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The Smith Family

Submission To The Inquiry into the Definition 

Of Charities and Related Organisations

Executive Summary

According to the Terms of Reference of the Inquiry into the Definition of Charities and Related Organisations, The Smith Family hopes to show how we are defining ourself as a national, independent, social enterprise.  As such, we are not reflected accurately within the limits of any of the current definitions being reviewed by the Inquiry.  We consider the Inquiry an opportunity to clarify the nature and activities of The Smith Family, as well as the possible implications of that description for a contemporary understanding of charitable, religious, and community service not-for-profit organisations.  We believe that the emerging tradition of social enterprise in Australia is reflective of broader changes occurring throughout the sector, and together with them suggests the importance of enhancing the clarity, consistency and relevance of the current definitions of such organisations.  

The submission will integrate a consideration of the issues and questions raised by the Committee in its Issues Paper by addressing:

· How The Smith Family is responding to the current social and economic environment by defining itself as a national, independent social enterprise;

· How The Smith Family’s organisation of itself as a national independent social enterprise affects its relationship to charitable and related organisations in Australia, and relates to examples of social enterprises overseas; and

· Options for enhancing existing definitions of charities and related organisations in Australia by reference to social enterprises.

How The Smith Family is responding to the current social and economic environment by defining itself as a national, independent social enterprise

Context:  social and economic environment

Since the opening of the Australian economy in the early 1980’s, there have been dramatic changes in wealth, class groupings, and attitudes toward the changes. The Australian’s series, Advance Australia Where (17-24 June 2000), reported on six months of extensive research carried out by The National Centre for Social and Economic Modeling (NATSEM) 
 and Newspoll that raises concerns about Australia’s capacity to build and sustain a cohesive society. The data shows that Australia’s economic policies have been instrumental in producing a far richer society. Wealth accumulation, however, is running ahead of income and the distribution of wealth has become more concentrated during the decade. 
   

In social policy, Australia, along with many other advanced liberal democracies, is seeking to spread responsibility for social risk by involving the state in partnerships with business, nonprofit organisations
 and communities (Beck, 1992). In Australia, there are also a number of wide ranging reform agendas being pursued at the national level, all of which will impact on disadvantaged families and individuals.  They include the Commonwealth tax reform, welfare reform, labour market reform and ongoing reforms to the public sector in all three levels of government.  The pace and intensity of political change is unprecedented in Australia’s history, resulting in what some policy analysts and politicians are calling ‘reform fatigue’.  

In the present socio-economic environment, the challenges that community organisations face are advancing at a pace that exceeds the comfort zone of all participants. It is essential to harness the capacities of government, service providers, direct users and the community to stay ahead of these changes (Marston, MacDonald, Zetline 2000:11). There is a need to engage in a wider debate, and to be ready to innovate to handle the changes. The research suggests that Australia needs to develop broader skills in providing opportunities, especially for young people, and rewarding those who take up current challenges. How we develop evidence-based policies that also help us thrive in a rapidly changing world is the challenge Australia faces.

Availability of authoritative sources of information about highly sensitive social issues is necessary for evidence based prioritisation of social, economic and fiscal responsibilities.  Good social policy depends on a framework of evidence as much as the economic stream does.  A recently released report by The Smith Family/NATSEM Financial Disadvantage in Australia – 1999: the Unlucky Australians? provides up to date information on financial disadvantage in Australia, sets a local benchmark for understanding trends over time and provides us with background evidence for contributing to policy development that strives for a society that is both socially cohesive and economically robust (Summary of key findings and the Report are in Attachments One and Two).

The Smith Family: A social enterprise response

In the face of this challenge The Smith Family has begun to consolidate its identity as an enduring independent national social enterprise.  We are engaged in far more than a branding and repositioning exercise.  We are about being a new type of organisation that can innovate effectively in addressing problems of disadvantage and bringing about societal change.  We have an agenda for societal change guided by a set of values that incorporates the business principles of transparent accountability and a focus on measurable outcomes.  In this way, we are ready to work with all those in the Australian community whose vision calls us to face some of the key challenges of the 21st century with innovative responses to change, shared risk management, and resolve for the long-term.  

The transformation of The Smith Family as a national independent social enterprise requires us to undertake the process of repositioning ourselves in the sector.  What being a social enterprise means, however, is not readily understood. Only recently has there been the emergence of a phenomenon labeled ‘social enterprise’ in Australia.  The gap between perception and reality provides us with an opportunity and a challenge.  

One of our major responses to this challenge has been to change our Vision, Mission, and Purpose statements in 1999 in order to reflect more accurately an emphasis respectively on societal or population based change, preventive and capacity building interventions for disadvantaged families and children, and the importance of becoming an evidence based organisation while engaging in strategic alliances to achieve our outcomes.  The attached Annual Report 2000 provides further information on how we are working towards meeting the challenges (Attachment Three).  Hence, we are gradually moving out of and beyond a welfare, one-to-one, model of assistance, to a model that emphasises social capability, enabling communities to draw on their own strengths to move beyond the limitations of disadvantage.  Our behaviour focuses more on actively engaging disadvantaged Australians in unlocking opportunities, than on the provision of passive assistance.  

Our new governance structure is part of the way we meet the challenges.  It lends itself to greater community engagement and more transparent accountability. Although fiduciary responsibility remains with a Board of Directors, they will be appointed by a Council of Governing Members.  The Members will bring greater breadth and depth to our strategic thinking and provide a national network of opinion leaders.  The calibre of those who have already agreed to participate gives us confidence that the Council will facilitate the ongoing development of an effective national organisation with an integration of its social and commercial activities, operating over a wide geographical area.

We are focussing on innovative responses to disadvantage and moving to work with as many Australians who can share our vision.  We are designing and implementing programs and projects to strengthen families in carrying out their primary tasks of nurture, support, and growth.  In addition, we have been planning and are looking forward to piloting a number of innovative interventions in collaboration with rural and regional communities that are ready to build on their strengths and consolidate sustainability.

A planning methodology focused on the progression of Outcomes, Goals and Targets sets for us a framework for planning the eventual realisation of our organisational vision and the carrying out of our mission.  Through this approach the delivery of our programs and building capacity for societal change express the primary purpose of our being.  In this context, the profitability of our Commercial Enterprise
 is quite secondary to the commercial sustainability which profitability makes possible.  Commercial sustainability, in turn, is to ensure an uninterrupted schedule of program implementation and work for a more cohesive society.

Accepting that we cannot and indeed have no desire to work in isolation, relationships and partnerships have assumed a high priority.  For example, in the research area, as mentioned earlier, we have joined with NATSEM to produce the first Smith Family/NATSEM Annual Report on Financial Disadvantage.  This will act as a baseline for following trends over time. Further, our recently awarded SPIRT grant with the Australian Centre for Industrial Relations Research and Training, University of Sydney, from the Australian Research Council will allow us to examine the school to work transition experience of our Learning for Life students.

Lunch time seminars, with a working tittle of Social Policy in the City, organised and conducted in partnership with the Social Research Centre at the University of New South Wales and the Research and Social Policy Unit at Mission Australia will provide another avenue for enhancing and stimulating The Smith Family’s collaboration with our research partners and policy collaborators.

A further challenge for The Smith Family has been to recast the manner in which we relate to governments.  Although our funding from government contracts has consistently been less than five per cent, we have been recently investigating possibilities for open-ended agreements in which collaboration could take place on mutually agreed upon societal outcomes, such as place management projects to strengthen disadvantaged communities. The focus is broader than contractual agreements for the delivery of services. The challenge is to keep the focus on an agreed upon agenda, to change perceptions of the nature of partnership, and to frame accountability as a mutual obligation between the sector and the government.

Much of our advocacy work has centred on working collaboratively with energy companies to provide our clients with energy-conserving appliances and for the companies to have greater understanding of the particular problems our clients face.

Business/community partnerships, however, are a burgeoning area and The Smith Family’s enterprise culture readily lends itself to this type of relationship.  For our community programs sustainability is a key element and we are grateful to have the ongoing support, for example, of Colgate-Palmolive, BHP, Esso and others.  Over a period of two years a strong relationship has been cultivated between The Smith Family and the Westpac Banking Corporation with both organisations having an emphasis on youth.  Together we are endeavouring to ensure that current disadvantage does not translate into lifelong disadvantage by providing educational opportunities.  Over time we hope to contribute to sustainable access to educational opportunities for all Australians, irrespective of their socio-economic backgrounds.

During the past year, we have partnered with the IT company, Cisco Systems Australia and New Zealand.  Here a different model of collaboration and cooperation has emerged with an initial focus on societal outcomes which the partnership might aim to achieve and then an audit of the skills which may be contributed by each party.  

The benefits of working with and through other organisations are becoming apparent to all.  This is certainly consistent with one of the recommendations flowing from the report of the Reference Group on Welfare Reform which was released in August 2000.  A fresh approach using the best that society has to offer whether they be human, financial or technological resources, is called for if we are to build the capacity of communities to overcome current disadvantage.  The Smith Family is better able to contribute as a result of the ongoing change process set in place 18 months ago and will play an active part in any paradigm shift.  

Where do we go from here?:  Identifying those who are in income poverty and at risk of deep poverty helps The Smith Family to develop preventive programs and to work for societal change for all Australians.  The focus on a poverty indicator is the starting point, not the end.  It is even more important to identify sustainable pathways out of poverty and beyond financial disadvantage. We need to know much more about the way in which people fall into, stay in and move out of poverty in order to leverage our resources and expertise to have the greatest impact for a more caring and cohesive Australia. In our view, social policy has to promote employment and healthy living, rather than just cope with joblessness and ill health. In order to channel the evidence bases from its research into the development of good social policy, in a way that is not based on party political positions, The Smith Family is developing a social policy framework to underpin its advocacy for social capability.  Non-partisan critical methodology and critical dialogue with key policy stakeholders will assist us in an independent assessment of present policies.  The framework and criteria will provide us with the evidence-based rationale for advocacy for the disadvantaged.

How The Smith Family’s organisation of itself as a national, independent social enterprise affects its relationship to charitable and related organisations in Australia
 and relates to examples of social enterprise overseas 

In general, a ‘social enterprise’ can refer to any private activity conducted in the public interest, organised with an entrepreneurial strategy. The main purpose is not the maximisation of profit but the attainment of certain social and economic goals.  Definitions of social enterprise
 are not precise and tend to describe the functions of different types of social entrepreneurship. When social enterprises are successful, however, all of them can become effective instruments for combating social exclusion, vehicles for social cohesion and places of socialisation (OECD, 1999). 

Social enterprises have become a very important part of the social economy, or nonprofit sector. The social economy offers alternative forms of management, power-sharing, transmission of knowledge and even evaluation of the results of projects that contribute to a greater integration between society and the economy.
  The basic differences between social enterprises and traditional charities or community service nonprofit organisations within the social economy are an entrepreneurial starting point and continuing agenda, a greater degree of autonomy from the State and the provision of innovative responses to needs not met by the State and market (Maiello, 1997).

Social enterprise can become a means for nonprofit agencies to maximise their mission-related performance through the development of new ventures or by reorganising existing activities to improve operational effectiveness.  Social enterprises may also include for profit companies with an embedded social purpose, as well as activities of business corporations aimed at benefiting their organisations, business and government in addressing major societal problems. 

Social enterprises can also involve a variety of players both directly and indirectly and thus create chains of complementarity. Volunteers are among the players that also contribute to the field, either through their involvement in local networks or through their regular occupation.

Different Traditions of Social Enterprises

While the traditions of social enterprise surveyed in this submission span a 40 to 45 year period, it is largely only since the process of welfare reform has begun in Australia that the profile of issues related to social enterprise has been attracting greater attention. Unfortunately, practitioners and policy makers have few local sources of knowledge to guide them in their work. Although social enterprise has become an important research theme in North America, in Australia by contrast, there has been little research on nonprofit organisations from a social enterprise perspective (Schwager, 2000). While research on various aspects of the nonprofit sector, for example, volunteering and philanthropy, is increasing it remains within separate disciplinary perspectives rather than focused on how these areas affect nonprofit organisations wishing to embark on a social enterprise approach to meeting the challenge of societal change.

In Europe and the UK social enterprises have generally been innovative in combating social exclusion and unemployment (OECD, 1999). They have also revitalised otherwise deprived areas, communities and locales. In both instances the social enterprise produces services or goods that are not being produced or made available by mainstream commercial enterprises. 

In the USA, social enterprises generally describe charity or community service nonprofit organisations that apply business principles to their overall operations. The Hauser Centre for Nonprofit Organisations at Harvard University provides an entire curriculum on how community organisations can restructure themselves according to this model. The Smith Family, as a social enterprise, reflects developments in the USA more closely than those in Europe and the UK.
Research from the Ashoka Foundation
 in the USA shows how social entrepreneurs
 can become leaders in the social change field by inventing social reforms and services through the leveraged use of inter-sectoral resources without limiting themselves to traditional social service or charitable models.

While there is no universal model for social entrepreneurs, they share a number of common themes:

· They offer enormous scope for addressing complex social needs in effective and integrated ways and in particular, in regenerating communities.

· They undergo rigorous ongoing assessment to maximise outcomes.

· They need to be targeted, supported and developed.

In coming to understand how The Smith Family is constituting itself as a ‘social enterprise’, three features keep recurring. First, The Smith Family has the capacity to be a leader in the social change field.  It hopes to do this by brokering social reforms and designing innovative programs through the leveraged use of inter-sectoral resources without being restricted by traditional social service and charitable models.  Second, we acknowledge the need for rigorous ongoing assessment in maximising societal change outcomes.  Third, we also understand the importance of training, networking, mentoring, cross-sectoral collaborations and facilitating access to capital in the development of the ability of social entrepreneurs to take on outstanding problems.  By incorporating all of these features The Smith Family has effectively committed itself to a relational paradigm that emphasises mutuality in collaboration, challenge and support with reference to government, business, and the community.
Challenges involved in operating as a social enterprise:

Our present definition in law as a public benevolent institution presents a major challenge to communicate our contemporary identity accurately and effectively.
  Focussed communication of our organisational identity and activities is critical for us to form the alliances and partnerships that are needed to make effective interventions and to work for societal change. 

The Smith Family’s commitment to mutuality in collaboration with all sectors requires substantive agreement on long-term and strategic objectives in research, innovation, and capacity building.  All three are needed to harness capacities from each sector in order to bring about sustainable societal change.  The challenges and risks that are involved are not unlike those faced by any for profit organisation.  They are, however, framed in a more complex context.

For example, to develop a sector that does not have a long history of strategic collaboration into an industry requires a significant boost in research and development funds.  The aim of such research is not to come up with one model to suit all forms of community services.  Rather, the aim is to provide the resources that different communities and service providers need in adapting to the rapidly changing political, social and funding environment.  This research is needed as an investment in promoting best practice and developing good policy (Marston, MacDonald, Zetline, 2000: 62). The establishment of a six member multidisciplinary Research and Advocacy Team provides The Smith Family with the intellectual capital to tackle social issues in a rigorous and effective way. Our research agenda captures a range of projects which aim to deliver evidence for the enhancement of our programs and activities, and to contribute our findings to national and state focused efforts.  In this way we have positioned ourselves to advocate for evidence based social policy by forging strategic alliances in research and social policy development with state and federal governments, other research centres and community organisations.

In addition, as nonprofit organisations (NPOs) and social enterprises increasingly seek to solve social problems (European Commission Perspectives Unit, 1996; and Ben Ner & Gui, 1993), the pressure on them tends to increase and demand multidisciplinary professionalism (OECD, 1998).  The importance of the quality factor in services rendered by the NPOs places them in competition with the private sector, at least in some fields.  NPOs must learn how to manage their structure just like a private business and must obtain significant, easy-to-interpret, readily accessible results (Girard & Neuschwander, 1997).  Where the social meets the economic in local development (OECD, 1999b) NPOs stimulate demand by changing latent needs into explicit demands, and/or provide an innovative good or service by developing or running local or interregional networks or by harnessing human and financial resources for mutual benefit.

While conditions for enhanced entrepreneurship in Australia in general have improved over the last decade, there have been only scattered signs of a strengthened entrepreneurial endeavour. (OECD, 1998:163)  These include emerging small companies which have built their success on export sales from an early stage and a strong performance of venture capital backed companies.  Overall, however, many opportunities that could have further enhanced Australia’s social capability have not been taken.  A number of commentators have recently converged in making this point.
 

More recently the Final Report of the Reference Group on Welfare Reform has addressed social entrepreneurship in the context of its call for social partnerships among business, government and the community.  The call implies the need for strong leadership in innovation. Just as business entrepreneurs are critical to areas such as industry and technology, social entrepreneurs are critical to areas of human need such as revitalising communities, employment, young people, the environment and health.  They combine vision and creativity with the ability to focus on the concrete and practical steps needed to bring about changes in society.  They transform communities by generating innovative approaches to disadvantage in alliances across the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. Strong leadership in innovation can generate sector capacity.

A number of further challenges have especially marked The Smith Family’s experience. The development of corporate partnerships is a case in point.  They require considerable time and a willingness to learn from each other until specific and agreed upon outcomes have been identified. However, until corporations are generally more strategically involved in the funding, design and implementation of community-based programs,
 traditional forms of philanthropy, such as corporate donations to nonprofit organisations, are still necessary. In practice, a longer lead-time may be required to arrive at mutually acceptable community outcomes that will be taken on jointly by corporates and not-for-profits.  

Another challenge for The Smith Family has been the need to discover how to align our volunteer labour force more strategically with our vision and mission. Not all volunteer activity is positive and productive of good community outcomes (Marston, Macdonald, Zetline, 2000:66). However, the importance of volunteering for social and economic well being is reflected in 2001 being declared the International Year of Volunteers by the United Nations.  Volunteers who are properly supported and trained can be at the core of civil society and a key indicator of social capital. The Smith Family has recently conducted a volunteer survey to develop and improve our methods of recruiting, training and managing volunteers to facilitate the generation of social capital and community engagement.  A paper prepared for the Australian and New Zealand Third Sector Research Fifth National Conference, Partnership & Activism and based on data from a volunteer survey completed by The Smith Family in May 2000, argues that the shift from ‘charity’ to ‘social enterprise’ also has implications for volunteers within these organisations as well as their management (Zappalà, Parker & Green).  

Organisations in the sector:  a need for a strategic response

Without trying to prescribe how other organisations in the sector might choose to define themselves, characteristics of the present environment, which we have already surveyed, suggest a number of changes that all organisations in the sector might want to address: the need for more strategic responses to disadvantage; the need for evidence based interventions; the need to emphasise prevention and primary intervention; the need to devise responses that come together in addressing the complex layers of disadvantage, for example, the nexus between low socio-economic status and poor health.

There are, however, a number of risks that are part of organisational decisions to move beyond traditional ‘benevolent’ and ‘charitable’ responses to disadvantage.  The Smith Family is convinced, nonetheless, that tackling them is required to provide strategic, evidence-based leadership in a rapidly changing socio-economic environment. 

The resistance of welfare states to change has been widely documented.
 The risk is that challenges to change it may result in a stand off in which the main casualties may be those who most need effective interventions. Nonetheless, throughout the OECD countries there has been a growing consensus about the need to shift from passive to active welfare, about the importance of prevention and building capacity, and about the need to facilitate social and economic participation (OECD, 1999a). Indeed, the OECD identifies changes to the welfare state, market failures in certain activities and new incentives for employment and cooperation between economic and social players, as the main reasons for the growth of and need for social enterprises. 

A second risk factor, reflecting moves on the part of governments from all major political parties to reduce their financial commitments to welfare programs, is whether the types of diversified funding that will be needed will also be developed quickly enough. The history of social enterprises in Europe over the past 40 years suggests that a social entrepreneurial approach could provide a type of ‘bridging capital’ throughout a period of major systemic change (OECD, 2000).

An additional risk factor, closely related to the previous one, is a resistance to collaboration among service providers. It could reflect survival fears among small NPOs or a decisive preference for multiple non-strategic responses versus strategic collaboration. One possible way forward could be agreement about the importance of evidence based responses to disadvantage.
  Such agreement requires that all parties enhance their research capacity by strategic research alliances and partnerships with communities, governments and other NPOs to ensure accurate identification of problems and appropriate provision of resources.

Despite the risks involved Hayden Raysmith (ACOSS, 1997) in addressing emerging models in community services, gives a cautious nod to what he calls ‘community enterprise’: “One positive outcome of the current era will be the combining of community and business skills.  The barriers between the two have begun to come down although there is a long way to go.”  He adds, “On the whole I believe that it will be . . . community enterprises that will make the most progress where they successfully combine their community development, service delivery and advocacy with business skills.”  The biggest implication is in the way that services will be delivered, and also the type of services that will be delivered.

Options for enhancing existing definitions of charities and related organisations in Australia by reference to social enterprises 

The model of social enterprise does not fit neatly into specific sectors.  Rather, it allows the flexibility to move freely across sectoral boundaries to build social coalitions. It is also very much needed to generate the insights and innovations that will assist in building capacity for societal change while simultaneously addressing disadvantage in many forms. 

Definitions and Descriptions
We are concerned that a rigid application of definitions may lead to restricting the formation of innovative alliances and consequently restrict collaborative arrangements in addressing social issues.  In this context a singular codification of a definition may not be able to capture all current and future possibilities of working together.  Usually, the normative nature of definitions allows only for accounting to the relevance of the day and to current responses to the social and economic environment. The application of descriptions, instead of new universal definitions may assist in capturing a diverse field and at the same time assist in fostering a more collaborative environment.  As much as there is a need for the development of local solutions to local problems there is a need to create an environment for the development of a range of organisational models to respond to these problems.  A listing with various descriptions could provide a template and an administrative tool for moving beyond definitions that by their nature are overly simplified and restricted.  The key element in determining descriptors would depend on their selection criteria, acceptability and practical revisabilty.

In addition, there is a need to re-frame each of the purposes for charitable, religious and community service not-for-profit organisations, discussed in the Issues Paper, according to a more community focussed and relational paradigm to take in the following:

· Community based assistance for vulnerable families, communities, and individuals;

· The flexible delivery of education and training resources;

· The constructive collaboration of religion with other organisations in the sector in addressing shared interests and concerns; and

· Projecting community needs and responses to them.

Social or community enterprise is highly amenable to a whole of community approach.  The delivery of services according to the traditional welfare model has focused on the targeted needs of disadvantaged individuals.  The type of interventions emerging from a social enterprise model will focus more on the measures of a community’s social capability.  A public purpose sector could become a broader outcome of a social or community enterprise approach and form a part of a wider task of reforming governance systems.  Strict boundary demarcation across sectors would need to be deconstructed to reflect outcome responsibilities rather than functions or inputs of specific agencies.  Co-management at the grassroots level would also provide more effectively and accurately the bottom-up knowledge and evidence to policy makers and decision-makers at central levels
.

Broader scope:  community/societal perspectives

In addition to ‘community enterprise’, other options for enhancing existing definitions could be clustered around introducing either a broader community or a societal focus to the present definitions of charitable, religious and community service not-for-profit organisations.  The rationale behind such enhancements is recognition of the need to address the relationship between community and societal structures with efforts either to respond to needs or build capacities.  Community and societal structures impact, either for good or bad, on any efforts to address needs or build capacities.  The latter cannot be carried out effectively without attention to the former.     

There are a number of benefits to be gained by incorporating community and societal perspectives in the process of formulating definitions that more accurately reflect the present state of the development of organisations in the sector. The benefits that The Smith Family have enjoyed include the attraction of greater interest from the corporate sector, added credibility in the research community, increased opportunities to facilitate communities in building their social capability, and appreciation in the social policy sector of our willingness to address some of the macro dimensions of disadvantage.  Bureaucrats and department heads have easily recognised the compatibility of our approach for informing and influencing social policy according to emerging models of relations between governments and non-government organisations.  

From our perspective, however, there are even greater benefits, which we hope to realise over the next few years.  They include developed skills in anticipating and responding to those most at risk of disadvantage and deep poverty; and an enhanced ability to broker evidence based policy development.  

Close to the grass roots, social enterprises can interpret and anticipate the needs of the most vulnerable groups and further their integration into social and professional life (Manfredi, 1997).  They can be hotbeds of ideas and experiments. After they have identified new and emerging demands, they can be presented to public sector decision-makers through partnership with these bodies. In this way, entrepreneurship in the social economy adds extra value to the production of goods and services by its ethical approach and its contribution to social cohesion and sustainable development.  

In addition, by having accumulated qualitative data bases that could enhance the quantitative data more usually collected by governments, social enterprises are in a position to become brokers of evidence based policy development.  Social enterprises are in a position to accumulate a wealth of knowledge and wisdom based on experience with the disadvantaged that can facilitate the adoption of innovative policies at the central, regional, and local government levels. Quantitative and qualitative studies are needed to provide better guidelines for public policy, along the lines of the Zamagni Commission in Italy, whose task is to study the best ways for NPOs to fit into the economy and how they can be made viable (OECD, 1996). 

Summary: 

Building capacity for societal change and fostering the social innovation that will bring it about in Australia, as elsewhere, will require deliberate strategies to foster the development of social enterprises and the social entrepreneurs who drive them.  They include facilitating communities to a greater sense of partnership in market generated wealth; unlocking opportunities for more inclusive community input into the policy making process; and contributing to sustainable access to educational opportunities and health promotional activities for all Australians.   

The Smith Family realises that the successful implementation of our strategic directions will take place while improving our relationships with other sectors and harnessing a variety of capacities. We know that we have to remain alert to the opportunities for strategic alliances with other segments of society, including business, government, as well as a number of different types of community focused activities. The relational paradigm that is inherent in the social enterprise model will facilitate the initiation and maintaining of relations across sectors.

At The Smith Family we believe that social enterprise and social entrepreneurs are needed to bring about a number of key outcomes: the combating of social exclusion, the promoting of social cohesion, and the unlocking of opportunities for constructive participation.  Furthermore, all of these outcomes provide reference points for the development of benchmarks to assess ongoing activities, and planned initiatives.  

We are convinced that responding to disadvantage simultaneously requires working for societal change for effective and sustainable outcomes. The Smith Family is taking what it considers to be a needed risk to provide leadership in working with others for a more cohesive society. We look forward to an increasing number of collaborative partnerships to advance the realisation of better societal outcomes for all Australians.  

The Smith Family

16 Larkin Street

PO Box 10500

CAMPERDOWN   NSW   1450

www.smithfamily.org.au
researchadvocacy@smithfamily.org.au

Attachment One

The Smith Family/NATSEM Report on Financial Disadvantage in Australia - 1999
Summary of key findings

The Report raises the question why, in an otherwise rich country such as Australia, almost one in every seven Australians lives in income poverty (2.4 m Australians or 13.3% of the total population).  Income poverty is a measure of relative poverty that characterises individuals or families who do not have enough disposable income to take care of ordinary everyday needs, such as housing, clothing and food.   Those most likely to be categorised as such include people who are dependent on government cash benefits, sole parents, unemployed, earning low wages, in receipt of low business income and/ or taking care of three of more children.

Some other key findings: 

· An estimated 732,000 (14.9%) dependent children live in poverty in Australia

· Over 1.7 m (12.8%) adults live in poverty

· Poverty in Australia is now a phenomenon that primarily affects those of working age

· One in five poor Australians now live in a family where wages and salaries are the main income source, thus being part of the growing number of working poor.  

· Just over one-half of all of Australia’s poor live in families whose main income source is government cash benefits

· Poverty is particularly acute among those younger single Australians aged less than 21 years, whose Youth Allowance payments fall well below their poverty line

· On average the incomes of poor Australians are 43 per cent below their poverty line

· Children living in sole parent and larger families continue to face high poverty risks

· Education and training ensure that young people are provided with the skills and knowledge necessary for long-term sustainable employment, thus reducing the risk of poverty.  

Trends in poverty since 1982: Income poverty, in general, fell in Australia between late 1982 and 1999.  The fall was greater for dependent children than for adults.  This reflected improvements in assistance for low-income families with children and the introduction of the child support scheme, and clearly shows that good social policy can have a positive impact on reducing disadvantage.  While the overall rate of income poverty fell, the location of disadvantage shifted to a growing number of the ‘working poor’. In Australia today, having a job no longer guarantees that you and your family will not be in poverty. 

How deep is poverty in Australia?:  Given the overall poverty rate for Australians of 13.3 per cent:

· Close to two-fifths of poor Australians (about 5% of all Australians but 37% of those in income poverty) are moderately poor with incomes less than $70.00 a week below their poverty line

· Just over another quarter (27%) are in deeper poverty with incomes $70.00 to $150.00 a week below their poverty line

· The final two-fifths (37%) are in very deep poverty, with incomes more than $150.00 a week below their poverty line.

Attachment Two

An electronic pdf copy of The Smith Family/NATSEM Report on Financial Disadvantage in Australia – 1999:  the Unlucky Australians? is available on our website at the following address:
http://www.smithfamily.org.au//PDF/fin_dissadv99_web.pdf
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Attachment Three

An electronic pdf copy of The Smith Family Annual Report 2000 is available on our website at the following address:

http://www.smithfamily.org.au//PDF/SmithFamily_annual2000.pdf
[image: image3.png]meeting the
allenges...



 

(pdf 785 KB)

References

ACOSS Paper 102 (1999) Common Cause: relationships and reforms in community services A joint paper by ACOSS and the State & Territory Councils of Social Service, Sydney.  

Allen Consulting Group (1999) Stakeholder Relations in the Public Sector: Innovation in Management – A Collaborative Study, Sydney.

Archambault, E (1997) Le secteur sans but lucratif, Economica, Paris.

Beck, U (1992) Risk Society: towards a new modernity, London.

Centre for Corporate Public Affairs in Conjunction with Business Council of Australia (2000) 

Corporate Community Involvement: Establishing a Business Case, Sydney.

Dwyer, David (1993) “Market Orientation in the Nonprofit Sector”, Program on Nonprofit 

Corporations (Working Paper Series, #23), Queensland University of Technology.
Fowler, Alan (2000) The Virtuous Spiral: A Guide to Sustainability for NGOs in International Development, Earthscan Publications, London.
Gregory, R G, and Hunter, B (1995) The Macro Economy and the Growth of Ghettos and Urban Poverty in Australia (The National Press Club Telecom Address) The Australian National University Centre for Economic Policy Research Discussion Paper No. 325, Canberra.

Henry, Elaine (2000) Change Management and the Transformation of Organisations: Managing Change in Organisations in the New Century A paper presented at the Management and Leadership Institute in conjunction with the Australian Forum for Non Profit Management World Forum 2000, Sydney.

The Johns Hopkins University Institute for Policy Studies (1997) The Nonprofit Sector and the Transformation of the Welfare State Baltimore, Maryland (A Statement originally adopted on July 16, 1997 in Rome).

Kuhnle, Stein (2000) The Survival of the Welfare State London and New York: Routledge.

Macdonald, Dr Catherine (1997) Missions and margins in the community sector: balancing goals and efficiencies ACOSS Congress, Melbourne.

Maiello, M (1997) Presentation to the International Conference on the Professsionalisation of Female-dominated Occupations in the Service Sector, OECD, Paris, 11-12 December.

Marston, G, Macdonald, C, Zetline, D (2000) Community Services in Queensland: An Environmental Scan A Community Services Strategy Research Paper, Queensland Government, Brisbane.

Midgley, J (1999) ‘Growth, Redistribution and Welfare: Toward Social Investment’, in Social Service Review, Vol. 73 (1) pp 1-12.

Murphy, John (2000) Partnerships with the Business Sector in Developing Communities: We Need to Rethink This One A paper presented at the 9th National Conference on Volunteering, Adelaide.

OECD, (1996) Reconciling Economy and Society, Paris.

OECD, (1998) Fostering Entrepreneurship: The OECD Jobs Strategy, Paris. 

OECD, (1999a) A Caring World: The New Social Policy Agenda, Paris.

OECD, (1999b) Social Enterprises, Paris. 

Raysmith, Hayden (1997) Facing the future: emerging models in community services ACOSS Congress, Melbourne.  

Reference Group on Welfare Reform (2000) Participation Support for a More Equitable Society The Final Report, Canberra.  

Salamon, L, Anheier, H, and Associates (1999) The Emerging Sector Revisted: A Summary The Johns Hopkins University Institute for Policy Studies, Baltimore, Maryland.

Saunders, Peter, Thomson, Cathy and Evans, Cer1 (2000) “Social Change and Social Policy: Results from a National Survey of Public Opinion”, SPRC Discussion Paper No. 106, UNSW.

Schwager, Jane (2000) Summary Report: Study Tour of Social Enterprises in Europe, the UK, and the USA, Sydney.

Sen, Amartya (1999) Development as Freedom Oxford University Press, New York.

Simons, Rob (2000) “Setting the humans free”, AQ: Journal of Contemporary Analysis Vol 72 Issue 4 August-September, 31-35. 

Simons, Rob (2000) Social Enterprise:  an opportunity to harness capacities.  A paper presented at the QCOSS Conference, New Thinking in welfare and community services – towards a sustainable future, Brisbane, 26 October.

Stewart-Weeks, Martin (2000) Place Management:  Governance in the network society.  A paper presented at the ‘Place management in an urban context’ Conference, The Department of Families, Youth and Community Care & Brisbane City Council, Queensland.
The Australian “Advance Australia Where” 17-24 June 2000.

Vinson, Tony (1999) Unequal in Life: the distribution of social disadvantage in Victoria and New South Wales, The Ignatius Centre, Melbourne.

Zappalà, G and Parker, B. (2000) The Smith Family’s Learning for Life program a decade on: poverty and educational disadvantage Research & Advocacy Background Paper No.1. 

Zappalà, G, Parker, B and Green, V. (2000) The challenge of volunteering in the social enterprise:  is a new model emerging?  A paper presented at the Australia and New Zealand Third Sector Research Fifth National Conference, Partnership & Activism, Sydney, 2 – 5 December.
� EMBED Word.Picture.8  ���





� EMBED Photoshop.Image.5 \s ���





� EMBED Photoshop.Image.5 \s ���











� NATSEM’s research shows that in 1996-1997 the top 10 per cent of Australians received 49 per cent of all income from assets (interest, rent dividends) – an increase from 39 per cent in 1982.  The latest estimates from Access Economics in January document the growing wealth concentrations in the 1990’s.  They show the top 50 percent of Australians owning 94 per cent of wealth (a lift from 44 per cent in 1993); and the top 1 per cent owns 16 per cent of total wealth (a strong rise of one-third from 12 per cent in 1993).  In February, Reserve Bank assistant governor Glenn Stevens reviewed the data and concluded that Australian household wealth had increased at 10 per cent per annum in recent years.  In 1999 gross wealth was about six times income.  


� Two significant studies on the growth of locational disadvantage in Australia that have been undertaken in the last five years are R G Gregory and B Hunter (1995) The Macro Economy and the Growth of Ghettos and Urban Poverty in Australia;  and, Tony Vinson (1999) Unequal in Life: the distribution of social disadvantage in Victoria and New South Wales.  


� Throughout this submission, “nonprofit sector/organisation” will be used to refer to a wide range of foundations, associations, and related organisations that operate outside the confines of the market and the state and that do not distribute profits to owners or directors.


� The Smith Family Commercial Enterprise is an integral part of the organisation.  Through the recycling of donated goods, nonwoven manufacturing and operating retail stores it provides a sustainable commercial income stream which covers our administration costs and contributes to the funding of programs.


�Refer to The Nonprofit Sector and the Transformation of the Welfare State, pp.3-5. 


� A definition of social enterprises is being investigated at European Union level on the initiative of several directorates-general.  As part of its Targeted Socio-Economic Research (TSER) program, the DG XII of the European Commission has supported the implementation of a thematic network, called EMES (L’emergence des entreprises sociales), on the emergence of social enterprises as an innovative response to social exclusion in Europe. It was agreed that the term social enterprise covered entities with different names in different countries, but with the common features of an entrepreneurial strategy and a social purpose.


�The non-profit sector’s vision of greater integration between society and the economy gives it a legitimacy and function in its own right (Archambault, 1997). 





� Ashoka is a program which selects a small number of social entrepreneurs and provides long term support to allow them to put their ideas into action.  Ashoka identifies and supports leading social entrepreneurs.  It provides the equivalent of venture capital to support practical visionaries launch new social initiatives around the world.  


� Social entrepreneurs can also be understood as innovative individuals who are possessed by a pattern-changing vision which has the potential to modify the structure of society, or communities within society. (Schwager, 2000: 3)


� It needs to be noted that the approach taken in this submission does not discount the importance of tax endorsements such as an income tax exempt charitable entity, a deductable gift recipient and other tax exemptions.  The point is that these exemptions are important elements for facilitating our work although we hope any future definitional changes will not burden administrative efforts over realistic need for proof of standing.  Emphasis on a specialist set of skills in social and taxation issues could assist departmental officers in addressing definitional matters in a more integrated way and hence capture a notion of social enterprise.


� Adele Horin “Missing the main game,” in The Sydney Morning Herald 2/10/2000; Editorial “Learn to brighten the future,” in The Australian, 02/10/ 2000; Editorial “Not so Clever Country” in The Sydney Morning Herald 04/19/2000; and Peter Robinson “What a really clever country would do,” The Sun-Herald, 8/10/2000.


� Sector capacity and development, which includes training, need identification, education and research, will assist in addressing the historical fragmentation and lack of strategic direction which has marked the sector.  A key function of sector development is looking at the opportunities to innovate and do things differently within the changing context (Marston, Macdonald, Zetline, 2000: 76).


� The Department of Family and Community Services recently funded the production of Corporate Community Involvement: Establishing a Business Case.  It was prepared for the Prime Minister’s Community Business Partnership by the Centre for Corporate Public Affairs and the Business Council of Australia and provides an excellent overview of the respective challenges faced by business and community organisations when entering into partnership.


� Stein Kuhnle [ed.] 2000 The Survival of the Welfare State, London and New York: Routledge.  In the same work, Kees van Kersbergen, in “The declining resistance of welfare states to change?” 223-237, shows how the resistance is being worn down. 


� The importance of evidence in identifying effective interventions for the disadvantaged is a major theme of the Campbell Collaboration.  The Campbell Collaboration is the social science counterpart to the Cochrane Collaboration (Medical and Health Sciences).  Its role is to promote evidence based practice, and to focus on and communicate research which is evidence based.  It will prepare, update and disseminate systematic reviews of high-quality evidence on the effects of social and educational interventions.    


� Catherine McDonald in Missions and margins in the community sector: balancing goals and efficiencies argues that the challenge involves the question of the sector’s identity and is not simply a matter of new models of service delivery.


�For further discussion refer to Martin Stewart-Weeks (2000) Place Management:  Governance in the network society.  A paper presented at the ‘Place management in an urban context’ Conference, The Department of Families, Youth and Community Care & Brisbane City Council, Queensland.
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