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Part 1  

 

What do we know about data spaces  

and social economy umbrella organizations? 

1. Introduction 

According to the European Commission and its European Data Strategy, creating a single market for 

data requires building “EU-wide common and interoperable data spaces” (European Commission. 

Directorate General for Communication., 2020). 

In line with the European Council’s call to “accelerate the creation of common data spaces, including 

ensuring the access to and interoperability of data” (Statement of the Members of the European 

Council, 2021), our project aims to identify knowledge gaps preventing social economy organizations 

to take fully part in the creation of data spaces. 

This chapter presents a preliminary theoretical work addressing the following question: why some 

social economy umbrella organizations are more proactive than others in engaging in digital projects 

facilitating data sharing among their members? We investigated the scientific literature to identify 

factors influencing social economy umbrella organizations’ readiness to engage in a data space 

project. 

Our research enabled us to draw a theoretical model and a list of factors, aimed at offering an 

analytical grid from grasping mechanisms at play when an umbrella organization decides (or not) to 

activate a data space strategy. 

This preliminary study served to set a baseline framework for project deliverable 1: collection of best 

practices. The chapter is structured as follows: after reminding the study’s context and objectives (1), 

we specify the study’s scope and methodology (2) before presenting our findings (3). 

2. Context and objectives  

This section presents data spaces’ strategic importance for the social economy (a), challenges related 

to the emergence of data spaces (b), and justifies the literature review strategy to answer baseline 

questions (c). 

a. What is a data space and why is it important for the social economy. 

In its staff working document (Commission Staff Working Document on Common European Data 

Spaces, 2022), the European Commission provides the following definition: “A common European data 

space brings together relevant data infrastructures and governance frameworks in order to facilitate 

data pooling and sharing.” This includes both relevant data governance structures, ensuring a 



 
 

 
 

2 

transparent and fair control and processing over data, as well as the adoption of interoperability 

standards. 

The European strategy on data spaces represents a two-fold opportunity for the social economy. First, 

a data space could offer a suitable infrastructure supporting the emergence and upscaling of social 

economy digital projects in line with the principle of inter-cooperation. More specifically, an 

interoperability infrastructure would enable platform cooperatives to increase their efficiency and 

relevance, by pooling data among cooperatives rather than relying on (or competing with) their 

capitalistic counterparts (Airbnb, Booking, Uber…). 

Second, the European Data Strategy could greatly benefit from social economy’s values and 

experience. For instance, the European Commission is willing to encourage the emergence of 

governance structures for data spaces, guided by principles of “fair, transparent, proportionate and 

non-discriminatory access to, sharing and use of data” (Commission Staff Working Document on 

Common European Data Spaces, 2022). In this respect, the European Commission already 

commended the potential of data cooperatives to offer a suitable governance model for the control 

of personal data (A European strategy for data. Communication from the Commission to the European 

Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the 

Regions, 2020). 

b. Which challenges to establish a data space. 

As we saw earlier, data spaces facilitate data sharing and pooling. In practice, organizations willing to 

participate in a data space need to enable their own information systems to communicate with each 

other, through common interoperability standards. Interoperability standards are technical 

specifications enabling the automated exchange of data among autonomous systems and 

organizations (Brunsson et al., 2012). In other words, an interoperability standard is a language for 

computers. Just as you and I learnt English (a standardized language) enabling us to communicate, 

computers need to adopt a common language to exchange and read data. 

The main challenge with interoperability standards is that they must be accepted by a group of 

stakeholders, and adopted in a relatively simultaneous way by such stakeholders. Adopting and 

implementing a standard incurs a dual risk. The first risk is financial: an organization needs to invest 

money into the conception or adoption of standardized solutions, hoping that benefits will exceed 

expenses. The second risk is connected to lock-in effects: an organization opting for a standard 

renounce to an alternative standard, and will thus be locked in the network offered by the said 

standard. Adopting an interoperability standard is thus a bet: an organization believes that such 

standard will become widely used by its partners, and takes action by joining the dynamics and 

implementing the said standard in its own information system (Besen & Farrell, 1994; Cecere et al., 

2014; Tassey, 2000). 

Building a data space for the social economy would thus require one or several actors to take 

leadership and mobilize their partners, convincing them to adopt a common interoperability standard. 

We believe that social economy umbrella organizations could be relevant leaders to take leadership. 

This belief is built upon two observations: 

- open technical standards are usually built and maintained by umbrella organizations (SWIFT, 

Web, ISO…); 
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- social economy organizations aim to preserve balanced power relationship, and may thus be 

reluctant to join a project upon which they have no control. 

c. Why a literature review. 

Scientific research in management helps practitioners in understanding complex phenomena affecting 

organizations’ lives, and design strategies informed by empirical observations. Research about inter-

organizational information systems (IOIS) is a relevant literature stream to understand some of the 

challenges related to the emergence of data spaces. However, three characteristics limit its 

applicability to data spaces for the social economy. 

First, most of the research on IOIS focuses on older technologies (such as electronic data interchange 

or EDI), which have been supplanted by newer systems (the Internet, the Web, the blockchain…) 

offering higher flexibility in data management (Robey et al., 2008). Second, to our knowledge, IOIS 

studies focused on traditional capitalistic cases, rather than social economy contexts. By extension, 

and thirdly, they tend to overemphasize the role of private software providers, giving poor 

consideration to collective innovation frameworks such as umbrella organizations. 

On the other hand, other research streams have revealed strategies around technical standards 

(highlighting phenomena such as lock-in effects and dependency paths) (e.g.: Tassey, 2000), and on 

umbrella organizations as governance frameworks for collective innovation (e.g.: Berkowitz, 2018). A 

literature review is a relevant strategy to bridge among different research streams to establish a new 

study framework. In other words, we looked for relevant knowledge pieces into existing academic 

papers. 

3. Scope and methodology 

We designed a methodology enabling us to focus on social economy umbrella organizations (a), and 

more specifically on the factors influencing their readiness to engage in a data space project (b). The 

research objectives led us to opt for a realist literature review (c). 

a. Our focus: umbrella organizations and innovation ecosystems. 

Umbrella organizations are established by social economy organizations to benefit from a net of 

collective action. Umbrella organizations’ role consists of defining a collective identity (“who we are 

as a social economy movement”), institutionalize it (recognition from stakeholders and external 

partners), and ensure its long-term existence (resilience and adaptation). This entails both preserving 

social economy organizations from external shocks (e.g., by lobbying governments to establish 

dedicated legislative frameworks) and stimulating change and innovation among their field (e.g., by 

diffusing information and providing capacity building content to social economy organizations) (Harter 

& Krone, 2001; König et al., 2012). 

Such roles and functions make umbrella organizations potential key actors in addressing profound 

technological changes, whose societal and economic impacts can hardly be addressed at the level of 

an organization (Audebrand & Barros, 2018; König et al., 2012). For instance, social economy umbrella 

organizations aimed at encouraging Internet adoption by their members – when this technology was 

still emerging. Their actions included a sense-making process (“why is the Internet aligned with our 

identity and mission”), information-sharing and best practice promotion (“here is a great example of 
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what the Internet can allow you to do”), and capacity building (Harter & Krone, 2001). The same 

approach is currently being implemented by umbrella organizations exploring emerging technologies 

such as blockchain, web3, and more broadly data spaces.  

Umbrella organizations can also make a step further by establishing and facilitating innovation 

ecosystems. Innovation ecosystems can be defined as multi-stakeholder frameworks, in which 

organizations collectively experiment and build upon a common innovation. Innovation ecosystems 

are especially relevant in the context of deep and disruptive innovations requiring aggregating skills 

and expertise, but also views, to ensure both the emergence and adoption of such innovations. 

Umbrella organizations demonstrate key capacities to establish appropriate governance frameworks, 

allowing multiple organizations to join a common project while preserving collective ownership over 

pooled resources (Berkowitz, 2018). 

Summing up, umbrella organizations are well-equipped to lead collective innovation   processes aimed 

at addressing and capitalizing upon disruptive technological innovations. This leads us to wonder why 

only some umbrella organizations effectively engage in data space projects. 

b. What we are looking for: factors influencing the emergence of data spaces. 

Although umbrella organizations are theoretically well-equipped and legitimate to lead the 

emergence of collective innovations such as data spaces, all may not be equally ready to take 

leadership. Then comes the question: which umbrella organizations would be ready to conduct a data 

space strategy? What makes them ready? And how do we build up, or improve, their readiness? Two 

baseline considerations need to be taken into consideration. 

First, umbrella organizations are structurally complex entities. The very fact that their members are 

organizations rather than individuals makes any change management fundamentally different at the 

umbrella level compared to the organizational level. They have typically less resources than their 

member organizations; they need to deal with organizations whose decision-making processes are 

less predictable than individuals’; they are poorly equipped to deal with resistance from their member 

organizations (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2005; Berkowitz & Bor, 2018). In addition, characteristics of 

umbrella organizations’ governance require adapted change management approaches. Such 

characteristics include: heterarchical (or horizontal) consensus-based decision-making; limited 

intimacy with local needs (staff being informed through member organizations); and a high turnover 

among “champions”, i.e., innovators willing to initiate change among the field (König et al., 2012). 

Lastly, umbrella organizations’ strategies respond to a dual pressure: needs and expectations from the 

field (their members); and changes triggered from governments and the overall environment 

(Audebrand & Barros, 2018; Frandsen & Johansen, 2018; Harter & Krone, 2001). 

Second, data space emergence is a complex phenomenon, which was already exposed in section 2.b 

above. 

Consequently, factors influencing the emergence of data spaces are multilevel and multidimensional. 

Multilevel means that they can stem from the national (e.g.: governmental policies), sectoral (e.g.: 

emerging competition from new actors), inter-organizational (e.g.: culture of collaboration among 

member organizations), and organizational (e.g.: availability of skills and resources within member 

organizations) levels (Kurnia et al., 2019). Multidimensional means that factors can pertain to the 

umbrella organization’s internal structure (e.g.: governance rules), to its external environment (e.g.: 
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pressures from governments or members), and to the technology used (e.g.: constraints imposed by 

the solution) (Baker, 2012). 

c. Our method: realist literature review. 

“[R]ealist reviews [...] are theory-driven interpretative reviews that were developed to inform, 

enhance, extend or alternatively supplement conventional systematic reviews by making sense of 

heterogeneous evidence about complex interventions applied in diverse contexts in a way that 

informs policy decision making” (Paré et al., 2015, p. 189). The realist review was found relevant to 

conduct a sensemaking process aimed at pulling together pieces of information from eclectic research 

fields, and mobilize them in a format and content aimed to address some specific practitioners’ 

concerns. 

The research was conducted from the database ABI/INFORM global, using two keyword batches: 

- Keywords batch 1: (standard* OR "inter-organizational information system*" OR blockchain) 

AND ("trade association*" OR "industry association*" or "cooperative association*" or "meta-

organization*" OR "meta-organisation*" OR "professional association*" OR "social economy" 

OR umbrella or federation) 

- Keywords batch 2: (standard* OR blockchain OR "inter-organizational information system*" 

OR “"interorganizational information system*" OR blockchain) AND (“innovation ecosystem*” 

OR “innovation network*”) 

Additional articles were added from incremental research and references identified during previous 

research works. We ended up with a first batch of 90 articles, from 1975 to 2022. 

Articles’ relevance was assessed using a list of criteria, such as: does the research deal with diffusion 

of standards? Does it involve a meta-organization or an innovation ecosystem? 

Our final sample included a total of 36 scientific articles. 

4. Findings 

We identified two sets of factors which might influence an umbrella organization’s disposition to 

engage in a data space project. The first set focuses on the umbrella organization’s internal 

characteristics (a), while the second set relates to the umbrella organization’s external environment 

(b). 

a. Social economy umbrella organizations’ assets for creating data spaces. 

To begin with, the literature reminds us that organizations can support or, inversely, resist change and 

innovation: they apprehend mutations and innovations through their existing sociocultural 

background (Harter & Krone, 2001; König et al., 2012; Wang & Ramiller, 2009). Thus, umbrella 

organizations may support new ideas such as data space initiatives which appear to be compatible 

with their mission and field identity (Font et al., 2019; Harter & Krone, 2001). Inversely, should they 

consider that such an innovation represents a threat to themselves or their members, they may resist 

its diffusion (Rodón et al., 2008). Resistance can be whether passive (e.g.: not mentioning data space 

projects), or active (e.g.: questioning data space’s credibility and relevance, or pointing out risks and 

threats stemming from data space projects). 
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Umbrella organizations’ mandates typically involves a mission to foster trust and cooperation among 

their field, while implementing strategic activities such as monitoring and diffusion of information to 

their members: this mandate creates a favourable ground for umbrella organizations to learn about 

innovations, and possibly engage with them (Berkowitz, 2018; Spillman, 2018). 

In addition, umbrella organizations tend to prevent dynamics which might negatively affect 

relationships with their members. Umbrella organizations’ bylaws are intended to ensure stability and 

predictability: adding or transforming their mandate can represent a risky move (Ahrne & Brunsson, 

2005). An umbrella organization typically places extensive consideration in preventing any 

competition with its own members (Reveley & Ville, 2010). More specifically, should a member already 

be proactively leading a data space project, the umbrella organization will likely abstain from engaging 

in another parallel project. Thus, an umbrella organization may prefer to conduct a data space project 

in partnership with one of its members, especially if the latter demonstrates a dominant position in 

its field and is able to mobilize resources in favor of such a project (Brunsson et al., 2012; Kurnia et al., 

2019; Wenyu (Derek) Du et al., 2018). 

An umbrella organization which has an ongoing mandate of managing pooled resources may benefit 

from a powerful lever to mobilize its members (Reveley & Ville, 2010), especially when the data space 

project aims to strengthen and improve efficiency in managing and accessing such pooled resources. 

b. An enabling environment for establishing data spaces. 

Umbrella organizations’ readiness to engage in a data space project is influenced by conditions 

pertaining to their internal conditions (as we just saw), but also by their external context. Factors 

stemming from the environment can be presented as four levels: national, sectoral, inter-

organizational, and organizational. 

National level: Governments can substantially shape the national context, hereby facilitating or 

discouraging the emergence of data space projects. One approach consists in technology-related 

regulations: governments can encourage or even force actors to adopt a standard, for instance by 

approving a given technology for exchanging sensitive data (Bauerle, 2003, 2005). Non-technological 

regulations may also indirectly influence the emergence of data spaces, by structuring inter-

organizational collaborations and sectoral configurations. For instance, new ecological and budgetary 

constraints may create a need for organizations to collect additional data internally and among their 

value chain, while free competition regulations may encourage firms to invest in data sharing tools 

with their partners rather than attempting to buyout such partners (Carrigan et al., 2017; Leys & Joffre, 

2014; Radnejad et al., 2017; Reimers et al., 2014). Finally, softer governmental interventions may also 

facilitate the emergence of data space projects, such as public investment programs aimed to 

modernize Internet infrastructures or public subsidies supporting inter-organizational collaborative 

innovations (Kurnia et al., 2019; Leys & Joffre, 2014; Reimers et al., 2014; Schaede, 2004). 

Sectoral level: The scientific literature pays extended attention to emerging pressures towards a 

sector, leading actors to invest into a modernization of their processes. In this respect, organizations 

operating in a sector characterized by high entry barriers and sectoral standards defined by public 

authorities (typically the health industry) might feel low incentives to invest in a long, expensive and 

risky data space project (Reimers et al., 2014). Inversely, a sector might feel pressured by an emerging 

technology (e.g.: the taxi industry versus platform businesses), or by the public opinion (e.g.: growing 

expectations to accelerate money transfers among banking institutions), which might result in a gain 
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of interest towards automated inter-organizational systems (Campos, 2016; Font et al., 2019; Kurnia 

et al., 2019; Radnejad et al., 2017; Snell et al., 1999; Snell & Herndon, 2000). Timespan also be a factor 

per se. While digital innovations may be characterized by a high diffusion speed, while policymakers 

need time to produce regulations. In such a scenario, umbrella organizations can demonstrate abilities 

to mobilize their members around a collective innovation project (such as a data space) in a relatively 

short time (Schaede, 2004). Lastly, the sector’s structure can also influence the emergence of a data 

space project. Should the sector be characterized by a dominating organization, such an actor may 

have strong capacities to diffuse and impose standards among the field (Kurnia et al., 2019; Rodón et 

al., 2008; Wenyu (Derek) Du et al., 2018). Cohesion among field actors, especially through a 

commonality of products and services (typically: taxi companies, versus the overall transportation 

sector) may facilitate the diffusion of common standards among such a field, and thus create a 

favourable context for a data space project (Carrigan et al., 2017; Dasgupta & Shin, 1999; Radnejad et 

al., 2017; Schaede, 2004). 

Inter-organizational level: Scientific literature suggests that power relationships among organizations 

among a field can have a major influence on the emergence of a data space project. In the context of 

power imbalances, a dominant organization may have acquired strong capacities and legitimacy to 

define, diffuse and impose standards towards its partners (Kurnia et al., 2019; Reimers et al., 2014). 

Paradoxically, an aggressive strategy might also generate resistance from other organizations, 

especially when the data space project is perceived as likely to favor overconcentration of resources 

and power at the benefit of a given actor (Rodón & Sesé, 2010; Vale et al., 2017). Dominant 

organizations might thus find in an umbrella organization a relevant partner to diffuse standards (Vale 

et al., 2017) through softer cultural actions aimed at improving trust, cooperation, communication, 

and mutual understanding among actors – which are identified as key components of a favourable 

field for data space emergence (Bauerle, 2003; Kreuzer et al., 2015; Kurnia et al., 2019; Reimers et al., 

2014; Reveley & Ville, 2010). 

Organizational level: While the umbrella organization and the overall ecosystem need to offer an 

enabling field, organizations’ individual readiness to envision and adopt a new digital solution is also 

key in a data space project. Organizations’ readiness to change encompass a set of multidimensional 

factors, including structural and cultural aspects. Structural readiness to change include the 

organization’s size, financial capacities, internal workflows and governance processes, as well as 

available organizational technologies (Font et al., 2019; Kreuzer et al., 2015; Kurnia et al., 2019; 

Shahrasbi & Paré, 2014). Cultural readiness to change include top management’s involvement in the 

data space project, the long-term vision around it, whether actors have a positive or negative 

perception about interoperability standards proposed by data space leaders, and the overall expertise 

around interoperability standards available within the organization (Font et al., 2019; Kurnia et al., 

2019; Vieira Soares et al., 2021). 

5. Conclusion 

Our literature review was designed to help us getting a better understanding about the factors which 

may influence (positively or negatively) social economy umbrella organizations’ readiness in engaging 

a data space strategy. Two key takeaways can be drawn from it, in relation with the overall objectives 

pursued by our Erasmus+ project. 
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First takeaway: social economy umbrella organizations demonstrate several key assets to conduct a 

data space strategy. Namely, they are experienced and recognized actors in analysing and sharing 

information, building collective visions, and fostering trust and cooperation among their members. 

However, umbrella organizations’ membership structure may strongly condition their capacity to 

conduct a data space strategy. Typically, umbrella organizations whose members demonstrate high 

cohesion (e.g.: commonality of products) and are used to pool common resources (ideally within the 

umbrella organization itself) might be well-equipped to introduce a new data space project. In 

addition, umbrella organizations may need to strengthen internal capacities to be (and feel) able to 

apprehend and design a relevant data space strategy. Importantly, an umbrella organization would 

need to elaborate a data space vision consistent with its existing mandate and missions. Establishing 

a partnership with one or several leading members may represent an important lever for the umbrella 

organization to consolidate its resources, expertise, and legitimacy in conducting a data space 

strategy. 

Second takeaway: umbrella organizations need an enabling environment to engage in data space 

strategies. Creating an enabling environment requires to act at multiple levels, and coordinate with 

multiple actors. Governments may be able to stimulate the emergence of data spaces through support 

mechanisms (such as subsidies, investment programs and regulations) encouraging organizations to 

collaborate and pool data through digital solutions. Existing relations among member organizations 

should also be considered when designing the data space strategy: should the sector be characterized 

by a dominant organization, the latter would be a key actor in co-building a data space project with 

the umbrella organization. Inversely, should the sector be characterized by a balanced relationship 

among member organizations, the umbrella organization may adopt an inclusive co-design process 

involving a larger group of stakeholders. Awareness about individual organizations’ capacities to take 

part in a digital project may also be key. In this respect, actions aimed at developing social economy 

enterprises’ structural and cultural readiness for digital change could positively impact the umbrella 

organizations’ readiness to engage in a data space project. 
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Part 2 

 

Experimenting a collective visioning workshop for social economy data 

spaces. 

 

1. Why a collective visioning workshop. 

As argued in chapter 1 above, the development of data spaces represents an opportunity for social 

economy actors to create the conditions of a sustainable and inclusive citizen-led data economy. 

Establishing a new data space entails a paradigm shift. Nowadays, we are used to collaborating 

through web platforms which centralize and store our data. Consequently, we are not trained to be 

aware about what is our personal data, and how such data could be valorized to facilitate our 

collaborations – we mainly rely on external providers who do it (somehow) for us. 

A collective visioning workshop was experimented within the framework of DSE Tools project as a 

process to enable participants to structurally envision a data space for social economy. Our 

methodology, further developed in Deliverable 2 - Handbook, aimed at identifying a specific use case, 

and pin-pointing opportunities and challenges to take into consideration in a data space project. 

2. An approach designed for umbrella organizations. 

Umbrella organizations were identified as potential relevant actors for the emergence of data spaces, 

as they have both the role and the capacity to identify existing resources among their members and 

create the conditions for resource-pooling at the level of their field. 

Umbrella organizations have however the specificity to be complex, multi-stakeholder environments. 

Our approach (further elaborated in Deliverable 2 - Handbook) thus entailed to identify needs, 

resources, and potential resistance, at three levels: 

o the overall network facilitated and represented by umbrella organizations: type of 

membership, cohesion and diversity among members, existing collaborative 

practices; 

o the umbrella organization itself: its secretariat, internal governance frameworks, 

current strategic priorities, and information systems; 

o the member organizations: local interest and capabilities to join and benefit from a 

European digital project, anticipated dynamics and resistance. 

In addition, we explored participating umbrella organizations’ capabilities to lead a data space project 

through two topics: 

o digital strategies: current understanding and vision about digital-related 

considerations by the umbrella organizations’ staff and governance; 
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o collective leadership: umbrella organizations’ past experience and current capacities 

to engage their members in a committing structural project. 

We invited 7 European social economy organizations, among which 5 of them participated in our 

workshop. 

3. Main outcomes. 

Digital strategies 

Firstly, we asked participants about existing umbrella organizations’ digital strategies. They 

highlighted the need for a more in-depth debate about the impact of technology on the social 

economy, as digital transition can sometimes lead to the loss of people. They also suggested that using 

technology to simplify internal processes within organizations and networks could be beneficial, and 

that a sector approach might be more effective than a strictly social economy approach. Participants 

reported that their members often question the relevance of investing significant amounts of money 

in implementing a digital strategy, and emphasized the importance of political leadership from the EU 

in driving the digital transition. They pointed out the opportunity created by the EU initiative 

“transition pathway on proximity and social economy”, which could lead umbrella organizations to be 

willing to collect readily standardized data from members. Additionally, participants noted that most 

coops are SMEs, which may be marginalized from complex and technical discussions related to digital 

innovation. 

Network-level data space strategies 

We then asked participants to consider how data spaces could transform their social economy 

networks, and to focus on three key areas: knowledge sharing, best practices promotion, and capacity 

building. To begin with, participants discussed the importance of building capacities of umbrella 

organizations’ as well as their members’ staff, for them to fully apprehend data spaces’ opportunities 

and challenges: simplifying communication and adopting a progressive approach towards digital 

transition opportunities and strategies. Participants also highlighted the potential for data spaces to 

enable more efficient knowledge sharing and the promotion of best practices, through digital 

solutions automating data exchange at the level of their networks. They emphasized that a data space 

should enable them to manage different types of data (depending on the project and sector involved), 

and deal with national differences (especially the language barriers) within the network. Finally, 

participants suggested that a data space could contribute to creating more participatory decision-

making spaces increasing accessibility and participation for members who rarely travel to Brussels. 

Umbrella organizations’ level data space strategies 

When asked about implementing a data space in their own social economy umbrella organization, 

participants identified several challenges. One of the main challenges mentioned was budget and 

resources, with some participants suggesting that small changes could be made through pilots to 

minimize disruption. Another challenge was the need for competencies and expertise, both within the 

organization and among members. Participants highlighted the importance of communication and 

engagement to encourage adoption of new technologies and facilitate knowledge-sharing. However, 



 
 

 
 

11 

some participants also mentioned the challenge of bureaucracy and the potential for competition with 

other networks. Finally, participants wondered how a data space would be maintained in the long-

run, and whether social economy organizations trust each other enough to share data in a meaningful 

way. 

Members’ level data space strategies 

Participants highlighted potential challenges and opportunities which could be experimented by their 

members when implementing a data space within their social economy umbrella organization. These 

include budget limitations, limited resources and competencies, complexity of the organizational 

structure, and the need for education and awareness-raising campaigns to promote the use of the 

data space. To address these challenges, participants suggested starting with pilot projects, focusing 

on existing projects, and engaging early adopters who can help educate others. They also emphasized 

the challenges represented by different levels involved (national, EU, and local levels), which require 

complex communication schemes – and proposed to establish focus groups to better understand 

members' needs and expectations. Participants recognized that members have different capacities 

and needs, and that a one-size-fits-all approach is not appropriate. They suggested creating a specific 

service to support members in integrating a data space and developing a proof-of-concept platform 

suited for the needs of selected projects that are already conducted in partnership between umbrella 

organizations and their members. Additionally, participants highlighted the importance of creating a 

progressive transition to the data space and simplifying communication to make it more accessible. 

Overall, participants agreed that implementing a data space in their social economy umbrella 

organization would require a combination of education, communication, and engagement strategies 

to promote the benefits of the data space and to ensure that all members can participate and benefit 

from it. 

Leadership 

Lastly, participants were asked about a relevant leadership approach to elaborate and implement a 

data space for the social economy. During the discussion, participants shared their views on how to 

conduct leadership in the context of implementing an open data space. They agreed that leadership 

is necessary and that umbrella organizations should lead by example. They also emphasized the need 

for expertise and suggested creating a task force to run a pilot in a small framework. Participants also 

recognized that change management is a process that requires a systemic approach, and that 

members may need support and access to resources to successfully implement the transformation. 

Finally, they acknowledged that the process may have an impact on the relationship with stakeholders, 

but agreed that it is a necessary step towards a more transparent and collaborative future. 

4. Conclusion 

In conclusion, the discussion with participants revealed that there are several challenges and 

opportunities associated with the implementation of data spaces in the social economy. While there 

are concerns around budget and resources, competencies and expertise, bureaucracy, and 

competition, there is also recognition of the potential benefits of data spaces in enabling more 

efficient knowledge sharing, promoting best practices, and creating participatory decision-making 
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spaces. Participants emphasized the importance of communication and engagement, as well as a 

progressive approach towards digital transition, to ensure that all members can participate and 

benefit from the data space. Leadership was also identified as crucial, with umbrella organizations 

leading by example and creating task forces to run pilots in a small framework. Ultimately, the 

implementation of data spaces in the social economy requires a systemic approach that involves 

education, communication, and engagement strategies, as well as support and access to resources for 

members to successfully implement the transformation. 
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