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Introduction
In the last decade, social entrepreneurship has been rapidly emerging as a focal point for research and practice in Britain and the U.S.  In the former, Tony Blair has explicitly endorsed it as part of his ‘Third Way’ approach, and in the latter well-respected business schools such as Harvard and Stanford are incorporating social enterprise studies into their curricula.  In addition, several not-for-profit social entrepreneurship centres have been founded in both countries over the past decade.  While there is ample evidence that social entrepreneurs are active in the private, public and voluntary sectors in Canada, until recently there has been little coordinated attention focussed on these issues.  

The Canadian Centre for Social Entrepreneurship (CCSE), housed within the School of Business at the University of Alberta,  is currently working to address this gap.  

The CCSE defines ‘social entrepreneurship’ broadly to encompass a variety of initiatives which fall into two broad categories.  First, in the for-profit sector, social entrepreneurship encompasses activities emphasizing the importance of a socially engaged private sector, and the benefits that accrue to those who ‘do well by doing good.’  Second, it refers to activities encouraging more entrepreneurial approaches in the not-for-profit sector in order to increase organizational effectiveness and foster long-term sustainability.  

In short, the CCSE focus is on innovative dual bottom line initiatives emerging from the private, public and voluntary sectors.  The ‘dual bottom line’ refers to the emphasis placed on ensuring that investment generates both economic and social rates of return.  

Context for Emerging Interest in Social Entrepreneurship

[image: image4.wmf]It is no coincidence that interest in social entrepreneurship is rising at a time when the traditional boundaries between the public, private and voluntary sectors are changing, and in some cases, collapsing.  Globalization in the developed world has resulted in a shift away from a social welfare approach to development.  Instead, the shift has been towards a market-based approach with an emphasis on market forces as the primary tool for the distribution (and redistribution) of scarce resources. While the impacts of this shift are generally discussed in economic terms, they also have significant implications for social change initiatives, e.g., the contradictory phenomena of our current times - unprecedented wealth creation coupled with a growing gap between rich and poor
 and highly profitable organizations situated in economically depressed communities.    

It is hardly news that economic, social and political relations at all levels (global, national and local) are changing rapidly as a result of globalization.  One substantial effect is the emergence of an increasing number of ‘hybrid’ organizational models, many of which blur the boundaries between private, public and voluntary sector initiatives.   Those which fuse innovative, entrepreneurial practices with a commitment to both social and economic return on investment are likely examples of social entrepreneurship.  
Who are Social Entrepreneurs?

Social entrepreneurs are leaders in the field of social change, and can be found in the private, public and not-for-profit sectors.  These social innovators combine an entrepreneurial spirit with a concern for the ‘social’ bottom line, as well as the economic one, recognizing that strong, vibrant communities are a critical factor in sustaining economic growth and development.  

Like all entrepreneurs, social entrepreneurs are energetic individuals, with a higher than average tolerance for uncertainty, and a willingness to pursue their goals in spite of initial 

obstacles or lack of resources.  Creative thinkers, social entrepreneurs focus on vision and opportunity, and use their ability to convince and empower others to help turn these visions into reality.  They tend to be highly collaborative individuals, with a high degree of concern for their communities.  In short, social entrepreneurs are ‘doing well while doing good.’  

Or, as others have noted, a social entrepreneur is  “...a pathbreaker with a powerful idea, who combines visionary and real world problem-solving creativity, who has a strong ethical fibre and who is totally possessed by his or her vision for change”
.  These are individuals who “…combine street pragmatism with professional skills, visionary insights with pragmatism, an ethical fibre with tactical thrust.  They see opportunities where others only see empty buildings, unemployable people and unvalued resources....Radical thinking is what makes social entrepreneurs different from simply ‘good’ people.  They make markets work for people, not the other way around, and gain strength from a wide network of alliances.  They can ‘boundary-ride’ between the various political rhetorics and social paradigms to enthuse all sectors of society”
.  
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Philanthropy in the 21st Century
With a trend toward decreased public funding for the not-for-profit sector, questions have been raised concerning the sustainability of not only not-for-profit organizations, but also the overall sustainability of their social change initiatives.  An emerging ‘new breed’ of philanthropists is also generating significant changes in the way philanthropy will be practiced in the 21st century.  Reis notes the recent emergence of a new group of philanthropists, much more diverse than the “white, male leaders from mainstream America.”
 who had previously dominated North American philanthropic foundations.  

Many of these new philanthropists are young ‘emerging innovators’ from diverse backgrounds, and are challenging old assumptions about charitable giving.  In particular, they argue that traditional philanthropy has focussed too much on donor satisfaction and not enough on producing measurable results - either outcomes or impacts
.  There is growing evidence that the ‘nexus generation’ of 18-34 year olds are looking for meaningful forms of social engagement that blur the boundaries between private, public and voluntary sectors
.   

These entrepreneurs bring the language of business to the philanthropic discussions, as, for example, in the creation of ‘social venture capital’ funds or in discussion of SROI (social return on investment).  They don’t want to ‘donate’ to a worthy cause, they want to ‘invest’ in sustainable social initiatives.   While some applaud this trend in ‘social investment’ others see cause for concern.  

Impacts of Changes on Private & Voluntary Sector Initiatives

Concerns about the implications of globalization processes attest to a growing citizen uneasiness with an increasingly powerful market sector, and some view this as an opportunity for the private sector to balance corporate profit with a corresponding commitment to public responsibility.  In a global marketplace, the importance of differentiating a product from one’s competition should not be underestimated, and growing corporate interest in areas such as corporate social responsibility are one way to do this.  

This is not to say that those in the private sector are not motivated by more idealistic goals, but rather to note that some organizations are rethinking the assumption that doing social good and making a profit are mutually exclusive.  Or, as noted in a discussion regarding the success of Ben and Jerry’s, a socially-conscious ice cream company, “... having a social conscience is also good for business”
.  

In the not-for-profit sector, a very different dynamic is occurring.  Under a social welfare state paradigm, many social change initiatives were undertaken by the public and/or not-for-profit sectors, in the latter case drawing on resources transferred from the public sector and/or philanthropic sources.  While demand for social services has not decreased in the last two decades (and many would argue it has increased), under a market-based model the transfer of funding to these organizations has decreased significantly.  

For example, in the United States, federal and state funding for not-for-profits decreased 23% in the 1980s, and continued to decline in the 1990s
.  During this same period, the number of not-for-profit organizations seeking funding has increased exponentially. Cannon
 notes a 40% increase in the number of not-for-profits in the United States in the last decade.  In Canada alone over 80,000 charities  are currently operating.   Along with this growth, there is also greater competition from for-profit enterprises, which are entering fields traditionally served by the not-for-profit sector – education, health, children’s services, and correctional institutions
.  

Under these circumstances, not-for-profit organizations are finding themselves facing stiff competition from other not-for-profits, and sustainability has become a pressing 

issue for many.  Incorporating for-profit strategies as a way to generate revenue to support their social missions is an increasingly common strategy in the not-for-profit sector.  

Concluding Comments

The shift to a ‘global economy’ entails significant and far-reaching changes at the local, national and global levels.  In this context, it is hardly surprising that the boundaries between the public, private and voluntary sector in Canada are in the process of significant reorganization.   This can be viewed as either a tremendous, creative (and possibly necessary) opportunity for change and innovation, or as a period of great threat to the traditional expectations about the ‘Canadian way of life.’   Either way, these changes are occurring, and the leaders of each of these sectors for the 21st century may well be those who recognize the inevitability of these changes, and develop innovative organizational models for the future.  

The trend appears to be towards organizational models that recognize and value both social and economic returns on investment, and foster innovative, collaborative, multi-sectoral approaches to problem-solving.   The CCSE is currently working on a variety of projects in this area, and are producing a series of short discussion papers to encourage and foster dialogue in this emerging area.  We hope this paper provides enough of an introduction to stimulate discussion, and invite any feedback and suggestions you may have on this.  

Questions for Discussion

· If dual bottom-line initiatives exist, what (if any) issues should be addressed prior to mixing for-profit and not-for-profit initiatives?  

· If a for-profit organization wishes to become more socially engaged, how should the selection of a partnership organization (or issue) be conducted?  What factors do you think need to be weighed in this decision-making process?  


· Are hybrid, socially entrepreneurial models of addressing social and economic needs viable approaches to solving long-standing social issues in Canada?  Why or why not?  

· What forms of organizational structure facilitate socially entrepreneurial initiatives?  What fosters and/or constrains these organizational structures? 

· What kinds of evaluation tools should be used to monitor/measure the impacts of dual bottom line approaches?  

· What are the benefits of a not-for-profit organization initiating for-profit activities?  What are the risks?  Under what circumstances do you think the costs of such a strategy would outweigh the benefits?  

· What are the risks and/or benefits of using a ‘social investment’ approach to philanthropy?  

Interesting Web Sites

Canada
Canadian Centre for Social Entrepreneurship

www.ccsecanada.org

United States

Ashoka:  Centre for Social Entrepreneurship

www.ashoka.org
Harvard Initiative on Social Enterprise

www.hbs.edu/socialenterprise
National Centre for Social Entrepreneurs

www.socialentrepreneurs.org
Roberts Enterprise Development Fund

www.redf.org
United Kingdom

School for Social Entrepreneurs

www.see.org.uk
Community Action Network:  Learning and Support Network for Social Entrepreneurs

www.can-online.org.uk
Suggestions for Further Reading

Boschee, Jerr  (1998)  “What does it take to be a social entrepreneur?” found on National Centre for Social Entrepreneurs website ( GOTOBUTTON BM_1_ www.socialentrepreneurs.org/whatdoes.html), 5pp. 


Dees, J. Gregory (1998) The Meaning of ‘Social Entrepreneurship.’  Comments and suggestions contributed from the Social Entrepreneurship Funders Working Group, 6pp.

Dowell, William (2000) “Investing in social change” in Time, July 24, Vol. 156, Issue 4, p. 55. 

Grossman, Allen (1997)   “Virtuous Capital – what Foundations can Learn from Venture Capitalists” in Harvard Business Review, March/April.  Reprint No 97207,  7 pp.  

Salter, Chuck (2000) “Hope and Dreams” in Fast Company, September 2000, pp. 178-204. 

Schuyler, Gwyer (1998) “Social entrepreneurship: profit as a means, not an end” in Kauffman Center for Entrepreneurial Leadership Clearinghouse on Entrepreneurial Education (CELCEE) website ( GOTOBUTTON BM_2_ www.celcee.edu/products/digest/Dig98-7html) 3p.  

Thalhuber, Jim (1998)  “The definition of a social entrepreneur” found on National Centre for Social Entrepreneurs website ( GOTOBUTTON BM_3_ www.socialentrepreneurs.org/entredef.html), 3pp. 

Zadek, Simon and Stephen Thake (1997) “Send in the Social Entrepreneurs” in New Statesman, June 20, Vol. 26, Issue 7339, p. 31.  










































� Reis, Tom (1999)  Unleashing the New Resources and Entrepreneurship for the Common Good: a Scan, Synthesis and Scenario for Action. Battle Creek, MI: W.K. Kellogg Foundation.   





� Bornstein, David (1998) “Changing the world on a shoestring: an ambitious foundation promotes social change by finding ‘social entrepreneurs’” in Atlantic Monthly, January, Vol. 281, No. 1, p. 36.


� Catford, John (1998) “Social entrepreneurs are vital for health promotion - but they need supportive environments too” in Health Promotion International, Vol. 13, No. 2, p. 96.


� Reis (1999), p.15.


� Reis (1999).


� D-Code (forthcoming)  The Nexus Generation:  Social Vision Study.  Report detailing social engagement issues for 18-34 year olds.


� Cannon, Carl (2000) “Charity for profit: how the new social entrepreneurs are creating good by sharing wealth” in National Journal, June 16, p. 1904.


� McLeod, Heather (1997) “Cross over: the social entrepreneur” in Inc. Special Issue: State of Small, Vol. 19, No. 7, pp.100-104.


� Cannon (2000).


� Grossman, Allen (1999)  Philanthropic Social Capital Markets – Performance Driven Philanthropy, Social Enterprise Series No. 12, Unpublished Working Paper,  37pp.  





PAGE  
3
CCSE - Social Entrepreneurship Discussion Paper No. 1
February, 2001

page


_1051428345.unknown

_1050929946.unknown

