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Seed stage 
Startup stage 
Early implementation & growth 
Late implementation & growth 
Steady stage 
 

71.9%

42.7%

Chose at least one  
new or innovative  
approach at founding

perceive technologies  
as relevant for their 
impact/business 
model

Products/services 

Impact model 

Way of leading the 
company

49.0%

30.2%

25.0%

Mobile apps 

Internet of things 

Virtual reality

40.6% 

25.0% 

27.1% 

3.1% 

Entrepreneurial  
Development Stages

4.2%

28.2% 
Accommodation and 
food service activities

 
Human health and 
social work activities

 
Education 
 
9.4% cannot be (fully) classified 

within current standard business 

sectors

21.9% 

21.9%

Top Common 
Business  
Sectors (UN ISIC1 )

 Innovation

Technology

14.6%

14.6%

12.5%

 1. UN International Standard Industrial Classification of All Economic Activities (ISIC)

14

61.5%

8 years 10 years

7.3%

40.6%

52.1%

83.3%

71.9%

36.5%
Most common scaling strategies

Intend  
to scale

See value in a SE-specific  
legal status

Increasing  
their level of 
marketing/ 
advertising

Take multiple  
forms

Diversifying  
or expanding into 
new customer 
markets/target 
groups 

operate at multiple  
geographical 
levels

Different  
legal forms

Developing  
new products/
services

Median Average

Operate nationally only 

Operate at European level 

Operate beyond Europe 

84.4%

9.4%

7.3%

Scaling

Legal Frameworks

Age

Key Characteristics of Polish ESEM SEs

Geographical Reach

1.
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Offering 
cutomers socially  
and environmentally-friendly  
products/services

Establishing  
new standards in an  
industry/sector               

Advocating  
sustainable and social 
procurement 

57.3%

25.0%

28.1%

Most Common Impact-Generating Activities

#8 
Decent work and 
economic growth
 
#3 
Good health and 
wellbeing 
 
#10 
Reduced  
inequalities

 
55.2%

44.8%

38.5%

36.5%
involve beneficiaries  
in their production  
processes or servicesCurrently measure their social/environmental 

impact; 27.1% plan to do so 
 
Use formal certifications 
 
Refer to the UN SDGs in impact reporting; 
31.3% plan to do so

38.5%

22.9%

23.9%

Beneficiary Involvement

Social & Environmental Impact

Impact Measurement & Management

Commonly Targeted UN SDGs 

2.

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

Long-term unemployed

Individuals with a physical disability

Most Common Beneficiaries (Persons)

37.5%

32.3%

28.1%
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54.1%
65.6%

22.9%
19.8%

60.9% 58.2% 14.6%
of the workforce is comprised  
of women, on average

of their management teams 
are comprised of women,  
on average

have all-women  
founding teams

Have a ‘high’ or ‘very high’ level of 
beneficiary involvement  
in decision-making

Employ people  
with varying  
ethnic backgrounds

Have a ‘high’ or ‘very high’ level of  
staff involvement  
in decision-making

Employ people with  
disabilities

Gender

Participation
Diversity & Inclusion

43.8% 43.7%
Expect to hire more staff  
in the next 12 months

EMPLOY volunteers

 

Micro enterprises (<10 employees) 

Small enterprises (10-49) 

Medium enterprises (50-249) 

Large enterprises (250+)

 61.5%

33.3%

 4.2%

1.0%

Organisation Size

People & Governance3.
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Funding Gap

Made a profit in the past 12 months 

Broke even 

Made a loss 

Distribute profits ‘mainly’ or ‘mostly to exclusively’ 
for the purpose of the organisation  
(of those who reported on profits)

29.2%

21.9%

32.3%

75.0%

Public financing 

Bank loan  

Private donations

66.7%

24.0%

 Profits & Distribution

External Financing

15.6%

Most commonly sought sources

50.0%

65.6%

have previously  
applied for EU  
funding

intend to apply  
in future

EU Funding

86.5%

34.4% 37.9%

2.1%

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

Grants from the government/ 
local authority/public sector

Have secure finances for  
More than 2 years

Trading with consumers  
(private persons) Have a safe financial planning 

horizon of 1 year or less

Saw revenues 
increase in the past 
12 months

Expect revenues to increase 
in the next 12 months

Financial PlanningMain Income Sources

Revenue Growth

Income, Profits & Financing

59.4%

On average, Polish ESEM SEs only 
managed to secure enough funding to 
meet 59.4% out of 100% of their 
financing needs in the past 12 months

Gap = 40.6%

4.

51.0%

50.0%

36.5%
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Barriers & Enablers

55.2% 51.0% 50.0%
Lack of supportive 
fiscal framework

Read more here

Poor understanding/
awareness of social 
enterprises among 
banks, investors and 
support organisations

Poor understanding/
awareness of social 
enterprises among the 
general public and 
customers

Top 3 Most Common Barriers 

22.9%67.8% 65.6%
Do not participate  
in any support 
organisations

Perceive national 
political support for 
social entrepreneurship 
to be low, very low or 
non-existent

Belong to at least one 
business support 
organisation

Political & Ecosystem Support

Markets, Social Procurement & Buy Social

67.8% 85.5%70.4%
average importance of  
social responsibility

average importance of 
environmental  
responsibility

average importance  
of costs

SEs’ Own Procurement Strategies

78.1% Of which 5.3%
sell products or services  
to conventional firms

currently have  
multinational corporations  
as customers 

53.3% would like to in future

Markets B2B 

5.

6.

https://knowledgecentre.euclidnetwork.eu/country_mapping/poland/

