.

● Emphasizes the need for capacity building for impact measurement, not simply requesting it

● Designed for over 11,000 SSE enterprises/organizations
● Does not conflate their diversity

● 6 steps in the CSMO social impact measurement process:
○ Objectives
○ Dimensions
○ Indicators  (co-constructed with SSE organizations; common objectives – indicators vary); training
○ Measure
○ Results
○ Interpretation of the results

● Link: Mesure d'impact social (additional comments, M.M)

https://www.csmoesac.qc.ca/pages/recherche-analyse/mesure-impact-social


Demonstrating Value Initiative

● 2006-2009: Research project by Vancity Community Foundation that aimed to 
support and invest in local NGOs. 

● 2009: Official launch of the framework and tools online.

● 2013: Creation of the Demonstrating Value Resource Society to extend the work 
of the initiative

● Helps social enterprises to better understand, measure and demonstrate their 
social impact by providing tools and other resources on its website

● “Performance snapshot”: at-a-glance summary report that can easily 
communicate an organization’s value, performance and impact to anyone   



Demonstrating Value - Tools & Resources

Source: Demonstrating Value website (https://www.demonstratingvalue.org/tools-and-resources)



The Common Approach to Impact Measurement

● Recognizes tension and need for balance between standardization and 
comparability vs flexibility and customization to reflect diversity 

● Developed at the Carleton Centre for Community Innovation to simplify the 
evaluation process for social purpose organizations. 

● Aims to address challenges in impact measurement faced by social purpose 
organizations (e.g. time consuming, too many methods and tools, different 
requests by each funder, etc.)

● 2 mechanisms to achieve flexible standard: Construct-based equivalence and 
bounded flexibility 

○ Articulating common constructs across organizations and giving them discretion on how they 
measure such constructs. 



SSE enterprise/organization Evaluation Process 

Template (TIESS) Quebec

● Based on work by TIESS (2018-2019) on evaluation and social impact 
measurement

1. Deciding whether or not to go ahead with an evaluation: be informed, 
understand the situation and assess the needs of the organization

2. Planning the evaluation: identify the audience, stakeholders, the results being 
evaluated. Develop an evaluation plan. 

3. Implementing the evaluation: gather the data, analyze and interpret the 
results, apply and disseminate the results, assess the evaluation process  



Economy for the Common Good Matrix

Source: https://web.ecogood.org/de/unsere-arbeit/gemeinwohl-bilanz/gemeinwohl-matrix/



Synthesis Work by TIESS (Quebec)

Source: https://tiess.ca/en/evaluation-and-impact-measurement-for-the-social-economy/



Montreal Declaration (2019)

● Focus on the organization being 

evaluated and its context, rather than 

funders 

● Participatory, involving all stakeholders

● No universal measure

Source: Montreal Declaration on Evaluation and 

Social Impact Measurement (TIESS, 2019)



Two Selected “Counter-movements”
(1) Lean Impact and (2) UNEP

● External pressures may compromise the objectives of social purpose 
organizations

● Resistance to “upward accountability” and call for “downward accountability” 
involving all stakeholders engaging users and producers in the process

● Call for “lean data” or “lean impact”, agility and flexibility to reflect the complex 
needs, uncertainties and goals of social purpose organizations based on 
collaborative human centered design methodologies

● Lean Impact raises the critical issue of the need to build data science 
capabilities of SSE organizations combining new technologies with 
more traditional data gathering methodologies (surveys, etc)



Two Selected “Counter-movements”
(1) Lean Impact and (2) UNEP

Beyond micro 
● Both Lean Impact advocates and UNEP insist on linking public policy and 

micro assessment, bridging the gap between micro and macro.
○ Lean Impact calls for ”systems change”
○ UNEP explicitly raises the need to develop an “impact-focused ecosystem” involving all 

stakeholders including government

● Both call for more coordination and collaboration
○ SDGs cannot be achieved in isolation

● SSE objectives cannot be met without corresponding and enabling public 
policy

○ Absence of enabling public policy reduces capacity of SSE enterprises/organizations to 
achieve their goals.

○ Enabling macro environment is indispensable in many if not most cases

■ Legislation; fiscal measures; subsidization; public investment; procurement, customized 
policy measures, etc. 



Counter-movements

● Urge the co-design of evaluation tools and indicators embedded in a systemic 
and transformational approach 

● In the words of John Elkington, the triple bottom line approach to account for 
economic, environmental and social impact “was never intended as an 
accounting system….Its stated goal was system change- pushing towards the 
transformation of capitalism”.



Conclusions (1)

● Many earlier initiatives introduced in the paper have evolved to address 
diversity of social purpose organizations and enterprises

● Rapid growth of the SSE, social enterprise, impact investing is implicitly 
imposing conformity, raising tension between the transformative objectives of 
the SSE and other social purpose organizations and the inherent 
conservatism of funders and investors

● Standardization of indicators risks embedding externally imposed criteria into 
SSE enterprises and organizations and their practices, at the expense of their 
agility and promptness in responding to emerging needs and aspirations.



Conclusions (2)

● Mapping of the SSE internationally reveals its heterogenity and common 
commitment to social, environmental and economic transformation

● The UNRISD SDPI project allows for individual SSE organizations and 
enterprises to select those indicators that conform with their specific reality 
while adhering to overarching indicators applicable to all enterprises, 
regardless of legal form. 

● With its focus on both private and collective enterprises, the SDPI project will 
reveal the role of ownership and democratic governance in building 
transformative capacity, missing from the current array of indicators and 
metrics available.



Conclusions (3)

● The history of the social and solidarity economy is one of collective action, 
knowledge mobilization, innovation, empowerment, and transformation of lives 
and communities. This is possible when the needs of users, producers and 
community drive the co-construction and development of enabling tools, including 
performance indicators. This is occurring but is drowned out by the noise of a 
continuously increasing array of indicators and methodologies.

● We are not the first to call for consolidation, for greater collaboration, for 
coordination without imposed homogenization, for greater participatory processes. 

Maybe we should shut up and listen… to the various and diverse human and 
non-human communities and history of experience. Maybe we need to 
create greater space to hear from those whose lives we seek to impact? 
(Jed Emerson 2018)

“

”



Thank you!

Contact Information

marguerite.mendell@concordia.ca


