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Abstract. The study aimed to compare legal approaches to support social entrepreneurship aimed at the integration
of marginalised groups into society in several countries, including France, Italy, Great Britain, the United States of
America and South Korea. The results demonstrated unique models of legislative support focused on social inclusion:
from the social and solidarity economy model in France to public interest companies in Great Britain. Each of these
models has its own characteristics, particularly in terms of tax incentives, grant support, and integration requirements.
The results of the study emphasize the important role of social entrepreneurship in promoting social and economic
integration. The comparison of legal frameworks showed that different levels of support can affect the stability and
efficiency of social enterprises. For example, the Social and Solidarity Economy model in France and the cooperative
system in Italy emphasise the reinvestment of profits in social projects, the Community Interest Companies in Great
Britain ensures transparency, and in South Korea enterprises receive subsidies for the employment of vulnerable groups.
This indicates the adaptation of approaches to the specific national context. Thus, the study found that a clear and
structured legal framework significantly contributes to the development of social entrepreneurship, providing stable
financial support and the opportunity to achieve social inclusion through job creation, skills development and increased
financial stability among marginalised groups
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Introduction

The increasing necessity to develop a sustainable social pol-
icy that guarantees equal opportunities for all citizens deter-
mines the applicability of researching the legal regulation
of social entrepreneurship centered on the integration of
marginalised groups. In the current climate, social entre-
preneurship is emerging as a crucial instrument for lower-
ing social inequality, expanding employment opportunities,
and assisting those who are hampered by cultural, social,
or financial constraints. An efficient legal framework for
social companies can guarantee the long-term viability of
their operations, improve their social impact, and establish
support systems. The research holds significance for the ad-
vancement of institutional and regulatory tools designed to
maximize the socio-economic assimilation of marginalised
communities into the community.

G.N. Akramov (2024) examined discrimination based
on class, gender, race, and orientation, Certain population
groups were significantly marginalised, leading to social
and economic isolation. Author finding that social workers
played a key role in supporting these groups and planning
their integration. However, he noted the need for further re-
search to develop comprehensive strategies against margin-
alization. The challenge of conducting research to support
marginalised groups and promote educational equity was
studied by D. Beach and M.B. Vigo-Arrazola (2024). They
found that combating educational hegemony requires close
collaboration with communities to address marginalised
groups’ interests. However, they noted the need for strategies
to ensure these groups have full access to study findings and
are actively involved in the research process. The problem
of limited legal frameworks for supporting social entrepre-
neurship and its integration into social policy has been con-
sidered by such authors as M. Snowden (2024). According
to their research, social enterprises’ growth and interactions
with public and governmental entities are hampered by the
absence of defined legal standards. Nonetheless, the authors
emphasised that more research into ways to harmonize laws
is required in order to establish favorable conditions for the
expansion and societal importance of these businesses.

The lack of support for social entrepreneurship in the
legal framework was studied by N.K. Singh and P. Ku-
mar (2023). They found that broad legal norms, unclear ter-
minology, and limited resources hindered social enterprise
development. The authors proposed an adaptive regulatory
approach (ARLD-CI) to create a flexible framework for so-
cial entrepreneurship. However, further research is needed
to evaluate its effectiveness in ensuring long-term viability
and adaptability of social enterprises. The problem of so-
cial exclusion and exclusion of vulnerable groups due to
insufficient participation in public services was studied by
M. Czuba (2019). He noted that social enterprises in this
area contribute to increasing social security for workers
belonging to groups at risk of exclusion by providing them
with employment opportunities. This, in turn, has a positive
impact on their self-esteem and sense of security, but the
study does not include an analysis of the long-term effects
on the well-being of these individuals.

The complexity of social enterprises in combining com-
mercial activities with political advocacy to solve social
problems was studied by J. Mair and N. Rathert (2024).
They found that engaging in political advocacy contributes
to the influence of social enterprises on social norms, policies
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and legislation aimed at solving problems in society. How-
ever, gaps remained in the study of factors that facilitate or
limit such activities, including the difference between cul-
tural and political approaches to advocacy. The problem of
effective approaches to social entrepreneurship in difficult
conditions has been studied by such authors as J.J. Baker
and C. Weerakoon (2024). They found that the integration
of a marketing logic focused on coordination and interac-
tion between participants contributed to the creation of val-
ue through the sharing of resources. However, the studies
pointed to the need for further research into the mechanisms
of interaction and the long-term results of such coordination.
The problem of underdeveloped legal frameworks to support
social entrepreneurship was explored by an Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2022)
who noted that countries with appropriate legislation were
better able to support such organisations. However, social
enterprises often acted as de facto organisations without le-
gal recognition, which limited their access to support (Yat-
siv et al., 2024). Further research is needed on universal ap-
proaches to legal recognition and better evaluation of the
effectiveness of existing frameworks.

This study is aimed at identifying effective legal ap-
proaches for promoting social initiatives aimed at involving
marginalised groups in active public life. To achieve this goal,
the following objectives were set: to analyse the existing le-
gal frameworks for social entrepreneurship in different coun-
tries and identify key factors that affect its effectiveness; to
explore tools and mechanisms that can help improve the in-
tegration of marginalised groups through social enterprises.

Materials and methods

This study conducted a comparative analysis of social entre-
preneurship support models in five countries: France, Italy,
Great Britain, the United States of America, and South Korea
due to the diversity of their approaches to supporting so-
cial entrepreneurship, which represent different models of
regulation and legal recognition of social enterprises. The
study covered the period from 2018 to 2023, which allowed
for a detailed cross-country review of approaches. Data were
collected from official reports of government institutions,
publications of international organisations, as well as aca-
demic research in the field of social entrepreneurship. The
data collected covered legislative provisions, mechanisms
for supporting social enterprises, tax incentives and other
forms of financial assistance.

The research took place in three stages using methods
of qualitative analysis. At the first stage, the main criteria
were selected, according to which various legal models were
evaluated, including financing opportunities, tax incentives,
conditions for access to state programs, as well as ways of
involving socially vulnerable groups in economic activity.
This step involved applying a data systematization method
to create a framework that allowed for the separation of
commonalities and differences in each country’s approaches
to supporting social enterprises, providing key benchmarks
for comparison. At the second stage, the method of com-
parative analysis was used to evaluate the data, allowing
for the creation of a standardised comparative structure for
analysing support models. The comparison covered key in-
dicators, such as the legal status of social enterprises, access
to public resources, tax incentives, and requirements for the
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integration of vulnerable groups. The study examined the
laws governing social entrepreneurship in different coun-
tries. In particular, in France, the Law “On the Social and
Solidarity Economy” (2014) (SSE) was analysed (Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2017). In
Italy, the study covered Law of “Discipline of Social Cooper-
atives” (1991). In the United Kingdom, the Companies (Au-
dit, Investigations and Community Enterprise) Act (2004)
was considered. In the United States, the Delaware Public
Benefit Corporations (2020), which is regulated at the lev-
el of individual states, such as Delaware, was reviewed. In
South Korea, the Social Enterprise Promotion Act (2007)
was examined.

At the third stage, the research results were were synthe-
sised and presented in the form of a comparative table, which
made it possible to visualize the main similarities and differ-
ences between the legal models of different countries. The
method of structured visualization based on the collected data
provided clarity in the presentation of the results and helped
to summarize the key findings, highlighting the most suc-
cessful strategies that promote social integration. The results
of this stage helped not only to identify the main successful
approaches, but also outlined directions for further research
in the field of social entrepreneurship, in particular, taking
into account the specific needs of each individual country.

Results

Different nations encourage and foster social entrepreneur-
ship through distinctive legal frameworks that enable the
inclusion of underrepresented groups in society and the
economy. Every nation has a unique regulatory framework
that establishes limitations and standards for businesses’ op-
erations as well as the chances for them to obtain tax breaks,
funding, and investment. A thorough explanation of these
strategies in South Korea, the United States, France, Ita-
ly, and the United Kingdom is provided below. The Social
and Solidarity Economy (SSE), which was implemented in
France in 2014, grants social enterprise a distinct legal char-
acter. According to this regulation, social entrepreneurs are
required to follow specific guidelines regarding accountabil-
ity and openness. Businesses that must reinvest at least 50%
of their revenues in social projects and activities aimed at
enhancing public welfare are covered by the SSE, including
associations, mutuals, and cooperatives. SSE businesses can
receive specific grant programs, financial aid, and tax perks
from the French government (Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development, 2017). This makes it pos-
sible for the state to provide steady funding and assistance
to social enterprises that serve underserved populations,
such the unemployed or those with impairments. Since the
earnings made by these businesses are allocated to regional
social projects like job programs, skill-training programs, or
other social projects that raise the standard of living in the
communities, SSE also helps to develop regional communi-
ties.

The social cooperative concept serves as the foundation
for Italy’s system of support for social entrepreneurship.
The Italian government offers them tax breaks, soft credit
funding, and the chance to take part in specific initiatives
that improve working conditions and integrate vulnerable
populations, including the unemployed, low-income indi-
viduals, and those with impairments. According to Law of
Italy No. 381 (1991), social cooperatives are able to obtain

funding from both the state and local governments, which
greatly improves their stability and makes it easier for them
to grow. In order to guarantee long-term sustainable de-
velopment and assistance for socially vulnerable groups,
cooperatives are required to reinvest the majority of their
revenues back into social projects or the organization’s
growth (Kalyuzhna et al., 2024). Additionally, by investing
in infrastructure, generating employment, and implement-
ing training and educational initiatives, this model enables
social cooperatives to assist the areas in which they operate
(Carrera et al., 2007).

The legal status of Community Interest Companies
(CICs) in the UK is primarily established under the Com-
panies (Audit, Investigations and Community Enterprise)
Act (2004) and further detailed in the Community Interest
Company Regulations (2005). These laws set the framework
that allows CICs to operate with public benefit, access cer-
tain government funding programs, and receive tax benefits
while imposing restrictions on profit distribution to ensure
that community interests remain a priority. With the poten-
tial for a restricted distribution of earnings to investors, CICs
provide social entrepreneurs flexible circumstances that
enable them to draw in investment. In addition to offering
a financial opportunity, this fosters an environment that
appeals to investors who wish to fund social projects. Be-
cause of the CIC’s dedication to accountability and openness,
businesses are required to submit reports on a regular basis
about their operations, including the use of state or investor
cash (Andreadakis, 2023). As a result, the public has more
faith in the CIC, which enables social entrepreneurs to better
interact with their communities and meet their social needs,
including creating jobs, offering training, and supporting un-
derserved populations.

The Delaware Public Benefit Corporations (2020) is the
primary legislation that establishes the legal framework for
B-Corporations in the United States. This law provides legal
protection for companies that wish to combine commercial
operations with a social purpose. It requires B-Corporations
to adhere to high standards of accountability and transpar-
ency, including regular reporting to investors and the public
on their social and environmental impact. Although B-Cor-
porations do not receive direct tax benefits, this model al-
lows them to attract socially conscious investors by ensuring
public accountability and supporting social initiatives, thus
contributing to long-term business sustainability.

The Social Enterprise Promotion Act (2007), is the key
legislation in South Korea that provides financial assistance
to social enterprises. This law offers a framework for social
entrepreneurs to access government subsidies, rent dis-
counts, and other financial incentives. It aims to support so-
cial enterprises in creating employment opportunities for un-
derserved groups, including youth, low-income families, and
individuals with disabilities. This legislation underscores the
government’s commitment to fostering a socially inclusive
economy through targeted support for social entrepreneur-
ship. In order to lower their expenses, social companies in
Korea are also eligible for discounts on soft loans, rent, and
other financial products (Kim & Moon, 2017). This promotes
the economic and social stability of social enterprises by ena-
bling them to actively incorporate marginalised populations
into their operations. Furthermore, the Korean model envi-
sions a close partnership between social entrepreneurs and
local communities, helping to build social infrastructure that



raises living standards. Different legal approaches, presented
in Table 1, influence the development of social entrepreneur-
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ship by determining financial incentives, legal obligations,
and the level of integration of vulnerable groups into society.

Table 1. Comparison of legal frameworks for social entrepreneurship in different countries

. g Additional
Country Type of legal status Benefits and support Primary objective requirements
France Social and Solidarity Tax benefits, Integration Reinvestment
Economy (SSE) funding, grants of marginalised groups of 50% of profits
Ttaly Social Cooperatives Tax relief, concessional ~ Support for vulnerable Profit reinvestment

loans

population groups into community projects

Community Interest

United Kingdom Companies (CIC)

Tax benefits, limited
profit distribution
for investors

Support for social
initiatives

Reporting
and transparency

United States B-Corporation

Public recognition,
accountability

Combining profit-
oriented activity with
social mission

Accountability
to the public

Special Status for Social

South Korea .
Enterprises

Subsidies, rent
discounts, concessional
loans

Connection with local
communities

Employment
for vulnerable groups

Source: compiled by the authors based on Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2017), Law of Italy
No. 381 (1991), the Companies (Audit, Investigations and Community Enterprise) Act (2004), the Delaware Public Benefit Corpo-

rations (2020), the Social Enterprise Promotion Act (2007)

The table 1 demonstrates a wide range of legal approach-
es to social entrepreneurship in France, Italy, the United
Kingdom, the United States, and South Korea, each offering
distinct frameworks and incentives. For example, Article 11
of Law of France No. 2014-856 “On the Social and Solidarity
Economy” (2014) requires social enterprises to reinvest at
least 50% of profits, aiming to reinforce their focus on societal
contributions rather than profit distribution, in contrast to
the UK’s Community Interest Company Regulations (2005),
which allows limited profit distribution to investors while
maintaining a primary focus on public benefit. Similarly, It-
aly’s Law of Italy No. 381 (1991), particularly Article 5, pri-
oritizes the integration of marginalised groups and mandates
profit reinvestment in community projects, aligning closely
with France’s model but differing in that it focuses heavily on
workforce inclusion. In the United States, the Delaware Pub-
lic Benefit Corporations (2020) establishes the B-Corporation
model, mandating regular impact reporting to stakeholders
without offering tax benefits, thus focusing on accountability
over financial incentives. This contrasts with South Korea’s
Social Enterprise Promotion Act (2007), which provides di-
rect government support through subsidies and preferential
financing to promote employment for vulnerable popula-
tions, as stipulated in its provisions. These legal differences
underscore how each country tailors its regulatory approach
to promote social inclusion and economic stability through
varying mechanisms and priorities in social entrepreneurship.

Through the provision of financial opportunities and as-
sistance for effective social adaptation, social entrepreneur-
ship plays a vital role in enhancing the social inclusion of ex-
cluded populations (Borshch, 2024). In actuality, this entails
establishing employment that considers the requirements of
marginalised communities and gives them access to finan-
cial security, education, and skill development. Overcoming
social exclusion and promoting the financial independence
of persons on the periphery of society are the objectives of
social entrepreneurship (Terziev, 2017).

Social entrepreneurs employ a variety of models in many
nations to assist marginalised populations. For instance,

the social company Anchal Project (2024) in the US pro-
vides opportunity for women who have been exploited for
profit to engage in the design and craft sectors. Addition-
ally, the business gives these women access to educational
materials and financial literacy, allowing them to invest in
their children’s future and build self-confidence in addition
to earning a consistent income. Women’s self-esteem and so-
cial integration are positively impacted by these activities
because they help them feel appreciated and overcome so-
cial isolation. Another illustration is found in Jordan, where
the social venture Sitti Soap assists Palestinian refugees in
obtaining steady work in the natural soap-making industry
(Sofia, 2018). In addition to hiring underrepresented groups,
this business teaches them production and entrepreneurial
skills. Supporting these programs gives refugees the op-
portunity to feel a part of society and earn money, which
promotes stability and improves their degree of integration.
Numerous effective social entrepreneurship initiatives that
attempt to integrate underprivileged people may be found
in Europe. For instance, the Dutch social firm Fairphone
(Miquel, 2013), which manufactures ethical smartphones,
collaborates with miners in the Democratic Republic of the
Congo to give them better working conditions and fair wag-
es. In addition to producing a sustainable product, this pro-
ject aims to promote ethical supply chain methods and social
responsibility. By giving workers, a steady salary and possi-
bilities for growth, this company lowers their social vulnera-
bility and raises their standard of living.

It’s also important to remember that social entrepre-
neurs use circular business models to not only create jobs
but also help the environment (Koshkinbaeva et al., 2019).
For instance, Goonj (2023) actively involves underprivi-
leged communities in the collection, recycling, and reuse of
things that would otherwise be considered rubbish in India.
In addition to providing jobs for the unemployed, this also
contributes to the region’s environmental condition, which
is a crucial component of social and environmental sustain-
ability. This makes it easier for the communities taking part
in these programs to integrate into the economy and society
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by giving them access to more resources and development
opportunities. By collaborating with farmers’ cooperatives
in Africa, other social entrepreneurs, like Divine chocolate
impact (Fairtrade America, 2024) in the UK, have shown
success in fair trade. Through this program, African farmers
are able to keep control over the production process and
receive a fair wage for their labour. By giving farming com-
munities access to European markets and a steady income,
supporting these cooperatives substantially improves their
financial status and helps them escape poverty. Through sta-
bility and growth, this fosters social integration and raises
the standard of living for farmers and their families. The
Indonesian business Greenhope (A world without..., 2024),
which specializes in creating eco-friendly packaging from
biodegradable materials, serves as another illustration. By
working with underprivileged groups and interacting with
local communities, the company offers them support and
steady employment. In addition to encouraging social co-
hesion, this business improves the local environment by
cutting waste and advancing sustainable development. It is
worth considering how a social enterprise affects the inte-
gration of the population.

Insufficient legal regulation and inadequate government
agency support are two of the structural barriers that social
entrepreneurship must overcome (Gazilas, 2024). These lim-
itations restrict social enterprises’ ability to address social
and economic challenges and keep them from reaching their
full potential. The absence of a distinct legal position that
would guarantee social entrepreneurs access to special tax
incentives, subsidies, and preferences in public procurement
is one of the biggest issues (Kovach et al., 2024). In the Unit-
ed Kingdom, Italy, South Korea, and the United States, social
entrepreneurs are compelled to decide whether to register
as non-profit or for-profit businesses, which ignores their
special dual purpose of accomplishing social objectives and
financial security at the same time. The Community Inter-
est Company (CIC) designation in the UK, under the Com-
panies (Audit, Investigations and Community Enterprise)
Act (2004) and the Community Interest Company Regula-
tions (2005), offers certain benefits, such as access to tax re-
liefs and grants, along with limited profit distribution to in-
vestors. However, this framework also includes restrictions
on dividend payments and asset locks, which limit returns
to investors and make it challenging to attract large-scale
private investment.

In the United States, B-Corporations are governed by
state-specific legislation, such as the Delaware Public Bene-
fit Corporations (2020). While B-Corporations benefit from
public recognition and legal protection for their dual social
and profit missions, they lack federal tax incentives and
face restrictions on profit distribution similar to non-profits.

In India, the absence of a clear legal framework for so-
cial enterprises restricts their ability to access government
contracts and subsidies, as the concept of social entrepre-
neurship lacks formal recognition (Asian Development
Bank, 2012). Social enterprises like Goonj (2023) often op-
erate under non-profit or for-profit models, neither of which
fully supports their dual mission of social impact and finan-
cial sustainability. Currently, Indian law does not provide
a specific status for social enterprises, resulting in limited
benefits such as tax breaks or funding incentives that would
otherwise enhance their competitiveness with traditional
for-profit entities. This limitation stems from India’s lack
of a regulatory structure for social enterprises, as highlight-
ed in reports by the British Council (2016), which note the
fragmented support system and limited policy focus on so-
cial entrepreneurship in India. The absence of standardised
criteria for evaluating social impact is another significant
issue that makes it challenging to gauge the effectiveness of
social enterprises and prevents them from obtaining foreign
investment. The implementation of standardized techniques
for evaluating social enterprises’ accomplishments will al-
low for a transparent presentation of their activities and
increase investor confidence. In addition to making mon-
ey easier to obtain, this will enhance social entrepreneurs’
capacity to collaborate with major corporations globally
and take part in international projects. It is crucial to create
uniform metrics that show how well social entrepreneurs
accomplish their goals, given the various impact evaluation
techniques employed in various nations.

The growth of social enterprises is limited by a lack of
tax benefits and financial incentives that are typically avail-
able to non-profits. For instance, in France, while non-prof-
its benefit from tax exemptions, social enterprises operating
under the Law of France No. 2014-856 “On the Social and
Solidarity Economy” (2014) do not receive the same tax
relief, despite their social objectives. Similarly, B-Corpora-
tions in the United States, recognised under the Delaware
Public Benefit Corporations (2020), are ineligible for federal
tax breaks, which creates financial challenges and restricts
their expansion potential. This restricts the ability of social
enterprises to innovate and grow, as they are often required
to reinvest a substantial portion of their revenues into so-
cial projects without receiving tax relief. For example, Italy’s
Law of Italy No. 381 (1991) provides tax benefits for social
cooperatives that reinvest profits in community projects,
while South Korea’s Social Enterprise Promotion Act (2007)
offers subsidies for social enterprises involved in socially
beneficial initiatives. Table 2 summarizes these legal gaps,
providing recommendations such as tax incentives for enter-
prises actively reinvesting in social projects to enhance their
development and sustainability.

Table 2. Key gaps in legal approaches for social enterprises and recommendations for improvement

Issue

Impact on Social Enterprises

Recommendations for Improvement

Lack of Clear Legal Status

Limited access to funding
and tax incentives

Establish a legal status
that acknowledges the dual mission

Lack of Standardised Social Impact
Evaluation

Difficulty in attracting investments,
lack of transparency

Develop standardised metrics
for objective impact measurement

Limited Market Access

Reduced competitiveness compared
to commercial enterprises

Provide preferences in government
contracts and access to infrastructure

Source: compiled by the authors



This table highlights critical challenges faced by social
enterprises due to gaps in the current legal and regulatory
frameworks. The lack of a clear legal status limits social en-
terprises’ access to vital funding and tax incentives, restrict-
ing their capacity to fulfill their social and financial goals.
Similarly, the absence of standardised metrics for social
impact evaluation creates challenges in transparency and
investment attraction, as potential stakeholders struggle to
assess the effectiveness of these enterprises objectively. To
improve the legal framework for social enterprises, target-
ed amendments to existing laws could provide substantial
support. For instance, in France, modifying Law of France
No. 2014-856 (2014) could introduce tax benefits for social
enterprises that reinvest profits, similar to non-profit ad-
vantages. In the United States, the Delaware Code (2023).
Nonprofit nonstock corporations could be revised to include
federal tax incentives, encouraging investment in B-Corpo-
rations that achieve specific social impact goals. To enhance
the legal framework supporting social enterprises, several
key measures are recommended to create a favorable envi-
ronment for their growth. First, establishing a specialized
legal status for social enterprises would provide a clear
distinction from traditional commercial and nonprofit or-
ganizations, granting them access to specific government
programs, tax incentives, subsidies, and funding essential
for achieving social goals. For example, Article 11 of the
France’s Law of France No. 2014-856 (2014) requires rein-
vestment of profits but could extend this to include tax ben-
efits similar to Law of Italy No. 381 (1991), which grants tax
reductions for community-directed profits in social cooper-
atives. Furthermore, social enterprises often face challenges
due to the lack of standardised methodologies for measuring
social impact, complicating the assessment of their outcomes
and limiting their ability to attract investments. Introduc-
ing universal standards for social impact evaluation would
enable enterprises to demonstrate their achievements trans-
parently and objectively, strengthening the trust of investors
and government institutions. For instance, South Korea’s
Social Enterprise Promotion Act (2007) demonstrates how
financial subsidies can support job creation for marginalised
groups, highlighting the benefits of structured government
support. An essential aspect of supporting social enterprises
is granting preferences in public procurement and access to
infrastructure. Social enterprises often compete with com-
mercial companies that have substantially greater resources.
Implementing procurement preferences, such as simplified
participation conditions or designated quotas, would allow
social enterprises to expand their market reach and increase
their influence within communities. For example, CICs in the
UK, governed by the Companies (Audit, Investigations, and
Community Enterprise) Act (2004), demonstrate the value of
transparency and accountability, yet their competitive stand-
ing remains limited due to the lack of specific tax incentives.

Finally, introducing tax incentives for social enterpris-
es, especially for those that actively reinvest their profits
in social programs, would significantly increase the finan-
cial resources available to them. Similar to the Delaware
Code (2023), targeted tax incentives for B-Corporations
could encourage reinvestment in social projects. These rec-
ommended measures would contribute to the development
of social enterprises by supporting the achievement of social
and economic goals and creating favorable conditions for
the growth and effective operation of these organizations.

A. Udliyeva et al.

Discussion

The European Commission (2024) study and this study share
a common vision of social entrepreneurship as an effective
tool for the social integration of marginalised groups. Both
studies emphasize the importance of a legal framework that
provides social enterprises with access to stable financing,
tax benefits, and other forms of government support that
facilitate the integration of vulnerable groups into social and
economic life. At the same time, there are some differences.
This study focuses on the comparison of international mod-
els of social entrepreneurship support in countries such as
France, Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United States,
providing a comparative analysis of different approaches.
The study by European Commission (2024) focuses on the
national specifics of one country’s legislation, examining
in detail the specific legal and regulatory aspects that are
unique to that jurisdiction.

The study by the Office of the United Nations High Com-
missioner for Human (2021) and this study have similarities
in exploring the problems of discrimination and segregation
in access to housing for marginalised groups. Both studies
emphasize the importance of legal and policy instruments
to ensure equal access to housing and social inclusion, es-
pecially for groups such as Roma, migrants and low-wage
earners. However, there are significant differences in focus
and approach. The study by the Office of the United Nations
High Commissioner for Human focuses in detail on specific
aspects of Italy’s anti-discrimination policy, including spe-
cific mechanisms such as the National Office against Racial
Discrimination (UNAR), which monitors discriminatory cas-
es and works to improve access to housing through sustaina-
ble solutions projects. While this study takes a broader, com-
parative approach, analysing legislative models of support
for social entrepreneurship in different countries to integrate
vulnerable groups.

The study by C. van Lierop (2016) and the current re-
search share a focus on supporting marginalised communi-
ties and the role of legal and financial mechanisms in their
integration. Both studies highlight the importance of fund-
ing from the EU and national authorities to improve the
living conditions of these groups, especially through access
to housing, education, healthcare, and social services. They
emphasize the need for collaboration between national gov-
ernments and the European Union to ensure effective inte-
gration and stress the importance of active participation by
marginalised groups in decision-making processes that affect
them. However, the differences lie in their specific focus ar-
eas. C. van Lierop’s (2016) study focuses on EU policies for
integrating the Roma and other marginalised communities
through coherent policy frameworks and structural funds,
analysing EU efforts to combat discrimination, poverty, and
social segregation. In contrast, the current research takes a
broader approach by comparing various international mod-
els of support for social entrepreneurship in countries like
France, Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United States,
aiming at the integration of vulnerable groups.

The research by F. Petrella and N. Richez-Battesti (2014)
and the current study both focus on the role of social en-
trepreneurship in promoting social change and integrating
marginalised groups. Both emphasize the importance of in-
novative approaches aimed at meeting social needs and the
role of the social entrepreneur as a change agent in society.
In both works, the achievement of a social mission alongside
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economic efficiency is highlighted as an essential element for
supporting marginalised groups. However, a key difference
lies in their focus on specific aspects of social entrepreneur-
ship. F. Petrella and N. Richez-Battesti’s (2014) study ad-
dresses the semantics and theoretical contradictions within
the definitions of social entrepreneurship, social innovation,
and the social entrepreneur, analysing various approaches
to these concepts, particularly in the context of the Euro-
pean Union. In contrast, the current study is more focused
on practical legal and financial models supporting social en-
trepreneurship in different countries, offering a comparative
overview of specific legislative approaches in countries such
as France, Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United States.

The research by S. Kidd and K. McKenzie (2014) and
the current study shares a focus on the role of social entre-
preneurship in supporting marginalised groups. Both studies
emphasize that social enterprises can play a transformative
role by providing essential services and fostering social in-
clusion for vulnerable populations, such as immigrants, ref-
ugees, and those facing mental health disparities. Each study
acknowledges the importance of embedding services within
the communities they serve, ensuring that initiatives are tai-
lored to the unique challenges of these populations. Howev-
er, there are notable differences. S. Kidd and K. McKenzie’s
research primarily investigates the effectiveness of social
entrepreneurship specifically within the mental health sec-
tor, examining how social enterprises address mental health
inequities for groups like LGBTQ + individuals, Indigenous
communities, and the homeless in Canada. Their study fo-
cuses on mental health services and highlights core themes
such as the personal investment of leaders, innovative ap-
proaches, and active community involvement as critical for
success in this context. In contrast, the current study takes
a broader, comparative approach by analysing legal and fi-
nancial frameworks supporting social enterprises in various
countries, including France, Italy, the UK, and the US. It
evaluates how these frameworks foster the social and eco-
nomic integration of marginalised groups more generally,
beyond the scope of mental health.

Upon reviewing both studies, several similarities and
differences emerge. Both J.S. Liptrap (2021) and the current
research explore the impact of legal frameworks on social
enterprise, highlighting the role of policy and regulation in
shaping the operational landscape of these enterprises. Each
study emphasizes how regulatory structures can empower
or limit social enterprise growth and adaptation. However,
J.S. Liptrap’s (2021) research uniquely focuses on the UK’s
CIC model, analysing how the British welfare state’s political
economy influenced the development of CICs as a tool to ful-
fill social welfare objectives. This framework is specific to the
UK and includes an in-depth examination of CIC governance
structures and legal restrictions designed to promote public
benefit through mandated capital retention within the so-
cial sector. In contrast, the current study encompasses mul-
tiple countries, comparing various legal models that support
social enterprises beyond the UK context. It broadens the
scope by examining the efficacy of legal statuses in different
nations and how this support or restrict social missions in
various regulatory environments. This broader, comparative
approach contrasts with J.S. Liptrap’s narrower focus on
the UK’s specific regulatory and political context for CICs.

The study by the European Center for Not-for-Profit Law
(ECNL) (2015) and the current research share a common

focus on understanding how legal frameworks can facilitate
the development of social enterprises. Both studies empha-
size the importance of a supportive legal environment that
provides social enterprises with access to tax benefits, fund-
ing, and other resources necessary for growth. Both analyses
also highlight how structured legal recognition can help so-
cial enterprises effectively address social issues and promote
the integration of marginalised groups into society. How-
ever, the key difference lies in their scope. The ECNL study
primarily provides a comprehensive overview of regulatory
frameworks across various European countries, assessing
their effectiveness in promoting social objectives and sup-
porting disadvantaged groups within a European context. In
contrast, the current research expands its comparative anal-
ysis to include not only European countries but also non-Eu-
ropean ones, such as the United States, to provide a broader,
global perspective on how different nations approach the
legal support of social enterprises.

The similarities and differences between the research
by C.V. Vasserot (2022) and the present study primarily fo-
cus on the regulation and development of social enterprises
within different legal frameworks. Both studies investigate
the legal structures that support social enterprises, empha-
sizing how the law can accommodate organizations that pur-
sue both profit and social missions. In terms of similarities,
both studies underscore the necessity of hybrid legal forms,
such as benefit corporations and community interest compa-
nies, which allow social enterprises to fulfill their dual goals
effectively. Each study highlights how these legal structures
help balance financial viability with societal impact, aim-
ing to provide stability and incentives for social enterprises
through defined legal recognition and benefits. The primary
difference lies in the geographic scope and specific legal nu-
ances explored. While C.V. Vasserot’s (2022) work focuses
on a broader comparative analysis of social enterprise law
across various European countries, the current study pro-
vides an in-depth examination of national-level adaptations,
focusing on the localized implications of these regulations
on social enterprise growth and sustainability. Additionally,
C.V. Vasserot (2022) places more emphasis on the challeng-
es posed by traditional corporate structures and their adap-
tation to social aims, whereas the current research delves
into practical recommendations for bridging regulatory gaps
specific to the regional needs of social enterprises.

The research by S. Adam et al. (2016) and the current
study both examine regulatory frameworks that support so-
cial enterprises in achieving social impact. Both emphasize
the need for adaptable legal structures, tax incentives, fund-
ing, and official recognition to empower social enterprises ef-
fectively. However, a key difference is the scope: S. Adam et
al. (2016) focus on European countries’ specific policies and
adaptations, while the current study provides a broader,
global comparison, including non-European contexts like the
U.S. This approach allows for identifying both universal best
practices and specific regulatory gaps that could impede so-
cial enterprise development. With an emphasis on how legal
frameworks might assist social enterprise growth and their
role in integrating excluded groups, the current research
and the studies by A. Ciepielewska-Kowalik and M. Star-
nawska (2021) both examine the regulatory and historical
evolution of social enterprises. These studies demonstrate
how social enterprises can be used as instruments for vulner-
able groups’ economic and social inclusion through modified



laws and support systems. They do, however, take somewhat
different approaches. A. Ciepielewska-Kowalik and M. Star-
nawska’s study offers a thorough analysis of Poland’s social
enterprise industry, emphasising the distinct institutional,
historical, and social background that has influenced Polish
social enterprises, such as cooperatives and non-profits. On
the other hand, the current study adopts a more comprehen-
sive, global comparative viewpoint, examining and contrast-
ing different legislative regimes for social enterprises across
multiple countries to identify best practices and highlight
areas where the regulatory framework could be improved.

The study by A. Ciepielewska-Kowalik et al. (2015) and
the current research both explore how institutional and reg-
ulatory frameworks shape the effectiveness of social enter-
prises, emphasising the influence of historical, economic,
and political contexts on their ability to advance social wel-
fare. Both studies underscore the importance of supportive
legal environments that allow social enterprises to address
the needs of marginalised communities. However, A. Cie-
pielewska-Kowalik et al. (2015) concentrate specifically on
Poland, providing an in-depth look at social enterprise mod-
els unique to the Polish context, such as cooperatives and en-
trepreneurial non-profits, and examining the local challeng-
es and opportunities these organizations face. In contrast,
the current study adopts a broader, comparative approach,
analyzing various legal frameworks across multiple coun-
tries and identifying gaps that may limit the development
of social enterprises. This comparative perspective aims to
offer more universally applicable recommendations, un-
like the Poland-focused insights provided by A. Ciepielews-
ka-Kowalik et al. (2015). Y. Stryjan’s (2023) study and the
current research examine how social enterprises support
work integration for marginalised groups, highlighting the
importance of policy support in creating sustainable envi-
ronments that bridge economic and social goals. However,
Y. Stryjan’s (2023) focuses on Sweden’s work integration
social enterprises (WISEs) within a government-centered
framework emphasizing full employment, noting limitations
due to the state-managed nature of these initiatives. In con-
trast, the current research provides a broader international
perspective, examining models like the British Community
Interest Company (CIC) and critiquing its flexibility in at-
tracting private investments for social aims.

In summary, the comparisons between the current study
and other research works reveal both shared objectives and
distinct focuses regarding social enterprise and its impact
on integrating marginalised groups. Each comparative study
acknowledges the role of supportive legal frameworks and
policies, highlighting the need for tax benefits, financing,
and inclusive strategies to empower social enterprises in
their social missions. However, each work’s approach var-
ies, with some focusing on specific national contexts — such
as the frameworks in Poland, Italy, or Sweden — while oth-
ers, like the present research, adopt a broader, global per-
spective. This global approach enables the current study to
identify universal best practices and recommendations for
legislative improvements, while the national studies provide
in-depth insights tailored to their unique institutional and
regulatory landscapes.

Conclusions
The research findings emphasised the crucial role of social
entrepreneurship in fostering the integration of marginalised
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groups into the socio-economic framework. A comparative
analysis of international legal approaches demonstrated
that each country utilizes distinct regulatory models, such
as SSEs in France, CICs in Great Britain, and B-Corporations
in the United States, to support social enterprises. These
frameworks offer varying levels of legal recognition, finan-
cial support, and operational independence, contributing
to the advancement of social integration and enhancing the
corporate responsibility of enterprises in addressing critical
social needs.

Results indicated that despite the differences in these
frameworks, the overarching goal remains consistent: pro-
viding social enterprises with opportunities to thrive by
offering legal structures that align social impact with eco-
nomic sustainability. For instance, France’s Law of France
“On the Social and Solidarity Economy” mandates that
50% of profits from social enterprises be reinvested in
community-focused initiatives. This approach prioritises
the reinvestment of profits while maintaining operational
independence. Similarly, Italy’s Law “Discipline of Social
Cooperatives” encourages social cooperatives to reinvest
their profits by granting tax benefits, supporting social
goals while allowing financial stability. South Korea’s So-
cial Enterprise Promotion Act offers additional direct finan-
cial support, including subsidies and preferential financing,
especially for those creating employment opportunities for
vulnerable populations, highlighting how legal frameworks
can prioritize social stability and inclusion.

The analysis also revealed commonalities across these
support models. All significant legal frameworks prioritize
balancing social objectives with economic sustainability, en-
abling social enterprises to remain viable while providing
meaningful assistance to marginalised groups. Critical fac-
tors for the successful development of social entrepreneur-
ship include legal recognition, tax benefits, subsidies, and
access to financing programs. These factors reduce the barri-
ers that social enterprises face in accessing essential resourc-
es and markets. However, the study also identifies challeng-
es that persist globally. One pressing issue is the absence
of standardised metrics for measuring social impact, which
complicates the ability of social enterprises to attract invest-
ments and demonstrate their effectiveness to stakeholders.
This lack of metrics hinders transparent reporting and makes
it difficult for investors to evaluate the social and economic
benefits of these enterprises accurately. Furthermore, social
enterprises encounter substantial challenges in competing
with traditional commercial enterprises, which have greater
access to financial resources and established markets. The
limited market access and reduced visibility for social enter-
prises decrease their competitiveness. Additionally, gaps in
legal recognition lower their attractiveness for investors and
limit access to government incentives, which are essential
for ensuring long-term sustainability.

A limitation of this study is its reliance on existing lit-
erature and comparative analysis, which, while helpful,
does not fully capture cultural, political, or economic nu-
ances specific to each region. For future research, empirical
studies focused on social enterprises in various countries are
recommended to explore practical challenges and successes.
Developing standardised criteria for assessing social impact
could also aid in harmonizing reporting and evaluating so-
cial enterprise performance internationally, ultimately pro-
moting sustainability.
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MpaBoBe peryAroBaHHA COLiaAbHOro MiANPUEMHULITBA,
CNPAMOBAHOr0 Ha iHTerpauito MapriHani30BaHUX rpyn y cycninbCTBO

Acenb YanieBa

Marictp

KomiTeT npaBOBOI CTATUCTUKM Ta crieLiaAbHUX 0OAIKIB AepxXaBHOT CAYXOU
leHepanbHOI NpoKkypaTypu Pecnybaikn KasaxctaH
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Hazapb6ek XXemnicos

KaHAMAAT HOPUAMYHKX HayK, Npodecop

AkapeMia NpaBOOXOPOHHMX opraHiB nNpu feHepanbHil npokypatypi Pecnybaiku KasaxcraH
010022, ByA. Pecnybaiku, 16, m. Kocu, Pecnybiaika KasaxctaH
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6835-5834

TonkuH )XabenoBa

KaHAMAaT NOAITUYHKX HayK

KasaxcbKWi HalioHaAbHWUIA NeparoriYHUiM yHiBepcUuTeT imeHi Abas
050010, Bya. Kasubek 6i, 28, m. AamaTu, Pecnybaika KasaxcraH
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Kaaup Hypraaum

KaHAMAAT NOAITUYHKUX HaYK, AOLEHT

Ka3zaxcbKWi HaLiOHAaAbHWI NeparoriyHuii yHiBepcuTeT imeHi Abas
050010, ByA. Ka3nbek-6i, 28, m. Anmatu, Pecnybaika KasaxcraH
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AnoTanis. J[oc/TikeHHs MaJio Ha MeTi TOPiBHATH 3aKOHOAAaBYi MiAX0au [0 MiATPUMKHU COIiaJbHOIO MiANMPUEMHUIITBA,
CIIPSMOBAHOTO Ha iHTerpanilo MapriHaji30BaHUX I'PYI Yy CYCHiJIbCTBO, V KiJIbKOX KpaiHaX, 30Kpema y ®panmii, ITauii,
Benukiii Bputawii, Ciosryuenux [ltatax Amepuku ta ITiBgenHii Kopei. Pe3yibTaT IpoAeMOHCTPYBaJIU YHiIKaIbHI MOIeJTi
3aKOHO/1aBYOI i ITPUMKHU, OPi€EHTOBAHi Ha colliaJIbHY iHKJII03iI0: BiJf MOAeJIi colliaIbHOI Ta ColijlapHOl eKoOHOMikY y dpaHmil
J10 KOMIaHill cycnisibHOro iHnTepecy y Bemukiil Bpuranii. KoxHa 3 nux Mofesieii Mae cBoi 0cO6JIMBOCTI, 30KpeMa 010
MOAATKOBUX CTUMYJIiB, TPAaHTOBOI MiATPUMKHU Ta BUMOT [0 iHTerpauii. Pe3yapTaTtul AOCIiAXKEHHA i AKPECIII0I0Th BaXJIMBY
POJIb COILiaJIBHOTO MiJANPHUEMHUI[TBA y CIPUAHHI COLliaJIbHil Ta €KOHOMIiuHiN iHTerparil. [TopiBHAHHA 3aKOHOAABUNX 0a3
MOKa3aJjio, Mo Pi3Hi piBHI MiATPUMKN MOXYTh BIUIMBATU Ha CTabiJIbHICTh Ta e(PEKTUBHICTH COI[iaJIbHUX MiJIMPHUEMCTB.
Hamnpukiiaa, Mofesib coliajibHOI Ta coJjlifapHoi ekoHOMikM y dpaHLii Ta KoonepaTuBHA cucTeMa B [Taii HaroJomymoTh
Ha peiHBecTyBaHHi NpUOYyTKiB y coOIliaJibHi MPOEeKTH, KOMIAaHii cycrnisibHOro iHTepecy y Benukiii Bputanii 3a6e3neuyioTsh
Mpo30picTh, a B [liBaeHHii Kopel niAnpreMcTBa OTPUMYIOTh CyOCHAil 3a MpalleBIalITyBaHH:A BPa3IMBUX IPYIl HaceJeHHs.
Ile cBiuMTH NMPO ajanTamil0 MiAXOMiB A0 KOHKPETHOIO HAI[iOHAJIPHOI'O KOHTEKCTY. TaKUM YHHOM, [OCJIiIKeHH:A
[0Ka3ajo, 1[0 4YiTKa Ta CTPYKTypOBaHA 3aKOHOJaBya 0a3a 3HAYHO CHPUAE PO3BUTKY COLIaJIBHOTO MiJIIPUEMHUIITBA,
Hagawun ctabipHy (PiHAHCOBY MiATPUMKY Ta MOXJIMBICTH JOCATTH COIL[iaJIbHOI iHTErparyii yepe3 CTBOPEeHHs POOOYMX
MicCITh, PO3BUTOK HABUYOK Ta IiABUINEHHA GiHAHCOBOI cTabiJIbHOCTI cepel] MapriHai30BaHUX I'PyH HaceJIeHHs

KuriouoBi cjioBa: iHK/II03iA rpomajy; Bpas3/MBi BEPCTBU HaCeJIEHHA; iHKJIIO3MBHA €KOHOMiKa; 3aXHCT IpaB; po3poOKa
MOJIITUKH
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