Corporate Citizenship, The Community And Social Entrepreneurship

A short opening paper by David Jackson and Emma Kelly

Introduction

Over the past few months a number of newspaper articles, journal articles, books and seminars have brought up the notion of 'Social Entrepreneurship' (e.g. 'The Rise of the Social Entrepreneur' by Charles Leadbeater, DEMOS, 1997). 

Recently too, we saw the publication of 'Corporate Citizenship' by McIntosh,  Leipziger, Jones and Coleman, FT/Pitman, 1998).

We are interested in the degree to which 'Social Entrepreneurship' may be defined, and if defined, may act 

As a paradigm to direct the behaviour of Corporate Citizens in their engagement with the "Community'.

As a paradigm for a third sector involvement in the delivery of public services.

In this paper we try to set out our current thinking on the first of these issues, and to suggest the questions we are asking. We hope it spurs you into asking further questions and into thinking more about the issues raised.

Recent years have seen a renewed interest amongst practising managers in the topics of business ethics and social responsibility. (see "Corporate Responsibility – An Overview" by Peter Spooner, in "The Financial Times Management Handbook", FT Pitman, 1995)

Increasingly popular self-assessment models such as the European Foundation for Quality Management Business Excellence model now require organisations to evaluate not just their business (financial) results but also their impact on their employees, on their customers and on 'society'.

The Business Excellence model (Managing Best Practice No25, The Industrial Society , July 1996) causes an organisation to examine two groups of issues;

The Enablers - 
Leadership, People Management, Policy and Strategy, Resources

The Results - 
Impact on People (i.e. employees), Impact on Customers (customer satisfaction) ,Impact on Society (BitC have specific assistance for organisations in this area), Business Results (Key Performance Indicators) 

As McIntosh  et al (ibid) argue many managers have once again accepted that they have a responsibility towards the interests of employees, customers, suppliers, the state etc. (the so-called 'Stakeholder' model).  


A definition of 'stakeholders' was put forward by the 'Body Shop' ("Values  Report", The Body Shop, Littlehampton, 1995) as:

"A Stakeholder is any group or individual who can affect or is affected by an organization's impact or behaviour."

"(In the case of The Body Shop this includes 'employees, franchisees, customers, suppliers, shareholders, local communities and organizations linked through campaigning or charity')"

Note the inclusion of 'communities' and of the 'linked organisations'. Some of these issues (particularly those linked to campaigning) find their echoes in PiN's entrepreneurial categories of the Catalytic Social Entrepreneur and the Community Social Entrepreneur (see later).

The concept of the community can be a difficult one, we might (particularly with reference to community development) stress the importance of geographical place or perhaps take the view that a community is formed by the common ties that exist between its members. Hence we refer to ethnic communities, business communities, religious communities etc.

But as Salmon ('Community, Communitarianism and Local Government', Local Government Policy Making, Vol 23(3), 1995 pp:3-13) points out in his critique of Etzioni's "Communitarianism" very few of us actually recognise membership of, or feel we belong to, any community beyond a very specific interest group (perhaps professional, perhaps class) or a grouping based on a few streets at most. What most people mean when they talk of a community is in fact a complex network of disparate groups with differing agendas. 

Certainly it is rare that we are talking of a cohesive, organised group with commonly held and clearly articulated objectives capable of responding to and participating in the identification and solution of social 'problems'.

However we define a community, because of the many overlapping 'sub-worlds' (Heidigger) within it, some difficult questions arise once we seek to engage with them; 

Who will speak for such communities? Where do these community leaders come from? How are the concerns and priorities of communities articulated? Who determines the legitimacy of the leader and the views promoted?

The concept of the corporate citizen

In operating in this 'socially responsible' way we may argue that an organization is acting as a Citizen, in this case as a Corporate Citizen.

McIntosh et al (ibid)argue that Corporate Citizenship is concerned with the relationship between companies and society – both the local community which surrounds a business and whose members both provide and interact with its workforce, and the wider and increasingly world-wide community which touches every business through its products, its supply chain, its dealer network, its advertising, etc.

McIntosh et al  argue that we should draw a parallel between the role of the individual citizen and his or her responsibilities and rights as a member of a community, and a company, which although made up of many people, acts as if it were an individual.

They argue that in the West at least the prior emphasis has been on companies' rights and perhaps not enough on their responsibilities.

(The balance between rights and responsibilities in relation to citizenship is a feature of the arguments put forward by Amitai Etzioni in his works on 'Communitarianism' ('The Spirit of Community', Fontana Press, London 1995), the arguments are well rehearsed by Salmon (ibid) in his critique of Etzioni's ideas).

McIntosh et al  argue that a feature of citizenship is the development of a mutually reinforcing relationship between individuals and communities, and hence by analogy between companies and communities.

They argue that Corporate Citizenship forms a continuum that stretches from what they call 'minimal' citizenship at one extreme (this consists of compliance with the laws governing the business, but nothing else) to a complex relationship of interlocking rights and responsibilities at thye other (between a corporation and its communities, which has become an integral part of the function of the business. 

The 'minimal' position may recall Milton Friedman's views on the Social Responsibility of Business, which he said was 'To earn profits'. In "Capitalism and Freedom", Friedman gave a very simple definition of the social responsibility of business. It is 'to use its resources and engage in activities designed to increase profits so long as it stays within the rules of the game – which is to say, engaged in open and free competition without deception or fraud'. (Capitalism and Freedom, University of Chicago Press, Chicago 1962).

The alternative end of the spectrum means that corporate citizenship is integrated into the overall, over-arching business strategy of the corporation.

This links in to the 'Value Centred' view of Citizenship put forward by Smith and Huntsman (Smith GE and Huntsman CA "Reframing the Metaphor of the Citizen-Givernment Relationship: A Value Centred Perspective" Public Administration Review, Vol 5(4) pp: 309-317 )

In this perspective, citizens are seen as "INTELLIGENT INVESTORS who CO-INVEST their resources in the community ….. , from which they expect to receive value". 

At this point we might ask what 'value' (what desired outcomes) corporate investors in the community are seeking (e.g. from the their participation in programmes such as Corporate Community Investment Initiatives?)  

Waddock & Post ("Social Entrepreneurs and Catalytic Change" Public Administration Review, Vol 51 (5) pp 393-401) and Perlmutter and Cnaan ("Entrepreneurship in the Public Sector" - the Horns of a Dilemma, Public Administration Review, Vol 55 (1) 1995 pp 29-36) gave their conclusions as to what 'investors' are seeking.

Perlmutter and Cnaan argued that what businesses entering into the private/public partnerships between the Philadelphia municipal authorities and corporations within the city, described in their paper were being offered (i.e. the benefits package) was:-


A sense of civic responsibility


A chance to impact on the life of people in the community


A chance to obtain positive publicity for their enterprise

They went on to argue that 'enlightened self-interest' on the part of the corporate citizens was the critical factor;

Good publicity is given to the donations (of time, money, resources given by the corporate sponsors) and thus free advertising and goodwill are benefits to the donor.

The activity makes possible close contacts with, and access to, high profile figures in the community (e.g. the mayor) and (symbolically) provides a diploma of good citizenship to be held for future use.

In regard to community concern, the future of the city is linked with the mission and future of the contributing organisations.

The underlying logic is that a 'peaceful' city, with satisfied residents is good for the organisation.

They argued that a certain level of 'noblesse oblige', whereby participation becomes viewed as part of a business's responsibility to ensure that the business is perceived as a respected member of the business community, cuts in after a certain critical participation level has been reached.

Waddock and Post (ibid) in their seminal article on 'Catalytic Social Entrepreneurs' stressed the following elements:-

That participants seek the positive value of being part of a collective action for a worthwhile and communally accepted goal.

That participants find such goals particularly attractive where it can be demonstrated that the goal is 'other directed' i.e. that they personally do not directly benefit.

It is argued that a combination of these two factors encourages particpnats to give physically as well as financially. 

In Waddock and Post's view many of the gains are essentailly 'psychic' i.e. they are are the 'intrinsic' rewards of having particpated in a higher cause , 'being raised up …. through levels of morality'.

They argued too, that an important factor in the success of such acts of Social Entrepreneurship was that 'no single participant (individual or organisation) was asked to contribute too much to the cause.

They argued that each participant must be made to feel that his / her contribution was both 'valued and valuable'.

As with Perlmutter and Cnaan, they saw that a 'negative factor' would act on those outside the enterprise, which would make them feel they had to be seen to come on on-board.

In a key passage, they argue that Modern Society seems to searching for community or a common ground of shared values and ends. 

 (Catalytic) Social Entrepreneurship provides participants with a 'problem solving' venture which gives a such a sense of community, a COMMON PURPOSE (not just an individual purpose) based on deeply held and inclusive END VALUES.

They argue that a form of 'loose –tight management must be applied to foster entrepreneurship (initiative and responsibility taking) at all levels with the venture. They further argue that at all times the orientation of such ventures must towards action.

When we examine the behaviour  of  Corporate participants in Social Entrepreneurship ventures we must ask : Are they acting in the sense described above, or as customers in enlightened self-interest  or do they perceive this as a marketing / promotional ploy (image marketing etc.).

In lining back to Business Ethics are they employing  'Tactical' ethics (rather than 'Cultural' or 'Transcendental' ( 'Ethical Leadership',  S. Connock & T Johns' IPD, London, 1995 quoted by D.R. Jackson – 'Business Ethics' – Lecture Notes – Managerial Context – Liverpool Hope University College – 1996).

As the above examples show, (Corporate) Citizens may invest time or money in social entrepreneurial ventures, the objective being to CREATE INCREMENTAL WEALTH in the community.

Linking back to Smith and Huntsman (ibid) Citizens (in general) then COLLECTIVELY work together to keep the "community enterprise" properly focused on achieving the collective goals of the "stakeholder communities".

Within such a definition we may note that the government consultation paper "Modernising Local Government" (HMSO 1998) envisaged local businesses operating as lobbyists within the policy making process, as groups to be consulted by local authorities and as partners in a network of local service provision.

In such a world-view Corporate Citizens are active citizens playing a full part in the lives of their communities.

As part of this many firms have recognised a need to invest in the communities within which their businesses are based.

"I would not say that social performance is just as important as economic performance, but it is an important factor. We are not something separate – just a body of people founded by some shareholders, operating on their behalf. We are part of the structure of the town we work in and the lives of the people we employ and of the country we live in, and I think it'' ridiculous to pretend otherwise" – Sir Anthony Pilkington cited in The Financial Times Handbook of Management, FT/Pitman, 1995.

One way in which companies have been able to demonstrate such a commitment to their local communities has been through schemes run as part of Business in the Community's Corporate Community Involvement initiative.

A suitable description and discussion of such a scheme is provided by the article  "Company, Community and Competitive Advantage", by David Grayson in The Financial Times Handbook of Management, FT/Pitman, 1995.

How should Corporate Citizens interact with their communities?

In discussing this issue, developing the concept of the Social Entrepreneur may be a real help to us.

The notion of the socially responsible entrepreneur (e.g. Anita Roddick in "New Entrepreneurs" (below) has arisen and been debated as has the notion of the Social Audit (e.g. in the new SA 8000 scheme)

In "The New Entrepreneurs", Ray & Renesch, , Sterling & Stone, 1994,  Social Entrepreneurship was used by Marjorie Kelly to describe 'conventional' businesses which incorporate 'social' or 'ethical' aims into their mission and objectives. 

Perhaps this definition of 'entrepreneurship' might be better (from our viewpoint) be termed 'Ethical Leadership' or 'Social Responsibility' rather than the area of 'Social Entrepreneurship' as we wish to define it.

We lean more to the notion of 'Social Entrepreneurship used in  'The Rise of the Social Entrepreneur' by Charles Leadbeater, (DEMOS 1997

In developing this concept of Social Entrepreneurship we need to ask a few questions:

What is an Entrepreneur?

There is of course a wealth of 'private sector' material on Entrepreneurs in Journals such as ENTREPRENEURSHIP: THEORY and PRACTICE  and ENTREPRENEURSHIP, CREATIVITY and INNOVATION ,  which seeks to define terms such as ENTREPRENEURSHIP, INTRAPRENEURSHIP, CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP and INNOVATION.

We might cite classics such as Cantillon, or Jean Baptiste Say, or Schumpeter, or e.g. Cunningham and Lischeron 'Defining Entrepreneurship', Journal of Small Business, January 1991. or Foong et al 'Entrepreneurs and Intrapreneurs', Entrepreneurship, Innovation and Change, vol6(1) 1997, or Guth and Ginsberg, 'Corporate Entrepreneurship', Strategic Management Journal, v11 (special issue) 1990 as typical readings , 

One particular group of classifications (those of Matthew Manimala) has seemed interesting. 

See "Rules of Thumb that help innovators – a tale of two entrepreneurs"

Creativity and Innovation Management vol 2(3) pp. 197-206

And his later classification in 

"Beyond Innovators and Imitators: a Taxonomy of Entrepreneurs"  Creativity and Innovation Management, vol 5 (3) 1996.

Attempting to synthesise some of the above definitions, a  simple working definition might be to say that an Entrepreneur is someone who:

a)
Identifies / Discovers a need or want that is currently unmet

b)
Identifies / Discovers a means of satisfying that need (a product or a service) at a 'profit' (or c)
at least in some way that he/she believes benefits (value) gained exceed the costs involved.

d)
Acquires Capital

e)
Organises the resources to create and deliver that product or service

f)
Thus satisfies customer need

g)
Thus creates the basis for a viable enterprise (from which the profits accrue to the 
entrepreneur)

The distinguishing mark of the entrepreneur would be that she / he makes steps c) to g) happen. The entrepreneur delivers.

What is a Social Entrepreneur?

Adapting the above, a simple working definition might be that a social entrepreneur is someone who:

a)
Identifies / discovers a social or community need that is currently unmet

b)
Identifies a means – a service or product – of meeting that need, that will produce a net 
benefit to society / the community

c)
Uses Social Capital to acquire the Physical, Human, Financial and Knowledge Resources 
needed to deliver that service. (Premises, equipment, staff, money and know-how)

d)
Organises those resources to deliver the service.

e)
Thus satisfies the identified community need (or more specifically perhaps the needs of the 
users of that service?)

f)
Thus creates a net benefit (incremental value) which accrues to the community.

Thus one clear difference between a Social and a 'commercial' entrepreneur is that the 'profits' from an act of commercial entrepreneurship accrue to the entrepreneur, whilst the profits from an act of social entrepreneurship accrue to society or to the community.

A second difference is that whilst in carrying out these steps the Social Entrepreneur creates a viable voluntary enterprise (i.e. one dependent on volunteers), a social enterprise (i.e. one dependent on a grant or subsidy) or even a community business (which has financial viability). she / he does this as a MEANS to an end rather than as an END in itself.

The end sought by the Social Entrepreneur is an improvement in the Community.

What we might wish to consider is, does acknowledging the existence and need (?) for acts of Social Entrepreneurship indicate an acceptance that there are certain outcomes or certain needs which may best (or indeed only) be achieved by the delivery of collective as opposed to individual solutions ?

May the object of those solutions be defined as a community or even as society as a whole ?

There are many different categories and concepts of what Social Entrepreneurship means and iIn a seminar paper prepared for the 7th July 1998, PiN put forward the following proposition,based on  Kao (1993) "Defining Entrepreneurship Past, Present and?" Creativity and Innovation Management vol 2(1).

"Entrepreneurship is the process of doing something new for the purpose of creating wealth and adding value to society"

They then said that :-

"Social Entrepreneurship is Entrepreneurship pursued to create social and community benefits "

PiN used 'Social Entrepreneurship as a 'blanket term' to cover all activity which met the above criteria (which creates a considerably larger field than that created by our first definition based on a series of actions).

They went on to divide that field into three key areas:-

Catalytic Social Entrepreneur

Community Entrepreneur

Further divided into Economic and Non-Economic

Civic Entrepreneur



Further divided into Public Entrepreneur (financial innovator) 



and



Entrepreneurial Manager


They described these categories as :-

THE CATALYTIC SOCIAL ENTREPRENEUR

(after Waddock and Post (ibid))

A citizen who plays a critical role in bringing about catalytic changes in the public sector agenda, and the perception of certain social issues.

This description has similarities to Spinosa's ' Virtuous Citizen' in "Disclosing New Worlds", MIT, 1997

Primarily they are talking of issue generators,  pressure groups etc. which articulate, define and raise the profile of public concerns.

'Catalytics' do not address the problem through direct action but aim through a media based campaign to alter awareness and perceptions, to mobilize public opinion and support and thus to get others (often civic entrepreneurs) to take action.

We might wish  to widen the scope of this group to include lobbyists etc., or indeed any individual or group who raises public issues in this way. It 'might' include community leaders, community and/or consumer representatives including elected members outside the 'executive' group in public sector bodies.

The division between the Catalytic Entrepreneur and the others comes in that Catalytics do not directly act on a problem itself, they act on public awareness and perceptions of it, whilst the latter categories take some form of direct action (though not necessarily service provision) with respect to an identified problem.

THE (ECONOMIC) COMMUNITY ENTREPRENEUR

(Taken from a speech by HRH Prince Charles in May 1998 at the BitC Awards.)

The outcomes sought by this category are primarily ECONOMIC in nature (jobs, businesses, training, skills development etc.)

There is a continuum from 'Grass Roots' (see Pearce, "At the heart of the community economy", Gulbenkian, 1993) to 'Intervention' (by business, see for example Business in the Community's Corporate Community Investment Initiative or the US CDFI initiatives in a similar field). 

'Products' may be (Pearce- "At the heart of the Community Economy", calouste Gulbenkian Foundation, London 1993):

Voluntary Enterprise (relying on volunteers)

Social Enterprise (relying on grant or deficit subsidy)

Community Business (a viable financial concern – perhaps on local authority or health trust contract)

THE (NON-ECONOMIC) COMMUNITY ENTREPRENEUR

Based on the constructs of Charles Leadbeater's "The rise of the Social Entrepreneur", DEMOS, 1998 this describes an entrepreneur, primarily working at the boundary of the public and 'traditional' voluntary provision in a zone where 'formal' and 'informal' economies meet.

The concept is similar to Economic Community Entrepreneurship but the ends / benefits sought are essentially non-economic, therefore PiN use the working name 'Non-Economic Community Entrepreneur'.

Salmon (ibid) says that we should be careful never to totally disengage the economic from the social when talking of 'regeneration projects' and he says that the projects of most value are those which combine objectives from both camps.

There is a gap between the above categories and the next ones (the Civic Entrepreneurs).

In subsequent categories the entrepreneur is held to be in the 'public service' whether as 'elected politician' or as '(employed) public administrator'. 

The fact that they thus belong to existing, on-going organizations may incline us to believe that they might be better classified as 'intrapreneurs' or 'corporate entrepreneurs' (Foong, et al "Entrepreneurs and Intrapreneurs", Entrepreneurship, Innovation and Chnage Vol 6(1) 1997 pp. 67-72,  Guth and Ginsberg "Corporate Entrepreneruship", Strategic management Journal Vol 11 (Special Issue) pp. 5-15 etc.).

PiN argue that a key difference, lies in the nature of the 'community' served.

If  (as Salmon says in "Community, Communitarianism and Local Government", Local Government Policy Making, Vol 22(3), 1995) the phrase community is likely only to be experienced by either a small interest group or by people living in a few adjacent streets, then the 'communities' which (in the main) public servants seek to address actually consist of a series of such communities (often overlapping) interacting in complex ways.

The 'luxury' which the 'community entrepreneurs' possess is to be able to deal with the wants, needs, expectations etc. of a single community (should they so wish) and they do not face the problem, faced by (at least a group of) the Civic Entrepreneurs of providing (or being seen to provide) EQUITABLE treatment as between differing communities.

The Oublic Administration Research Centre is currently working on a paper building bridges between the so-called PARC-model of an enabling authority and these ideas of Civic Entrepreneurship – this involves the development of Leadbeater and Goss’s notion of the Entreprenuerial Commissioner and the Centre’s own notion (from “A Vast Co-operative System” ) of an Implementation or Delivery Network.

Social Enterprise – a space for action by Corporate Citizens

In this paper we are specifically looking at the application of one particular area of Social Entrepreneurship, that which HRH Prince Charles has called 'Community Enterprise', and which in the PiN classification would be called 'Economic Community Entrepreneurship'.

This means that we are looking at Social Entrepreneurship as a means of promoting and achieving primarily economic ends (creating businesses, creating jobs, providing training opportunities etc.) within (predominantly) disadvantaged or excluded communities.

In particular, we are considering the 'interventionist' end of the continuum, and at how businesses (Corporate Citizens) might engage with communities in acts of Social Entrepreneurialism. 

In so doing we argued earlier that they follow through a number of steps:-

To reprise the social entrepreneur (whether individual or collective)

a)
Identifies / discovers a social or community need that is currently unmet

b)
Identifies a means – a service or product – of meeting that need, that will produce a net 
benefit to society / the community

c)
Uses Social Capital to acquire (from others) the Physical, Human, Financial and Knowledge 
Resources needed to deliver that service. (Premises, equipment, staff, money and know-how)

d)
Organises those resources to deliver the service.

e)
Thus satisfies the identified community need (or more specifically perhaps the needs of the 
users of that service?)

f)
Thus creates a net benefit (incremental value) to the community.

Social Capital may be thought of as a network of relationships ("the community as a Fil-o-Fax") through the use of which the entrepreneur may gain access to finance, premises, materials, people and know-how.

It is through the use of Social capital that (to echo Tony Blair's recent 'Observer article(REF)) the excluded and disadvantaged may gain access to the means of bettering their own and their community's position through the development of small businesses etc.

Corporate Citizens (as personified by their senior managers) have Social Capital.

They know where finance may be found, they know who has the required knowledge and expertise, and they know where specific physical or human resources might be acquired, they can apply this knowledge as part of a collective 'Social Entrepreneur' group or partnership which facilitates the realization of entrepreneurial initiatives.

How does Social Entrepreneurship operate ?

It can be argued that the process of Social Entrepreneurship is (in a simple way) akin to the famous 'garbage can' model of Cohen, March and Olsen ('A garbage Can model of organizational choice', Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 17 pp. 1-25, 1972. 

We begin by imagining a situation (a community) in which there exist 'problems' i.e. there are outcomes which the community want to see achieved which are not being achieved at present.

Within that community, there are potential solutions (possible schemes, projects, and activities), means by which these problems might be addressed and hopefully the desired outcomes achieved.

Within the community are the 'players', people who might (or might not) have an interest in seeing the problems resolved, and/or seeing these solutions adopted.

At various points in time, there will arise 'windows of opportunity' (especially in terms of access to resources) at which the players come together and become aware of a problem and a solution (which can be adopted, adapted and applied). In that window decisions and choices can be made which set in motion activities and the problem can be tackled and hopefully community benefits realised.

(Those who have studied the 'garbage can' will recall however that in many circumstances the linkage between problem spotted and solution adopted can be spurious to say the least, the phrase 'an answer looking for a question, any question' comes to mind).

Entrepreneurs are defined as OPPORTUNITY SPOTTERS, SEEKERS AND EXPLOITERS.

How can the Corporate Citizen become involved in Social Entrepreneurship?

The following ways suggest themselves:

a)
By engaging in a dialogue with the community, then local authority and the state. Perhaps in 
supporting an issue group or a lobbying initiative to raise and articulate issues of concern 
within the community, thus changing the 'perception of the problem / issue' in the eyes of 
those who may / should be able to address it. Such a function approaches PiN's notion of the 
Catalytic Social Entrepreneur, and links back to The Body Shop's definition of a stakeholder 
given earlier.

b)
By engaging with other 'players' in the community in a process of identifying, defining, 
promoting and prioritising the issues and problems on which the community wishes to see 
action. Actions such as these are sometimes referred to in US Literature as "policy' 
entrepreneurship.

c)
By entering into a partnership with 'solution bearers' (e.g. voluntary sector bodies, local 
authorities, state agencies, community groups, individuals) in which the Corporate Citizen 
uses its Social Capital to facilitate the acquisition of the Financial, Physical, Human and 
Knowledge resources needed to implement the 'solution'.

d)
By providing some (or even all) of the resources that the solution needs. Here we need to move beyond the simple provision of finance (vital though that is) into an active provision, 
providing premises, providing materials, providing staff (e.g. on secondment), providing 
access to particular skills.

e)
By providing, where the 'solution' involves, or leads to, the creation of a 'community business', and where it is appropriate that that business seeks to operate as a mainstream 
commercial organisation, assistance to that business in making the transition. 

Conclusion

'Social Entrepreneurship' is (or should be) something that Corporate Citizens can do WITH the community rather than FOR or TO it.

Social Entrepreneurship involves utilising Social Capital to acquire 'tangible' assets / resources.

These resources normally belong, not to the entrepreneur, but to others 'associated' with the initiative.

It involves the creation of real working partnerships between different elements of the community.

It often involves the breaking down (or complete denial of) the boundaries between private, public and voluntary sectors.

It involves seeking ends (outcomes, benefits etc.) which are essentially collective. It involves providing additional value to the community (and / or society in general). Thus the 'profit' sought accrues not to the entrepreneur but to the community or to society.

As both HRH Prince Charles and PM Tony Blair have said, Social Entrepreneurship has the potential to make a real contribution to the regeneration and the revitalisation of our communities, their economies and the lives of those who live in them.

