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INTRODUCTION

BEST stands for ‘boos�ng ecological and social topics’ (in companies and organiza�ons). The
acronym is the formula�on of a process, and its goal is to improve Social and Ecological
outcomes of companies and organiza�ons -with a focus on the building & housing sector as
far as Flanders is concerned - leading up to impac�ng societal outcomes in a posi�ve way.
BEST translates the broader perspec�ve of desired impacts into possible frameworks and
tools for impact management and impact measurement. But BEST also has an impact
ambi�on of its own. The BEST project, in the case of KULeuven as a partner in this project, is
clearly set on having an impact on the societal challenge of crea�ng (and financing)
affordable, accessible, ecologically sustainable, and energy-efficient housing.

KU Leuven used in this project its exper�se related to environmental and social impact
assessment and especially in the developed of measuring prac�ces for social innova�on.

The other partners (in Italy, Portugal, and Germany) may have slightly different focusses or
scope, but all have similar views on the frameworks that inspire the desired changes and on
methods to achieve those changes for the be�er.
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1. The first part of the BEST process (November 2020 to July
2022) was dedicated to finding a common ground and a mutual
approach as well as working on the structure of the final output.
(The process was interrupted by Covid restric�ons)

1.1 THE COMMON GROUND AND MUTUAL APPROACH

At the beginning of the 21st century, our western socie�es are at crossroads in almost all
areas of life. These are decisively shaped by the tension between the possibili�es that arise
from scien�fic and technological progress and the limits that are seen in connec�on with this
progress and express themselves in nega�ve social and ecological consequences.

In various ac�vi�es around the topic of social, ecological innova�on, it became clear to the
project partners that from large corporates to SMEs, the need for orienta�on related to
social, ecological change is great. The context of this project can be described with the term
VUCA world. For Prof. Dr. Michael Schmidt, a powerful strategy to deal with this vola�le,
uncertain, complex and ambiguous world is social innova�on and he describes the
interac�on of people, organisa�ons and industry with regard to social innova�on as "Social
Innova�on 4.0" as an answer to Industry 4.0.

This is where the partners come in. Building on the basic principle that puts people at the
centre, they are developing an implementa�on concept for social-ecological innova�on that
is based on the qualifica�on and par�cipa�on of the actual capital of companies, the
employees. The project is aimed at employees as well as mul�pliers of voca�onal
qualifica�on around enterprises and at people who aspire to be founders in or outside
enterprises or who have talent and skills in this direc�on. As two of the partners come from
the youth work sector, transi�ons from school or unemployment to work as well as the
visualisa�on of new occupa�onal fields are also focused on.

Social economy, sustainable finance and social entrepreneurship (SE) approaches have
developed in the individual partner member states in recent years. For the most part, they
s�ll act according to the principle of "Act local" and thereby achieve measurable, posi�ve,
social and ecological impact. This is o�en successful because a high "commitment" of the
par�cipants has made the emergence of innova�ve forms of coopera�on possible. The
project now wants to extend this principle by the aspect of "Think European". The local
perspec�ve does not do jus�ce to a networked Europe. Local ac�on based on European,
networked thinking is the approach and goal of the project partners. Therefore, the heart of
the project is deliberately the development of an integra�ng educa�onal tool to address the
social-ecological issues that companies are confronted with the involvement of a
Social Impact Manager in the company.

The approach of the project was based on the complementary collabora�on by the different
partners. Starkmacher e.V. brought in the pedagogical didac�c approach of the
"Starkmacher Principle" developed in the StarkmacherSchule project. KU Leuven showed the
interest in deliberately focusing on disadvantaged groups as drivers of social innova�on and
thus sources of business innova�on. Using the example of the European UIA project
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ICCARUS and the European Interreg NWE-project CBCI on circular economy it showed how,
in response to complex social challenges, an associa�on of different actors in a city achieves
sustainable posi�ve social impact. The AIPEC social-ecological vision is inspired by the Italian
approach to the civil economy, the "economia civile". AMUmainly has a focus in working
with young people with difficult access to the labour market. It has a very strategic,
didac�cally well-developed approach in the field of social entrepreneurship and qualified
young people to become entrepreneurs.

The GECES expert group on Social Economy and Social enterprises2 gave in 2014 the
following defini�on to measuring social impact

“The reflec�on of social outcomes as measurement, both long- term and short-term,
adjusted for the effects achieved by others (alterna�ve a�ribu�on), for effects that would
have happened anyway (deadweight), for nega�ve consequences (displacement) and for
effects declining over �me (drop off)”.

2The GECES (Commission Expert Group on the Social Economy and Social enterprises) was cons�tuted to advise
the European Commission on policy ini�a�ves related to the social economy and social enterprise. This
consulta�ve body is set up by the Commission is composed of 40 experts from the private sector (check all
members here), 40 experts from the public sector and observers from organiza�ons such as the OECD and the
UN.

1.2 THE STRUCTURE OF THE FINAL OUTPUT

1.2.1 The structure of the curriculum

It was decided that the curriculum would consist of 5 workshops, of which the first 3 would
be about ‘content’ and ‘strategy’ and the final 2 workshops would be about ‘method of
management’ and ‘method of measuring’ for social impact. Together with a ‘toolbox’ and a
communica�on pla�orm for collabora�on on the level of any organiza�on using the
curriculum (Billboard), the Best Project would deliver a curriculum to inform, educate and
inspire organiza�ons who have posi�ve social (and ecological) outcomes in their mission. To
define the target group, the term ‘social entrepreneur’ and ‘impact investor’ are used
throughout the process. All possible legal forms are considered when defining the target
group, therefore no stakeholder category or legal form is excluded from the group of end-
users (beneficiaries).
The first two workshops are situated on the macro level (global, societal, poli�cal, macro-
economic), including the analysis of the main challenges ahead. The third workshop is
presen�ng the main frameworks that inspire BEST. These frameworks are present
throughout the curriculum.
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The last 2 workshops are situated on the level of the company or organiza�on and have a
more ‘hands-on’ approach. The focus is on the (business)strategy, the ac�ons, the
implementa�on of the ac�ons and the measurement of the results in terms of outcomes
and impact.

1.2.2 Stakeholder approach

Within the cycle for Social Impact Management, the stakeholder analysis plays a crucial role,
so evidently the BEST project had to have an input from its most direct stakeholders. The
main stakeholders for the BEST project are companies and organiza�ons who are impact
driven. The partners developing the Curriculum (workshops, KULeuven in Flanders and AIPEC
in Italy, interviewed several companies and organiza�ons which could be categorized as
social enterprises. The Italian partner interviewed 9 organiza�ons and the Belgian partner
interviewed 19 organiza�ons.
To define the target group for the interviews, we used the term ‘social enterprise’ as defined
by the EVPA (European Venture Philanthropy Association).
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Results of the interviews of Belgian stakeholders.
Social enterprises are very diverse and take on different shapes (scope and scale) and forms
(legal structures). They work in many different sectors, and they are widely varied in size and
life cycle phase. Therefore, representa�ves of different types of companies and
organiza�ons were interviewed.

The legal structure of the organiza�on represented by the interviewees are (in Flanders):
vzw (not for profit), BV (legal en�ty for business with limited liabili�es), NV (public or
privately owned companies), CV (coopera�ve en�ty). One organiza�on, the largest (private)
social housing company In Flanders, was in transi�on from a coopera�ve structure to a BV
structure, and therefore men�oned separately. To date, the transi�on has been completed.

The results of the structured interviews were presented to all project partners, as well as to
the group of interviewees (on the Flemish / Belgian level).

The main take aways in Flanders are:
• Most companies and organiza�ons have heard about CSR and sustainability
• oncepts such as S ’s, Economy for the ommon ood, Economy of communion or

Doughnut Economy are much less known.
• No correla�on between legal structure (and governance) and intensity of

knowledge/ prac�ce in CSR or Social Impact management could be found due to �me
constrains and methodological limita�ons.

• No correla�on between the size of the organiza�on and the intensity of
knowledge/prac�ce in CSR could be found due to �me constrains and
methodological limita�ons.

• There is very li�le knowledge about the frameworks presented in the curriculum or
about the instruments for managing and measuring impacts.

• There are few formal prac�ces, including dedicated means and explicit strategy on
CSR and Social Impact.

• A lot of good inten�ons are expressed as well as tes�mony to informal good
prac�ces within the organiza�ons.

• There is a great need for knowledge and coaching on CSR, and on making Social
Impact manageable and measurable.

Figure 1:
types of companies by legal structure

Figure 2:
types of companies by number of employees
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1.2.3 The Toolbox

The toolbox consists of both didac�cal tools, tools for strategic exercises as well as
management tools. These are complimentary to the workshops/curriculum. The Portuguese
partner is responsible for that item.

1.2.4 BILLBOARD app

This is an instrument provided to any organiza�on or company star�ng a process of Impact
Management, using the BEST curriculum. It allows communica�on on the process, project,
and organiza�onal level. The German partner is responsible for that item.

2. The second part of the process (July 2022- January 2023) was
dedicated to content development and didac�cal methods for the
curriculum.

2.1 The content of the curriculum

The next step in the BEST process was to establish and elaborate on the main frameworks
and instruments which are being used in the curriculum.

n the first workshop (or chapter of the curriculum) the framework used is that of the S ’s.
A lot of informa�on is given about global problems and about which challenges are poignant
on the level of interna�onal, na�onal, ins�tu�onal, societal, and communal level.

In the second workshop the systemic causes of the current crises are analysed, namely the
reversal of the goal to purpose ra�o, the financializa�on of the economy and the collapse of
the moral premisses that are crucial to a valuable vision and mission for companies,
organiza�ons, families, and people. One of the examples given is the Easterlin Paradox.
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n the third workshop the ‘alterna� e economic frameworks’ are introduced. These
frameworks are the inspira�on and guide us in formula�ng goals and content of any process
of management and measurement of Social (and environmental) Impacts of companies or
organiza�ons. The frameworks the partners agreed upon are
Doughnut Economy, Economy for Common Good and Economy for Communion.

THE FRAMEWORKS

1. Doughnut Economy
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2. Economy for Common Good

3. Economy of Communion

MANAGING and MEASURING SOCIAL IMPACT (workshop 4 and 5)

For both the Economy for the Common Good (ECG) and the Economy of Communion (EoC)
its instruments will be included in the workshops 4 and 5. At the �me of the research, a
Doughnut Economy instrument for businesses was not available un�l late in the process, so
it could not be integrated in the BEST approach. Nonetheless, it could be included in any
further development of the curriculum.

On the other hand, the method of Social LCA was added as an instrument for measuring
impacts, but not coupled to a specific framework. The Social LCA is an approach used in the
context of produc�on of materials and products and is strongly ‘connected’ to the S’s as it
has a very global (supply chain) approach to it. To the Belgian partner, the KULeuven-Gent
research group Building Physics and Sustainable Design, the Social LCA was already known,
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next to the ‘regular’ , and used in other projects, such as CBCI (circular biobased
construc�on industry).
The Social LCA can be used on the product (or user) level but doesn’t necessarily say
anything about the level of an organiza�on. This becomes clear when we look at the
overview of the method of Social LCA (SO-LCA).

To illustrate the difference between the op�malisa�on of processes and products through
an assessment of the quality of a project on the one hand and the quality of the Social
Impact a�ained through outcomes of an en�re organiza�on on the other hand, we can
dis�nguish between the retrospec�ve and the prospec�ve instruments for sustainability
assessment.

A project quality assessment is done on the level of inputs and outputs (retrospec�vely)
whilst a Social Impact Assessment is done on the level of outcomes and impact
(prospec�vely).

A framework for sustainability assessment tools is proposed by Ness (ref?) based on two
aspects: a temporal focus and the object of focus of the tool. The temporal focus is either
retrospec�ve (indicators/indices), prospec�ve (integrated assessment) or both (product-
related assessment). The temporal prospec�ve tools may evaluate past development (ex-
post or descrip�ve), or may be used for predic�ng future outcomes (ex-ante or change-
oriented) such as a policy change or an improvement in a produc�on process. The object
focus is either spa�al, referring to a proposed change in policy on a regional level, o�en the
na�onal level (indicators/indices and integrated assessment), or at the product level
(product-related assessment).
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The object of the BEST assessment tools will be the organiza�on. The temporal focus will be
prospec�ve. (Alexis Versele, Measuring Social Impact, 20/11/2021)

Looking at the exis�ng instruments for measuring Social Impact in par�cular, the LCA
perspec�ve led us to making a gap analysis of three instruments: Social LCA, The Common
Good Matrix and the EoC Rainbow Score. It allows for insights on which stakeholders are not
(or implicitly) men�oned in any of the instruments, as well as no�ng the (subtle) differences
in the defini�on of impact categories (topics).

What this GAP analysis teaches us is that each of the instruments has a different scope. The
Social LCA is clearly focussing on the global level. The ECG matrix is focussing on the societal
level and the EoC Rainbow score on the communal and organiza�onal level. The stakeholder
focus is accordingly for each instrument, as well as the impact categories.
This led us to developing a process for (re)defining impact categories, a�ribu�ng impact
categories to stakeholder categories and designing appropriate indicators for each impact
category.
But before an organiza�on can start measuring impact of any kind, there needs to be a
process of impact management in place.
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This circular management process mirrors the curriculum, so far as the first three workshops
of the curriculum as well as the first four steps of the management cycle have a focus on the
rela�on between the corporate perspec�ve and the ‘outside world’. n the first three
workshops of the curriculum the rela�on with the vision, mission, goals and impact of any
organiza�on or enterprise is weak. This is a learning curve for anyone on the level of general
awareness and systemic analysis. During the first four steps of the management process, the
focus is on strategic choices, se�ng goals and knowing very well the relevant stakeholders.
Therefore the ‘exercises’ done in the first three steps of the management process largely
overlap with the content of the first three workshops of the curriculum.
But all in all the management cycle has a more ‘inward’ focus and certainly step and step,
which is on the level of ac�ons and measurement of impact.
Workshop four of the curriculum func�ons as a ‘fractal’ of the whole curriculum whereby
workshop four is the implementa�on of the management cycle in the organiza�on and step
4 within the management cycle is looking at the Business Model Canvas to determine the
ac�ons to be taken on the opera�onal level. And step 5 in the management process is
mirroring workshop 5 (of the curriculum), which is the choice of measurement tools and
implementa�on of collec�ng data (both internal and external data).

The curriculum is presented as process of educa�on and inspira�on. But the next step for
any organiza�on interested in pu�ng the BEST curriculum in prac�se (implementa�on in an
organiza�on), is advised to work with a consultant for the transla�on of the lessons learned
towards a specific context and stakeholder group linked to goals of the organiza�on.

Within the �me constrains, the Belgian team set up two ‘test’ workshops, one regarding
workshop four (of the curriculum) and one regarding workshop five (of the curriculum).
The result of the two ‘test’ workshops are:

• 15 par�cipants, 2 sessions (par�cipants are mainly ‘frontrunners’)
• 11 companies or organiza�ons were represented, all but one related to

building/housing
• 3 cases were discussed (all cases were organiza�ons present), each had a Social

Business Model Canvas that was created in a par�cipatory way.
• 8 stakeholder categories were determined beforehand (from the GAP analysis)
• 65 possible impact categories were determined during the exercise
• More than 100 possible indicators were listed

Due to �me constrains, it was not possible to go into the informa�on about the data
collec�on process, so no short list of indicators was ini�ated. But we can safely say that the
par�cipants came to the insight that Social Impact is not only a nice to have, but an essen�al
part of impact driven (value driven) organiza�ons and that Social Impact can be managed
and measured. The ESG requirements makes it even more urgent to get as many companies
and organiza�ons to manage, measure but also report on Social Impact as part of ESG
repor�ng.
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