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Executive Summary

I endeavour to champion a theory of change based on five assumptions in this paper:

· Firstly, social enterprise is not well recognised in Australia.

· Secondly, social enterprise is not well understood in Australia.

· Thirdly, with limited recognition and knowledge of the value of social enterprise, resources are underutilised to benefit community development.

· Fourthly, an aging demographic and increasing demands for welfare on a limited budget may require investigation of alternative forms of generating income to support community development.

· Lastly, social enterprise can deliver significant social benefits of inclusion and regeneration.

Social enterprise has two key characteristics:
· does not measure success on profit alone, unlike traditional business
· operates in pursuit of a social purpose

The last five years have shown an increasing trend towards active citizenship, or civil society, including a distinctive public expression of philanthropic spirit. The increasing trend towards interest in financial models which take into account issues relating to ethical responsibility and the impact of investment decisions on the quality of life and environment of people affected is positive. This trend presents an indicator that the future is likely to mark a blurring of distinction between traditional business activity, and what is largely recognised as a separate public sector.
Benefits of social enterprise to the community include:

· Community regeneration through greater social inclusion and strengthened economic conditions
· Creates greater efficiency optimising resources available
· Promotes values strengthening active citizenship and community involvement

· Allows growth within limits 

The Australian context is fortunate not to have experienced the same level of trauma through civil unrest, industry closure, urban decay and regional unemployment as can be seen in parts of UK and USA. In some areas of these countries, I encountered homelessness, poverty and unrest occurring to a standard that would not be imagined possible within Australia.

I welcome opportunities to advance the wellbeing of our communities through promoting social enterprise as a viable alternative business model in Australia.
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1. Introduction 
I received a 2004 Churchill Fellowship through the Winston Churchill Memorial Trust, to identify and document successful models of social enterprise in UK and USA that can be promoted in Australia. My passion for this project grew during recently completed MBA studies, along with participation in the Sydney-based Benevolent Society's ten-month social leadership program addressing adaptive change in our community. My professional background of over 17 years service as an Australian Army Officer along with an inquisitive spirit and dynamic passion for community development provided me with a fresh perspective to conduct this Fellowship.

Beginning in March 2005, my fellowship was based around investigating and visiting leading organisations involved with social enterprise inclusive of practicing social entrepreneurs to venture capitalists and academic organisations. Additionally, I attended the Business in the Community Impact 05 conference held in Manchester, and the Community Action Network National Conference held in London, both during March, as well as the Skoll World Forum on Social Entrepreneurship held in Oxford, and the Social Enterprise Alliance 6th Gathering in Milwaukee, both in April. My research continued across USA, concluding in early June at which time I participated as a volunteer in Mayor of San Francisco Gavin Newsom’s volunteer initiative- Project Homeless Connect.
With a wealth of information available through internet searches pointing to well-established networks across parts of Europe, Canada and USA, as well as regional examples documented through Ashoka, I sought to investigate successful models limited to UK and USA, as these countries provided a culture that was at the same time both similar and distinct to Australia and each other.

I endeavour to champion a theory of change based on five assumptions in this paper:

· Firstly, social enterprise is not well recognised in Australia.

· Secondly, social enterprise is not well understood in Australia.

· Thirdly, with limited recognition and knowledge of the value of social enterprise, resources are underutilised to benefit community development.

· Fourthly, an aging demographic and increasing demands for welfare on a limited budget may require investigation of alternative forms of generating income to support community development.
· Lastly, social enterprise can deliver significant social benefits of inclusion and regeneration.

2. Assumptions and theory of change

The need for my research was based on five assumptions:

Firstly, social enterprise is not well recognised in Australia: Community development in Australia is largely recognised as achieved through charity, philanthropy, government policy and funding, corporate social responsibility and volunteerism.  Unlike UK and USA, the value of social enterprise to contribute towards strengthening the fabric of our community is not well recognised. 

Secondly, social enterprise is not well understood in Australia: Evidence to demonstrate and debate the value of social enterprise is rarely found outside academic circles, excepting a handful of commonly cited examples. Aside from lacking a reference point for definition, insufficient detailed information on the number and health of Australian social enterprises is available. This limits an understanding of social enterprises in Australia to examining foreign examples.

Thirdly, with limited recognition and knowledge of the value of social enterprises, resources are underutilised to benefit community development: With large charities in Australia reporting that in the wake of the tsunami donations their projected incomes from fund-raising may fall short, earned income through social enterprise could be a significant alternative in finding future revenue. The greatest resource that is underutilised to its fullest extent in Australia is that of intellectual capital.

Fourthly, an ageing demographic and increasing demands for welfare on a limited budget may require investigation of alternative forms of generating future income to support community development: A longer term perspective of meeting social needs with an increasingly aging population combined with a shrinking available workforce, presents social enterprise as a alternative business model to compliment existing practices in developing communities. 
Lastly, social enterprise can deliver significant social benefits of inclusion and regeneration: Beyond the consideration of resources available for community development, it is likely that cross-cultural community engagement will be increasingly important in a domestic security climate that is influenced by distrust, fear and alienation. The social benefits that emerge from successful social enterprises of inclusion and regeneration increase exponentially to resources invested, and have a measurable impact that benefits the community. 
This paper presents the basis for a theory of change which tests the validity of my assumptions in Australia. The outcome I seek (which is beyond the scope of this report) is to either reject my assumptions based on cultural, social or economic differences in Australia, or to define and foster the establishing of a suitable enabling environment to promote social enterprise as an alternative business model to compliment existing practices in developing communities.

3. A reference point for discussion: A definition for social enterprise
The term social enterprise is made up of two words, which alone are readily understood and unambiguous, but when placed together create a dynamic tension that might seem to be a paradox in light of the responsibility of business to make a profit.  In the last decade, a change has emerged from the perceived belief that business entrepreneurs make money, and governments and charities provide welfare.  Core values addressing environmental, social and community needs have influenced the behaviour of a new breed of entrepreneur.  Social enterprise has a proven track record of creating value:
· economically

· building social capital toward greater social inclusion
· breaking the cycle of disadvantage

Referred to as “the third way” and “the fourth sector”, social enterprise presents promising visionary alternatives for addressing social change issues and engaging communities within Australia. 
Social enterprise has two key characteristics:
· does not measure success on profit alone, unlike traditional business
· operates in pursuit of a social purpose

A barrier to clear understanding of social enterprise comes from the broad range of differing definitions that are used.  A discussion about social enterprise is further made difficult in Australia because no clear reference point for definition exists. This is due in part to the limited recognition and poor understanding of social enterprise in Australia.
Defining social enterprise: A business that generates its earned income in pursuit of its chosen social purpose can be defined as a social enterprise.  If the income required for an organisation to pursue this purpose is not sourced through grants, charitable giving or government funding, then typically this would be seen as a social enterprise.  
A charity or not-for-profit organisation may derive earned income through activity that is aligned with its social purpose, but may still account for the majority of income required through more ‘traditional’ sources such as grants, welfare and fund-raising. This conveys a sense that social enterprise can describe both a type of organisation within its own ‘sector’, or an activity to generate income. Ideally, social enterprise describes an organisation that achieves self-sufficiency through its own income to work towards addressing a social purpose such that it is less reliant on charitable contributions, government funding or philanthropic subsidies from private and corporate supporters. The strength of this, aside from allowing independent pursuit of its social purpose, is that public funding that it might have otherwise received could then be available to benefit other community organisations.

Figure 1 shows how social enterprise provides public benefit by being self-sufficient beyond the sphere of public funding available. The sphere in this model represents available public funding including charitable giving, government funding, welfare and grants. 
Simplistically, the model suggests that receipt of funding at the core is more certain. Further from the core the likelihood of public funding decreases, in part due to increasing costs and risks.
Self-sufficiency through earned income places social enterprises outside this sphere, resulting in a number of consequences:

· Independence to pursue own social purpose is enabled by the strength of the business, and less influenced by cost and level of risk which public funding might be sensitive towards.

· Potentially allows increased availability of public funding to not-for-profit community organisations reliant on public funding.

· Promotes an exponential growth in social benefit far beyond the financial.

· Paradoxically, develops a perception of being less ‘needy’ and potentially reduces ability to receive public funding in future. 
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Figure 1: Sphere of public funding- social enterprise increases benefit
Not stove-piped by definition:
My research convinced me that social enterprise cannot be ‘stove-piped’ into a rigid category by definition, but rather is best understood as a type of activity generating earned income that achieves social change for the public good. Social enterprise fall within a broad continuum of economic activity that contributes toward community development.  
Tames capitalism for good:
Guy Turnbull from the UK-based social enterprise development company Economic Partnerships argues social enterprise provides the right formula to tame capitalism for good. John Kingston, from the UK-based organisation Venturesome, speaks of a collision of worlds with the creation of blended value organisations through social enterprises combining sound business practice with social purpose, where income generation is inextricably linked to a social aim. Jeff Swartz, CEO of Timberland has described this trend marking the intersection between commerce and justice, and in his renowned passionate vision sees it as “the alchemy of business and saving the world”. As such, this describes behaviour that compliments responsible business practice, as reflected in the trends of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) which combine profit with principle so as to strengthen the reputation of those organisations. 

Pattern-changing, holistic thinking is required for an effective social enterprise.  There is much more to a social enterprise than merely a name change and a new set of language. The Skoll Foundation identifies a distinguishing feature of social entrepreneurs as the ambition to create systemic change by introducing a new idea and persuading others to adopt it. 
4. Case studies

With literally hundreds of excellent examples available across UK and USA following my research from both visits and internet-based research, I have included a number of social enterprises that convey a sense of how a social enterprise operates and what benefits they might deliver. These case studies help to demonstrate the utility of a model I designed on reflection from my research defining the inter-relating components of social enterprise, represented at Figures 4-8 (refer to pages 24-28).
Case studies examine:

· The Delancey Street Foundation

· Coin Street Community Builders

· Benetech

· DC Central Kitchens

· Six Marys Place

· We Are What We Do

The Delancey Street Foundation: 

The Delancey Street Foundation, based in San Francisco, is a residential complex and rehabilitation program for former substance abusers and other high-risk individuals.  It operates several businesses that feature:

· Labour-intensive ventures in which individuals develop multiple skills, where workers are easily replaced, and the work is not highly specialised. 

· A commitment to communal living, self-help, and peer support.

· Continuous learning opportunities for workers, reinforced by mandatory rotation through various businesses.

· Synergy across several types of business.
Established in San Francisco in 1971, the Delancey Street Foundation now operates in four other American cities. In San Francisco, the foundation operates from a 200 townhouse complex along the picturesque Embarcadero, costing $30 million to build in 1989, which houses 500 former convicted criminals and substance abusers. These residents each make a clear commitment to join the programme and receive vocational and education services toward their restitution back into society.
The foundation covers its own operating expenses, financed in part by direct donations and donated products and services.  The organisation's main source of income is the revenue generated by several smaller social enterprises such as a fine dining restaurant, a cafe, a national removals company, a limousine service, transport service to senior citizens, a catering service and printing business.
The organisation is hierarchical with all aspects emphasising self-sufficiency, peer support, discipline and accountability. Residents are free to leave the program at any stage, and must comply with strict rules prohibiting drugs, threats and violence.  The organisation only accepts applicants who are in good mental and physical health.
Delancey Street Foundation began as an informal support network on a small-scale for substance abusers through the vision of John Maher and Mimi Silbert based out of one apartment, and has since grown to a point where its businesses generate combined revenues of $17 million annually.  In over 30 years of operation it has successfully rehabilitated thousands of people.  It is estimated that approximately 75% of residents remain law-abiding and drug-free after graduation, which Paul Burch, a member of Delancey’s intake staff notes is the exact inverse of statistics for former criminals overall.

Coin Street Community Builders:

The Coin Street area of London, distinctive by its Oxo Tower, lies between Waterloo Bridge and Blackfriars Bridge on the south bank of the River Thames. The Coin Street Community Builders emerged following intervention during 1974 by local community groups who fought a major campaign against plans for massive office developments on the South Bank site. 
In 1984, a development trust and social enterprise set up by these local residents bought the freehold 13 acre site for GBP 1 million using standard mortgages and a business plan showing loans being serviced from temporary uses of land.  Since that time, Coin Street Community Builders have overseen demolition of old buildings, completion of the South Bank riverside walkway, creation of Bernie Spain Gardens and Gabriel's Wharf market, refurbishment of Oxo Tower Wharf for mixed uses including shops, a fine dining restaurant, brasserie and bar (let to Harvey Nichols), retail design studios and flats, and the building of 220 affordable homes for four fully-mutual housing co-operatives. 50% of the cooperative housing is allocated to the local council to provide alternatives for social housing. 

The opening of Gabriel’s Wharf in 1988 brought commercial and public life to an area that had long been derelict and signalled the ‘rebirth’ of the South Bank. It also allowed Coin Street Community Builders to demonstrate to funders and prospective tenants that uses proposed for the more ambitious Oxo Tower Wharf development were viable. 

With a focus on community regeneration, in addition to site development and introduction of new businesses, Coin Street Community Builders runs the Coin Street Festival which has grown from a weekend of small-scale events to become one of London’s top free arts festivals. The Coin Street Community Builders is also a founder and a main sponsor of the annual Mayor’s Thames Festival launched in 1997. Festivals celebrate cultural diversity and encourage individual and group participation.
Additionally, Coin Street Community Builders has led in the formation of a number of new local partnerships such as the South Bank Employers’ Group bringing together 18 major organisations represented in the area.  In addressing urban design strategy, Coin Street Community Builders has improved pedestrian and public transport to give the South Bank a more coherent and positive image including a rejuvenated bus route.  The area is used to provide information to the community about free events, arts programs and local facilities.

Coin Street Community Builders have bold plans for the future to develop the site further.
 

Benetech:

Benetech is a USA-based non-profit venture that combines the impact of technological solutions with a social entrepreneurship business model. Combining market forces with philanthropic capital and entrepreneurial drive, Benetech helps disadvantaged communities in American society and across the world. Benetech seeks to lead the world in creative, effective applications of technology to unmet social needs; it provides social benefits by harnessing the power of technology focusing on projects that offer the greatest social return on funds invested. 
Benetech identifies that while many great technologies can easily be applied to social needs, the profitability of such efforts rarely meets the financial expectations of high technology investors. Benetech specifically pursues endeavours that emphasise a strong social, rather than financial, rate of return on investment. Benetech explores the application of technology to social needs in the areas of disability, bridging the digital divide, education, literacy, human rights, employment of the disadvantaged, and the prevention of suffering. 
A sample of current projects demonstrates how technology is used through management techniques and technology already available from the commercial sector to influence problems facing global society in fields where these applications are not commercially viable, and includes:

· Bookshare.org: a legal book-sharing community of people with disabilities, meeting the stringent copyright law exemption for providing accessible books. 
· The Martus Project: provides critical tools for the reporting and dissemination of human rights information, improving the effectiveness of the human rights sector worldwide. 
· The Landmine Detector Project: fills the marketability gap between exciting new technologies developed by U.S. Department of Defense and the needs of humanitarian landmine removal efforts around the world. 

Benetech serves as an incubator for such socially oriented technology projects. The organisation provides seed capital for market and technical feasibility studies, and provides infrastructure for such ventures. Most projects will operate as divisions under the Benetech umbrella, realising significant cost reductions by sharing a common infrastructure.
By harnessing the power of technology and using this energetic high technology model, Benetech aims to change the world in dramatic ways, mirroring the reach of technology and the community built by technology, to ensure that technology more fully serves humanity. 

DC Central Kitchens: 
Robert Egger, founder of the Washington DC based DC Central Kitchens, trains people who he feels society “throws away”, liberating them from a cycle of need and dependency
.  DC Central Kitchens looks for positive ways to enable members of the community to move from a position of dependence on aid and hand-outs, to be elevated by nourishment through training and food so they can focus their energy on healing and putting their lives back together. Robert Egger appreciates this will not solve all problems facing the community, but he notes it makes a difference particularly to those whose lives have changed through this intervention.
The mission of DC Central Kitchen is to use food as a tool to:

· Strengthen bodies, by safely recovering unserved food from local foodservice businesses to feed children and adults at partner agencies in Southern Maryland, Northern Virginia and Washington, DC.
· Empower minds, by providing culinary job training for unemployed men and women and community service opportunities for youths and adults.
· Build communities, by providing working examples, innovative solutions, and shared technology to a cooperative and effective national network of programs that use food to make change in their communities.
This is achieved through the collection and use of donated food, partnering with volunteers and local not-for-profit organisations, conducting job training programs, and using the output of their activities to donate meals to local and national programs.
Aware of the limitations of charity, Robert Egger is looking to an ambitious program of expanding DC Central Kitchens further. This is likely to involve creative approaches to employing earned income strategies through redesigning how training programs both operate and how food produced is distributed.

Six Marys Place: 
A social enterprise is often used as a vehicle to enable greater inclusion in the community by people who are customers, consumers or employees. Opportunities emerge above being passive recipients of charitable or government aid. 
Doug Tully, Manager of Six Marys Place in Edinburgh, among the most comfortable and hospitable bed-and-breakfasts one might find elsewhere in that city, relates a story where one of their trainee employees, all of who are living with mental health illness, confided in him that twice weekly he would stand proudly at the bus stop knowing that “like anyone else, he too was going to work and had a place in society”. Through involvement in Six Marys Place, dignity and inclusion is extended to people who might otherwise be isolated. This is not to suggest it is only through work that a person feels a sense of inclusion in society, but for many people who, because of disadvantage or illness, would otherwise be excluded from the workforce, paid employment is one way they can have a meaningful involvement in their community. 
Operating now for over 20 years, the purchase of the site was made possible by a soft loan with which to buy the now refurbished 1829 Georgian townhouse.  Having won numerous awards it is known more for its professional service, rather than being a social enterprise.

Set up by the Scottish based Forth Sector organisation whose charter was to assist those with mental health illness in the community, it now employs four full-time staff and 20 trainees had has an annual turnover exceeding GBP 150,000.

Not only does this give opportunity to people in that community who otherwise would be pushed out from having an involvement in the community because of a perceived disability, in doing so it raises an awareness to a greater need for compassion and caring, and demonstrates that regardless of how people might be perceived, everyone is able to contribute to our community.
We Are What We Do:
We Are What We Do began as a creative idea in the mind of Eugenie Harvey in collaboration with Community Links, an east London based not-for-profit organisation, which tackles the causes and consequences of social exclusion and shares the local experience with practitioners and policy makers nationwide. 
Identifying the wealth some enjoy and with one in five Britons remaining in a shocking state of poverty, We Are What We Do suggests the other four out of five experience other forms of poverty: an emptiness, a missing sense of meaning or a lack of connection to others in the community. We Are What We Do defines itself as a new kind of movement, trying to show the power of a simple shift in attitudes and day-to-day behaviour. In doing so, they invite involvement in a new kind of community; not of joiners but of independent doers acting in the spirit of Mahatma Gandhi to “be the change we want to see in the world”.

We Are What We Do is not a charity or an institution, and benefits through volunteer and in-kind contributions to inspire people to use their everyday actions to change the world. 
In September 2004, they published the book “Change the World for a Fiver” which offers simple, everyday actions which are achievable by almost everyone.  In the first 200 days after the launch of the book, over 120,000 copies were sold (as the name suggests, the book sells in the UK for GBP 5)

.
We Are What We Do is funded through sales from the book “Change the World for a Fiver”, with excess money raised from sales contributed to benefit other Community Links projects.

We Are What We Do is to launch an Australian edition of the book, launched in September 2005, titled “Change the World for Ten Bucks”, collaborating with Pilotlight to influence community involvement and positive social change.
 

5. A context for this paper- Sustainable Civil Society
The last five years have shown an increasing trend towards active citizenship, or civil society, including a distinctive public expression of philanthropic spirit. Evidence of this is found in:

· United Nations Millennium Goals

· the biggest ever street demonstrations in UK designed to change government policies on issues as diverse as world debt, fox hunting and the Iraqi conflict

· support to victims of the 2004 tsunami
· the global Make Poverty History movement 

· United Nations 2005 Year of Microcredit

· Queensland Government sponsored United Nations Conference Engaging Communities held in August, 2005 

Triple-bottom-line reporting alone is inadequate to describe social enterprise, as this tool provides a relative measure for any organisation as to how they perform on financial, ethical, socially responsible and environmentally sustainable business practices. The language of business through accounting, with its ‘bottom-line’ perspective to measure profit, is not adequate to communicate the complexity of social benefit and how this affects a community. Social enterprise suggests that not only are alternative business models required, but also alternative ways of expressing how social purpose is combined with business practice so that ‘a solution’ is not seen as another ‘imposition’ and rejected, inadvertently alienating those it seeks to help. The increasing trend towards interest in financial models which take into account issues relating to ethical responsibility and the impact of investment decisions on the quality of life and environment of people affected is positive. This trend presents an indicator that the future is likely to mark a blurring of distinction between traditional business activity, and what is largely recognised as a separate public sector.
David Cameron, UK Tory MP, argues the idea of three pillars describing the traditionally recognised government, business and public sectors, is dated and essentially flawed.  He argues that social enterprise presents a challenge for policy, providing the context for a diverse sector, in which the government and businesses sectors have a place to contribute.
At the common intersection of the three traditional sectors, as shown at Figure 2, an enabling environment is formed, that supports the emergence of social enterprise. It is at this point that exponential benefit might be realised for community engagement and development, rather than through the previous separate ‘stove-piped’ arrangement. Questions raised through my research for an Australian context included where and how can new forms of activity best benefit our community, and what can be done to enhance and foster this to its fullest potential.  
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Figure 2: Dated view of ‘three-pillars’, compared with intersecting sectors creating an enabling environment for social enterprise
6. Establishing an enabling environment
The enabling environment for social enterprise will strengthen as driving forces move to increase an overlap of the three traditional sectors (as seen at Figure 2).  This is regarded as creating a stronger civil society, inclusive of sound corporate citizenship. As the trend towards an increasing awareness of environmental sustainability has been seen in the last decade, a move towards a sustainable civil society supported by the emergence of new business systems such as social enterprise is considered likely.
Supporting factors for an enabling environment include: 
· Networks promoting learning, knowledge generation, and support to community involvement.

· Participative culture, encouraging creative and innovative initiatives. Social enterprise is values driven through the pursuit of social purpose, and requires a competitive mindset towards enterprise, while remaining open and socially responsible. 

· Technology is used both as a tool and an enabler.

· Desire for greater wellbeing through community involvement.

· Media can be used to promote efforts of a social enterprise, and provide a positive counterpoint to present social purpose. 

· Dissatisfaction within the community due to market or social failure, prompting a search to find another way to meet demands for service delivery.
· The changing nature of work and lifestyle from opportunities stemming from maladaptive pressures.

· Willingness to participate in finding a common ground to bridge a problem.

· Recognition of the complexity and diversity involved in addressing community needs.

Limiting barriers to overcome in creation of an enabling environment include:

· The NIMBY (Not-In-My-Back-Yard) Factor. Local sensitivities towards exploring and accepting cultural or social differences, including the acceptance of perceived risks must be addressed for all stakeholders involved to avoid rejection or abandonment of an initiative.

· Legal and taxation status. Absence of a legal framework and appropriate taxation arrangements to support social enterprises that generate their earned income, but remain not-for-profit organisations in support of community outcomes can limit the entry and scaling of new organisations. Since July 2005, UK has introduced a new form of legal structure to support social enterprise that seek to use their profits and assets for the public good, known as the Community Interest Company (CICs).
7. Exploring the landscape-a review of the historical background
The UK-based Social Enterprise Coalition finds an origin to social enterprise in 1844, when flour-mill workers from the town of Rochdale opened their own shop due to a monopoly held in the market forming the beginning of the modern co-operative movement
. Similar origins are found in the USA experience. Significantly, social enterprise is a trend that has emerged in the last decade. 
In both UK and USA contexts, social enterprises often result from the action taken by social entrepreneurs motivated by:

· Reaction to a market or social failure (which may include initiatives to address social exclusion, homelessness and poverty).
· Acting to address a commercial opportunity to benefit social wellbeing.
· Public service delivery privatisation initiatives (which might also be linked to addressing a form of market failure associated with the delivery, distribution or availability of public service).
· Concern for community wellbeing through community regeneration in neighbourhoods affected by a worsening decay in social and economic conditions, resulting from such events as closure of industry, civil rights unrest or increase in homelessness. Disturbing trends of the cancer-like ‘urban blight’, failing education standards and alcohol and substance abuse in disadvantaged areas not only destroy communities, but also carry an undesirable long-term financial cost.
John Bryant founded the USA-based Operation Hope Initiative immediately following the Los Angeles civil unrest of April 1992. Having identified the fastest growing group of bankrupts in USA as 18 to 25 year olds, and with a concern for the level of financial independence of the African American community, he worked to raise the importance of addressing financial literacy within education.  Through this, the Operation Hope Initiative seeks to create sustainable change within under-served communities by consistently promoting opportunity, self-esteem, self love, optimism and future aspiration. John Bryant has coined the phrase “Silver Rights”, which he identifies as a movement beyond the movement for Civil Rights to address the under-served, overly dependent, and historically neglected situation of many African American communities within the USA. Through his passion, he strives to combat the disabling condition of poverty among African Americans through wealth generation.

The British Government has been supportive of social enterprise.  Of note is the difference in how social enterprise is embraced between England and the devolved administrations. Prime Minister Blair presented his views on social enterprise in early 2002 saying: “social enterprise offers radical new ways of operating for public benefit. By combining strong public service ethos with business acumen, (it) can open up the possibility of entrepreneurial organisations- highly responsive to customers and with the freedom of the private sector- but which are driven by a commitment to public benefit rather than purely maximising profits for shareholders. (While) currently only a small part of the economy, (the UK aim is to provide a more enabling environment) to build on this foundation and create an environment in which more people feel they are able to start and grow such businesses”.
 
In USA, a philanthropic and entrepreneurial business culture supports an existing enabling environment which is characterised by their taxation system, investment regulations and legal definitions supporting the operation of not-for-profit organisations, as well as strong leadership by key academic institution’s business schools generating knowledge networks.
8. Benefits of social enterprise to the community
· Community regeneration through greater social inclusion and strengthened economic conditions
· Social enterprise provide a means of generating and retaining wealth within local communities often involving the creation of employment opportunities, where less favourable social and economic conditions are experienced. 
· Social enterprise provides a vehicle to cross-community engagement.  
· Where a local economy thrives, studies have shown circulation of money is retained in the community for longer, to the advantage of those in the community. 
· Address market failure by bringing services and affordable products to communities with no or limited choice. This may result from, or provide, training and skills development activities. 
· Through the strengthening of a local economy, social enterprises can assist to ‘build a mesh’ to preserve and maximize the impact of other initiatives towards community development. 
· Assists building social capital to create an environment where communities take greater ownership and responsibility for their neighbourhood, influencing behaviour and attitudes. This leads to a cycle which builds trust and tolerance, and greater cross-community/ cross-cultural participation.
· Creates greater efficiency optimising resources available
· Finds alternative funding streams to address an identified social need when traditional public funding sources are insufficient or not dependable. 
· Provides unrestricted income within limits of what can be earned to pursuit a social purpose. 
· Methods employed will often compliment environmental sustainability, and encourage ethically and socially responsible trading practices. 
· Ability to maximise the budget available to address a desired social purpose. 
· Provides a productive alternative for public funding to be used as seed capital or loan arrangements with the potential for longer lasting impacts instead of costly regeneration initiatives that often drain available resources. 
· Combined with other initiatives, presents exponential results beyond what can be measured in financial terms.
· Reduced social and community problems through social enterprise promote reduced welfare costs to the community.
· Promotes values strengthening active citizenship and community involvement 
· Has the potential to increase tolerance and trust between different groups within a community, which is important to overcome cultural divides. 
· Stimulates further community involvement through success of programs
· Allows growth within limits 
· A strength of social enterprises is that they are able to start small, and subsequently scale to meet their own limitations not influenced by pressures of time. This may require reliance on external funding initially. Challenges for growth need to be recognised as significant, indicative of the initial market failure or need for the social enterprise. 
9. Pitfalls to avoid- lessons from UK and USA experience 
Cautious optimism: Pamela Hartigan, Managing Director of the internationally-recognised Schwab Foundation, cautions that social enterprise should be treated with cautious optimism. While it is “fashionable”, if regarded as simply an attractive label as opposed to a legitimate form of business activity, the complexity required to design, start-up and grow an organisation could be overlooked. She cautions that not everyone is a social entrepreneur, with an ability to challenge establish models. Appreciation of the vast amount of work involved is required, otherwise the best intentions may result in disappointing outcomes.  
Avoid strategy overload: Sven Desai, from the UK Social Enterprise Coalition, warns against strategy overload. John Bennett, CEO of Cardiff based Pack-IT, agrees, stating that this can become a limiting factor if over-regulated impeding those who have a vision of what is required.
Succession of charismatic leaders: Matt Smerdon from the London-based Baring Foundation cautions against the vacuum that is often left after a charismatic leader departs an organisation if their vision is not transferable to a successor. Organisations reliant upon the leadership of an individual, as is often the case in the not-for-profit sector, may find it difficult to continue with bold plans. This can result in a service that was established for a community ceasing to exist while the need continues, and worse still, a financial disaster. 
Realistic appraisal of the need for public funding: Matt Smerdon is quick to note that social enterprise is not a silver bullet, and does not remove the need for fund-raising, grants, welfare and charity for other forms of not-for-profit organisations. If such organisations that meet a need within the community have an over-emphasis placed on them to turn their attention towards earned income, it is often at the expense of their efficient operation. 
10. Models to support the promotion of social enterprise in Australia
Models help to present a new way of seeing, and are a useful tool to better understand how social enterprise might support an Australian context as an alternative business model. The strength of models is they allow consideration around an integrative framework to better determine performance and the impact made. An imaginative and creative approach to appraising these models can make them dynamic tools to better understand social enterprise by practitioners, investors and those determine how policy initiatives might better support an enabling environment. These models should not be considered as a static, one-dimensional way of looking at social enterprise, but a means of understanding, deciding and defining how social enterprise activity might best work. Combined with the earlier discussion about the definition and characteristics of social enterprise, and along with case studies presented, these can reveal new approaches to design and enhance community development.

Two models are presented which can be reviewed independently or complement each other to build alternatives to traditional business models for generating earned income to support a social purpose:
· Behavioural model, after Dees, Boschee and McClurg

· Inter-relating components of social enterprise, from my own reflections
These models provide two distinct ways of looking at an idea or organisation. One examines primarily the people, leadership and skills involved, with the other addressing a more thorough examination through consideration of characteristics of inter-related components as existing along a series of different parameters or spectrums that will influence the nature of an organisation and how it operates.

Behavioural Model: Professor J Gregory Dees in 1998 outlined five factors to explain social entrepreneurship, and with comments from Jerr Boschee and Jim McClurg added in 2003 provides a model explaining what I have identified as key behavioural traits required to operate effectively and successfully. While these relate to social entrepreneurship, I believe that they are also indicative of what is of importance for a social enterprise.

This model might be used in a variety of ways. For example, by an individual or organisation to self-assess their strengths and weaknesses in determining where additional skills or application might be required. Alternatively, a funder might use this as a screen to help make an assessment of the viability of a given organisation or proposal.

[image: image4]
Figure 3: Behavioural Model for Social Enterprise, after Dees, Boschee and McClurg

Inter-relating components of a social enterprise, from my own reflections: My research indicated social enterprise could be better understood, and consequently supported in design and function, through defining the inter-related components. I have identified four core inter-related components of a social enterprise, illustrated at Figure 4:
· design

· environment

· function

· income and funding

Each component is subsequently further broken into what I have identified into key characteristics at Figures 5 to 8 which form a set of parameters to identify the particular nature of a social enterprise.
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Figure 4: Inter-relating components of social enterprise, from my own reflections
Figure 5: Characteristics of Design Component of Social Enterprise, from my own reflections
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Figure 6: Characteristics of Environment Component of Social Enterprise, from my own reflections

[image: image7] 
Figure 7: Characteristics of Function Component of Social Enterprise, from my own reflections

[image: image8] 
Figure 8: Characteristics of Income and Funding Component of Social Enterprise, from my own reflections
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11. Context for a fair go- Social enterprise in Australia 
The Australian context is fortunate not to have experienced the same level of trauma through civil unrest, industry closure, urban decay and regional unemployment as can be seen in parts of UK and USA. In some areas of these countries, I encountered homelessness, poverty and unrest occurring to a standard that would not be imagined possible within Australia.

Social enterprise presents an alternative business model to better understand and engage communities in Australia to improve and maintain the standards of living enjoyed now. I believe this is increasingly important in a domestic security climate that is influenced by distrust, fear and alienation. The social benefits that emerge from successful social enterprises of inclusion and regeneration increase exponentially to resources invested, and have a measurable impact that benefits the community. 

I seek to join and enhance a growing dialogue around issues of community development, by sharing ideas of social enterprise with a broader audience, and challenging an existing approach to how the corporate, government and public sectors relate.

Social enterprise is not a new idea to the Australian context, and some excellent examples can be found operating. Despite this, it largely goes unrecognised and poorly understood. More can be done to appreciate the magnificent work many Australians already contribute towards community development, mapping what resources are used, how they are used, and to what effect, and looking for opportunities to present a new approach to understanding and engaging communities.
I believe that many opportunities to further community development in Australia go unrecognised, partly because of the use of knowledge, resulting in an inefficient use of resources. Benefits of new approaches promote active citizenship to break the cycle of disadvantage and build social capital towards a more inclusive community. Significantly, I believe the most valuable resources that remain underutilised are those of intellectual and social capital. I seek out opportunities to present a new approach to understanding and engaging communities.

I welcome opportunities to define and foster a suitable enabling environment to promote social enterprise as an alternative business model in Australia to compliment existing practices in developing communities.

A great opportunity for Australia to effect social change and advance the wellbeing of our communities may be found through social enterprise: 
an opportunity worth a fair go.
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