[image: image13.jpg]sbe

Institute for Small Business
& Entrepreneurship



Institute for Small Business & Entrepreneurship 


7-9 November 2007 - Glasgow, Scotland


Social Enterprise in the United Kingdom:

Who Wins?
Robert Williams, Research Assistant 
Welsh Enterprise Institute (WEI)

University of Glamorgan,

Pontypridd, UK CF37 1DL.

Phone: +44 (0) 1443 483370

Fax: +44 (0) 1443 483560

Email: gem@glam.ac.uk
David J. Brooksbank, University of Glamorgan
Dylan Jones-Evans, Cardiff University

Caleb Kwong, University of Glamorgan 

Piers Thompson, University of Glamorgan
Type of Paper: Refereed

Objectives: Social entrepreneurship is now embedded within policy objectives set by national and devolved regional governments. This paper attempts to provide an overview of who is involved in social entrepreneurship, what nature this social enterprise takes, and these activities are funded in the UK.

Prior Work: Social enterprise’s existence and continued sustainability are deeply intertwined with the enterprise agenda (Howorth, 2006). There is the potential for mis-understanding between social enterprises and policy-makers. Due to their structure and diversity of their business, generic training / support packages from government or their agencies are not flexible enough to respond to specific problems and needs (Crompton and Bull, 2005).

Approach: Using data from the GEM UK (2006) adult population survey, the entrepreneurial activity this study attempts to identify those groups of the population displaying the greatest involvement in social enterprise with in the UK. The types of activities they are involved in and where the resources to fund these activities come from are also examined.

Results: Preliminary results have indicated a number of characteristics of those ‘social entrepreneurs’ entering this sector. A number of important issues have been identified in relation to those who have or going to start a social enterprise, namely: sources of income, ownership structure and public funding, place of social activity age, training and educational qualifications as well as the time commitment and employment opportunities to the enterprise.
Implications:  Social enterprise is poorly understood and research has highlighted specific gaps (Hines, 2005). Policy-makers will need to re-define the outputs required from this sector and create a support mechanism regarding their needs in terms of management skills, resources and future funding issues to ensure their future success.
Value: The Government is the biggest funder of voluntary and community organisations. The social enterprise sector through the provision of goods and services, in fact, is replacing the state. A better understanding of the barriers and failures in this sector can assist policy-makers and policy implementation in this important task.

Disclaimer: Although data used in this work are collected by the GEM consortium, their analysis and interpretation are the sole responsibility of the authors.
1. Introduction

The term ‘social economy’ can be found in literature dating from the 1830’s, known as economie sociale in France and described the bottom-up solidarity economic relations, informal exchange, community self help and mutual aid (Moulaert and Aileni, 2005). In modern times this ‘term’ has evolved to include the voluntary sector, cooperatives, mutuals, community organisations and social enterprises (HM Treasury, 2002). The European Commission defines specific elements of the social economy in respect to the governance structure of the organisations involved and incorporates the “CMAF” model (i.e. co-op’s, mutuals, associations and foundations) but by delimiting it from other economic systems -notably the private/market and public/state (European Commission, 2007).

(a) UK

The social economy or the ‘third sector or ‘third way’ has politically come to the fore under the present labour administration in the UK (Giddens, 1998; Pearce, 2003) and is increasing seen as the source for social inclusion and enterprise training as well as to deliver effective public service provision and later an emphasis placed on it to develop innovation for sustainable development.

However, its execution is not just seen as a public one but can include the private sector (Defra, 2005; Blunkett, 2003; HM Treasury, 2002). Although seen as an alternative to the mainstream economy, evidence suggests that this sector is significantly dependent on public sector for support and relies on the private sector for its trading success (Leyshon et al., 2003; Amin et al., 2002).

Social Enterprise looks for the rebuilding of a strong civil society through community effort in partnership with government, but without resource entitlement base approach to social welfare and public organisations. They have a more difficult time in adapting or changing to circumstances and innovating due to constitutional, executive and legislative considerations (Mendes, 2000; Osrom, 1964) and therefore rejects the neo-liberal model of economics and its subsequent negative consequences (Giddens, 1998). This re-instates the government’s responsibility, in a free market, to deliver social services such as health and education (Roper and Cheney, 2005). 

The contribution of social enterprise to local economic development predominately provides goods and services which the public or private sector are unwilling or unable to provide as well as creating or developing skills, employment, low cost loans and enhancing civic involvement through people volunteering (SBS, 2005a). Finance of these activities is through a combination of selling goods or services (market resources), government subsidies or private donations (non-market sources) and voluntary work (non-monetary resources) (SBS, 2005a).

The Social Enterprise Action Plan: scaling new heights was launched by Gordon Brown and Edward Millband in November 2006 with £18m funding and its aim is to increase awareness of social enterprise in schools, provide more training for entrepreneurs, appoint social enterprise ambassadors to be role models and investigate how tax relief could be used in this sector.

(b) Social Economy

There are a number of definitions offered in literature regarding social economy; however there is a general agreement that it includes the voluntary sector, community organisations and social enterprise (HM Treasury, 2002). Additionally (Amin et al., 2002 p 1) define it as a “not for profit activity geared towards meeting social needs” but include activities that comprise the sale of socially useful goods in the market.

This paper investigates the influence and aims of social entrepreneurship, partnership and their individual needs within the diverse communities and looks at the characteristics of those involved in these social ventures, regarding their contribution in rebuilding of a civil society. As such the remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of the literature relating to social enterprise, to provide an insight into what is meant by the terms social enterprise, social entrepreneurs, and why recent years have seen an increase in the interest in social enterprise from the public, policy makers and researchers. From this literature it possible to predict which groups will show the greatest involvement in these activities, and what form these activities will take. The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor data used in this study is introduced in Section 3, along with the methodology used in this study. Section four presents and discusses the findings of this study, and Section 5 summarises, concludes along with presenting potential routes for future research in this field. This paper also aims to provide further understanding of social entrepreneurship characteristics and their activities in the UK.

2. Social Enterprise

These social enterprises are defined as ‘businesses with primarily social objectives, whose surpluses are principally reinvested into the business for that purpose, or in the community, rather being driven by the need to maximise profit for shareholders or owners (DTI, 2002 p 7), however more recently the UK Government sees social enterprise as “diverse and enterprising way of tackling social and environmental issues” (SBS, 2005b; p 7) whilst the social enterprise coalition see these enterprises as a business trading for social purpose (Social Enterprise Coalition, 2003).

Dees (1998b) suggests that ‘social enterprises’ occupy a full organisational spectrum that ranges from purely commercial endeavours to purely philanthropic ones. Social enterprises are usually recognised as a sub-set of the non-profit sector (Dunn and Riley, 2004; Pearce, 2003), however social enterprises can comprise of a hybrid of for-profit stewardship and non-profit democratic models (Low, 2006; Dart, 2004). Boschee and McClurg (2003) make a clear distinction between social entrepreneurship and social innovation, in that “unless a non-profit organisation is generating earned revenue from its activities, it is not acting in an entrepreneurial manner (p 1) i.e. traditional non-profit will continue to provide product and services that have a significant social impact even though they lose money, whereas commercial enterprises will not.

Social enterprises account for 1.2% of all enterprises in the UK (SBS, 2005a). The government estimates that they are 55,000 social enterprises in the UK employing 775,000 people as well as contributing £8.4 bn annually to the country’s economy (Cabinet Office, 2006). In terms of ‘helping people’, the majority of social enterprises are focused on people with disabilities, children or young people and people on low incomes and predominantly based in urban areas (89%) with high deprivation (SBS, 2005a).

(a) Social Entrepreneurs

‘Combining entrepreneurial flair with social action’.

A number of authors express concern regarding the ‘repackaging’ of a long established community process as new form of entrepreneurship is abandoning established ideological and political principles (Dees, 2004; Paton, 2003; Pearce, 2003).

An earlier concept of a ‘public entrepreneur’ was one who sought to affect and resolve a particular social problem (Waddock and Post 1991). Social entrepreneurs are also concerned with the ‘bottom-line’ as well as taking the social impact and viability of each product or service delivered (Boshee, 2006; Oster et al., 2004) and within the process of stakeholder consultation this could impede the social enterprises competitiveness or slow down the decision-making mechanism (Franks and Mayer, 1995). Dees (1998a) argues that the social mission is explicit and central and therefore it is harder to determine whether a social entrepreneur is creating sufficient social value to justify the resources used in creating value (pg 3). This challenge of balancing social and commercial objectives of a social entrepreneurial enterprise i.e. managing a double bottom-line (Tracy and Phillips, 2007) which has the potential to create tension across the business (Pharaoh et al., 2004).

A more modern definition is required especially if the focus is not on a single event or action, therefore a more expansive explanation would be that of social entrepreneurship combining innovative ideas and risk-taking with a ‘bridging’ role within the community in bringing and collaborating with various groups together across public and private sector organisations (Purdue, 2001; Grenier, 2002) as well as using this established network between the parties involved in pursuit of the social objective (Johnson, 2000). The importance of this ‘bridging role’ is that it provides a link between social entrepreneurship and that of sustainability in terms of community empowerment and the promotion of social ends (Birch and Whittam, 2006).

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) 2006 report on social entrepreneurship highlights that mixed ethnic origin and black African/black Caribbean are the most likely to be social entrepreneurs (Harding, 2006). Some 49% of social enterprises are in the 60% least deprived wards, however those social enterprises based in the 20% of deprived areas are most likely to provide services such as education / training (24%), social assistance (14%) and housing (10%) (Prowess, 2005).

(b) Support Challenges

Running a social enterprise is a dynamic process and requires constantly adapting to the ever-changing environment and requires a range of technical and practical skills both in general and specific terms to the social enterprises focus (Crompton and Bull, 2005).

Social enterprise existence and continued sustainability is deeply intertwined with the enterprise agenda that prevails in current government policy (Howorth, 2006). The government is now the biggest funder of voluntary and community organisations, this is achieved largely through contracts and not through grants (Kelly, 2006) and social enterprise organisations have been encouraged to replace the state (Birch and Whittam, 2006). The recent growth in Social Enterprises is due to factors that include increased public expectations and dissatisfaction with inflexible market conditions and state mechanisms which have lead to demands, through citizen activism, for improved service delivery (Salamon et al., 2003) and seen as a viable alternative to the private sector (Howorth, 2006; Tyler, 2005).

Blackburn and Ram (2006: p77) state that “paradoxically, then we are looking at the system of regulated capitalism to solve a problem that it has generated”.

(c) Support Needs

Social enterprises inherently have a flat managerial structure than fully commercial organisations resulting in lack of mechanisms and infrastructure and identifying skill gaps (Haugh, 2005). Lack of trust and confidence between social enterprises and mainstream support agencies is evident, due to diversity within the sector, generic or standard training packages are not flexible enough to respond to specific problems at various stages of development (Crompton and Bull, 2005).

The potential for mis-understanding between social enterprises and policy-makers can arise from conflict, misallocation of resources and loss to the sector (Howorth, 2006). Besides the increase of activity and its new position on the political agenda, social enterprises are poorly understood and have highlighted the gaps between theory and practice (Hines, 2005). Success of social ventures depended on their leadership (Amin et al., 2002).

Business failure in the social enterprise sector can be attributed to a number or range of barriers faced the Small and Medium Social Enterprises (SMSEs) such as the SMSE size, lack of resources as well as finance and funding issues (Brown, 2002; Leslie, 2002). Besides the problem of obtaining/access of external finance, other prominent issues are the lack of qualified staff, availability of premises and cash flow (Brown and Murphy, 2003).

(d) Criticisms 

A number of criticisms have been made regarding social enterprise/entrepreneurship policy and its promotion in the UK. Firstly, social enterprise organisations have been encouraged because they carry out trading activities as their main source of revenue which in turn raises sustainable development. This, however raises an important issue of continued funding by government or public bodies regarding future provision of services or goods either by direct control or grant funding (Mathiason, 2005), the effect (lessen) the strength of networks based in the local communities (Eikenberry and Kluver, 2004) as well as influence the market position / activities undertaken by the social enterprise which will in turn impact on its organisational, cognitive and institutional environment (Birch and Whittam, 2005). This could lead to the replacement of social means by economic means and not whether the ends are social or economic (Birch and Whittam, 2005).

3. Methodology and Data

The data used in this study is drawn from the UK sample of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) study for 2006. The GEM project is a cross national study of entrepreneurship and attitudes relating to entrepreneurship conducted on an annual basis, since 1999. Initially 10 countries participated in the study, although this has grown to 42 countries in 2006. For an exhaustive explanation of the data collection and processing procedures within the GEM project please see Reynolds et al. (2005). The UK sample in recent years has been one of the largest with 43,033 respondents, providing a good opportunity to examine the social phenomenon in the UK.

This study focuses on social entrepreneurship its growth, opportunities for entering and the barriers faced by individuals entering this sector. It uses the data for the 18 – 64 year olds, numbering n=1,138 respondents, who indicate involvement in running a social enterprise.

The main measure of social entrepreneurship utilised in this paper is early stage social entrepreneurship (ESSE), which expressed as a percentage of the working age population includes all individuals actively involved in starting in a new social venture or running a new social business which has paid wages or profits to the owner for less than 42 consecutive months. This measure therefore focuses upon new social enterprise activities rather than those that have been running for a longer period of time. This allows the study to focus on the current trends and directions that UK social enterprise is currently taking. For purely comparative purposes established social enterprise management (ESEM) is also reported which includes those running social businesses that have paid wages or profits to the owners for 42 months or more.

The initial analysis undertaken attempts to identify those regions and groups within the population which display the greatest propensity to be involved in early stage social entrepreneurship activities. Divisions of the population are made along the lines of gender, education, work status, ethnic background, and age. Beyond this characterising of who is involved in social enterprise, the study then attempts to isolate what form this social enterprise takes in terms of sector of involvement, legal structure of the enterprise, location of base, and hours spent on the enterprise. Finally we look at the sources of funding utilised by social enterprises in the UK in terms of the percentage of funding that comes from public sources and that generated by payment for provision of goods or services.

4. Results

Comparing entrepreneurial activity at different stages of business development as a starting point for the analysis, the overall pattern found for earlier stage activities shows that the ESSE rate is 3.3% (of the UK population), this figure indicates that policy-makers need to take heed of this phenomenon. The gender difference in the ESSE rate is that males account for 3.6% and females 3.0% (Table 1).

Table 1 Entrepreneurial Activity

	
	Male (%)
	Female (%)
	Total (%)

	Actively Involved in start-up effort


	4.1
	3.4
	3.8

	Manages a start-up effort


	3.5
	2.8
	3.2

	Nascent social entrepreneur (0-3 months)


	2.5
	2.0
	2.2

	Manages a baby social enterprise (4-42 months)


	1.1
	1.0
	1.1

	Manages an established social enterprise (>42 months)


	1.7
	1.2
	1.5

	ESSE 2006


	3.6
	3.0
	3.3


Figure 1 Social Enterprise Geographically across the UK: 2006
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Understandably there are going to be geographical differences of ESSE across the UK from Figure 1, London has the highest ESSE rate 5.2% with the male rate at 5.2% and female at 4.8%, , the North East region has the lowest ESSE rate of 2.0%. Interestingly two regions, East Midlands and Scotland have higher female ESSE rates (3.7% and 3.3%) respectively compared to their male counterparts 3.4% and 2.3% (Figure 2).

Additional data found that across the UK, rural locations are more socially entrepreneurial than their urban counterparts.

Figure 2 Education Attainment
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A high number of respondents had higher education qualifications (Doctorate 6.1%, Masters 7.3% and Bachelor 5.5%) show a higher level of ESSE activity than those with A level 3.8%, CCSE 1.6%, Vocational 1.5%, and other 2.4%, the rate of no formal educational qualifications was 0.7%. Females showed a higher level in both the vocational and other qualifications (1.7% and 3.3%) respectively compared to their male counterparts (1.3% and 1.7%) (Figure 2).

Figure 3 Employment

[image: image3.emf]0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

50.0%

None 1 to 5 employees 6 to 19 employees 20 or more employees

Percentage of Social Enterprises

Male

Female

All


From Figure 3 the majority of those people entering the social sector do not intend to employ any one within that particular enterprise(43.7%), however the grouping of 1-5 employees at (25.9%) is the largest “employer”. Additional data indicates that those in full education are most likely to be ESSE active, whilst those in part-time employment are most likely to be running an established social enterprise. Interestingly, the full, part-time and retired workforce is male dominated, females dominated in the full time education, long term sick and not working and not claiming benefit as well as in the carer work categories.
Table 2 Ethnic Background of Social Entrepreneurs

	
	Male

(%)
	Female

(%)
	Total

(%)

	White British
	3.3
	2.6
	3.0

	White Irish
	5.7
	8.2
	7.0

	Mixed White/Black Caribbean
	10.9
	8.1
	9.4

	Mixed White/Black African
	38.7
	1.7
	19.5

	Mixed White/Asian
	0.5
	3.9
	2.2

	Other Mixed
	2.3
	5.0
	3.5

	Indian
	0.4
	2.5
	1.5

	Pakistani
	9.8
	3.8
	6.8

	Bangladeshi
	9.1
	7.2
	7.9

	Chinese
	0.0
	3.8
	1.7

	Other Asian
	3.7
	3.7
	3.7

	Black Caribbean
	6.1
	11.5
	9.4

	Black African
	9.1
	3.0
	6.2

	Other Black
	0.0
	2.4
	1.5

	Total
	3.6
	3.0
	3.3


Respondents from mixed white/black African ethnic background have the highest ESSE (19.5%), followed by the mixed white/black Caribbean grouping (10.8%). The lowest ESSE rates regarding ethnic belong to the Indian (1.45%) and other black (2.4%) groupings. It is also interesting to note that the ethnic males are most active in the mixed white/black African and mixed white/black Caribbean groupings and least active in social entrepreneurship within the Indian and Chinese (Table 2).

The female ESSE rate for females are highest in the Black Caribbean (11.5%), white Irish (8.2%), mixed white/black Caribbean (8.1%), and Bangladeshi (7.2%) communities, however within the Chinese and Indian community females (3.8% and 2.5% respectively) are more likely than men to enter social entrepreneurship (Table 2).

Certain social inhibitors are identified in the data regarding female respondents indicate that the present economic climate and bad past experiences are preventing them entering the social enterprise sector. It is also interesting to note that certain ethic female respondents also feel they face a higher level of social prejustice by society in preventing them from starting an enterprise in this sector. This has significant implementations on the support structure within the diverse communities that require social enterprise services/products and will require local policy-makers understanding the characteristics and skills/support/advice required of community areas under their control.

Interestingly, the 45-54 year grouping seem to be more ‘socially’ entrepreneurial active that the other age groups (47.6%), however the 18-24 year grouping is also very active (47.1%) this could be that social and environmental issues are being raised and conveyed by the Media.

The 45-54 year grouping are the most active in the baby social enterprises (53.4%) with the 35-44 grouping (50.8%) in the established social enterprises (Figure 4).

Women regardless of age are becoming more active and taking a larger part in social entrepreneurship than their male counterparts (45.5%) to (41.3%) respectively.

Figure 4 Age
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The take-up of enterprise training at school and college is encouraging i.e. the youth are being made aware of not just entrepreneurship in general term but also the benefits of social entrepreneurship and experience of working within this sector during their formulative years could be promoted more effectively within their local communities.

Due to diverse and sometimes socially deprived areas the need for public training courses are required and tailored to meet the requirements of these future social entrepreneurs (Figure 5).

Figure 5 Training
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Female social entrepreneurs are more likely to be involved in charity, not for profit, co-operative and partnership social enterprises than their male counterparts, however males are prominent in sole trader and limited company structured social enterprises. The majority of established social enterprises are charities (48.7%) followed by not for profit ventures (37.9%) and sole traders (2.8%), however the limited liability company (6.8%) and partnership (3.6%) legal structures in the baby business category show higher respective levels than those established social enterprises structure (Table 3).

Additional data investigated the attitudes expressed by both males and females in relation to social entrepreneurship; suggest that, they have a higher degree of confidence in their ability to undertake a social business start-up.

Table 3 Structure

	
	Baby (%)


	Established (%)

	A charity


	37.0
	48.7

	A not-for profit venture
	48.8
	37.9

	A co-operative


	0.8
	2.2

	A sole trader


	3.0
	2.8

	A partnership


	3.6
	3.1

	A limited liability company
	6.8
	3.0


Figure 6 outlines the predominant sectors that baby and established social enterprises are  active; in is the area of recreation, both baby (30.2%) and established (33.3%) social enterprises followed by support and care services (baby with 26.3% and established with ,(21.5%) , education with an overall (10.5%) and health with (2.4%).The environment with (2.1%) and interestingly regeneration with (1.2%).

Additional data highlights the of lack of help/support/advice/guidelines by both genders of respondents, this can bee seen as a degree of contradiction to Government policy and implementation regarding the role of social enterprise in delivering services/products in place of the state.

Figure 6 Social Entrepreneurship Activity by Sector 2006
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Figure 7 outlines the place of where the social activity is based, traditionally this would have been home-based, however data suggests that the flexibility offered by a separate premises has the highest incidence (77.4%) and carried out by male (76.6%) and female (78.5%) and indicators are that both male and female social entrepreneurs of both baby and established social enterprises are going to maintain this trend in the short term. The use of one’s own home overall, was the second highest option (13.6%) in carrying out social activity, the female activity rate i.e. including both baby and established social enterprises at (14.7%) and the males (12.7%). The use of technology such as IT, mobile communications and transport could influence the future placement and method of social enterprise operation the male users at (10.7%) and females at (6.8%) respectively.

Figure 7 Place of Social Activity 2006
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In Figure 8 some of 18-24 year olds and (47.6%) of 45-54 year olds (47.1%) acknowledge that over 50% of the funding for their social enterprise activity will come from a public money source such as government or council grants. Males are expecting the biggest contribution of public funding with (20.8%) expecting 76-90% funding and (29.6%) expecting 91-100% funding. In comparison females are expecting (24.4%) in the 1-10% and (24.4%) in 91-100% funding ranges.

Additional data suggests that within areas of support being used in starting an social enterprise it is surprising to see the degree that both male and female respondents making use of government agencies within their community, however the advice being dispensed is does not meet the needs of the respondents in giving the appropriate advice/support in enabling to start a social enterprise. They also indicate the problem of accessing government or local authority funding for their social enterprise which raises an issue due to the current policy in promoting social activity for the various communities benefit.

Figure 8 Level of Public Funding
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From Figure 9, the data into whether this social activity, venture or initiative has or will have any revenue income, for example through sales or products or charging for services, some male (34.7%) and female (37.5%) responded positively, whilst male (42.1%) and female (41.6%) indicated that their social enterprise will not generate any revenue income.

Interestingly the 18-24 age grouping seem more ‘optimistic’ than the other age groups.

Figure 9 Revenue Generation of Social Activity by Age 2006
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Following from the revenue perspective the respondents where asked about their percentage of total income that will derive from the sale of products or services of their social enterprise.

Both the 26-50% and 10-25% groupings show the highest response rates concerning the ratio of social enterprise revenue in relation to the respondents total income, some 50.1.% and 50.2% respectively (Figure 10).

Those who rely on over 90% of revenue from social activity are (25.2%) and those who expect it be fewer than 10% are (34.2%).

This interestingly questions the duration and continued degree of financial support from government and local authority resources for these social enterprises and the ‘social’ entrepreneurs involved.

Figure 10 Social Enterprise Revenue vs. Personal Income Stream
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Figure 11 outlines the respondents’ number of hours they expect to personally work for the specific social activity, venture or initiative. A high level of both male and female respondents expect not to spend their personal time in running the social enterprise, those who expect to work 1-16 hours per week, male (36.4%) and females (42.2%) interestingly the other hour grouping the male respondents are expecting to put in more hours than their female counterparts especially if their commitment is 61+ hours per week, male (43.7%).

Figure 12 outlines the number of employees in the social enterprise sector with the majority respondents (43.7%) declaring that the specific social enterprise would not be employing personnel. Followed by (25.9%) for 1-5 employees, (15.2%) for 6 -19 employees and (15.2%) and (15.2%) 20 or more employees.

Figure 11 Hours Worked/Committed for the Social Enterprise
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Figure 12 Employees Involved in Social Enterprises
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5. Conclusion

This study makes an exploratory attempt at examining the influence and aims of social entrepreneurship, partnership and their individual needs in its implementation regarding the rebuilding of a civil society (some in deprived areas) through community effort.

Both the national and regional governments have placed social enterprise high on their political agendas; however the results of this paper show if the Government’s policy aim and implementation is for social enterprise to replace them in the delivery of products/services queries exists, namely:

· As the Government is the main sponsor of social enterprise, how come there is still a problem in raising funding formally?

· Does social enterprise need to be self-sufficient (profit making) or sustainable in delivering these services/products – market driven?

· Does social enterprise need to adopt an earned income (exploit existing opportunities – cover programme costs) or a formal business venture (specific opportunity - growth/profitability) strategy?

· As well as delivering products/services in specific or deprived areas, understandably the ‘social entrepreneurs’ within these areas need specific support/skills in running and managing these enterprises – ‘social premium’(cost?).

· Promotion and encouragement of social enterprise and develop positive attitudes towards this sector. Recognise as well as overcome social prejustice faced predominately by women within certain ethnic groups to achieve benefits to the individuals themselves as well as the community as a whole.

· Due to its diversity, ensure that there is a support structure (network) for this sector that can impart and aid the development of social entrepreneurship with specific and tailored advice, skills and guidelines, generic advice within this sector will not achieve its full potential.

· Establishment of feedback and assessment to enhance understanding and ensure effective policy implementation?

· Importance of establishing social enterprise awareness in schools and colleges (young people) and the availability and flexibility of courses available outside the formal education structure.

Finally, are central and regional governments taking social entrepreneurship seriously or is it a method of political expediency in reducing the ’overall’ civil burden or ‘creative accounting’? Are social enterprises the best deliverer of state assistance and at what cost? Are social entrepreneurs receiving the right support and training to deliver this spectrum of services/products? Are the communities benefiting from local delivery? So Who Wins!
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