JEREMY:
Just move on, let’s move on a bit. I’d like to look at you – your views on the relationship between the social enterprises and the public sector.  Because one of the things if you look at the Equal initiative which is spending a lot of money on developing new social enterprises.  You see that quite a lot of what’s been done is actually in service provision.  And, it is doing things that sometimes people might say they wish the public sector would do but on the other hand they’re quite happy for somebody else to be doing it.  Now that seems to be an entirely constructive way for the social enterprise sector to go. But of course, the money comes out of the public sector, and therefore, the public sector ends up calling the shots.  Do you think it’s calling too many shots?

JOHN:
I think there are some real problems there; I mean just take… housing associations.  Housing associations were entrepreneurial enterprises created locally.  And they worked with their clients.  Some of them very very old, people like the Peabody, the Lewis Trust which is now Southern Housing.  And what’s actually happened is that because the local authority have insisted on and been pressured to give away their social housing, give away their brief, they’ve passed it into the hands of housing associations and housing associations now fulfil the role often of local councils.  And the problem is, the local council then tells them who’s living there - the local council, whose many steps or a number of steps away from the problem.  And what you’ve got in housing associations, you’ve got people who are in the housing association who’ve not been properly processed. They have not been integrated into the community. So you get all sorts of strange things.  And I think if you actually look at the way in which the government now gives something like 32 or 33% of all finances to the major charities. The charities now get most of their big money from the government, if they’re supplying social needs.  


I think there’s some real problems that we need to look at and I think there’s some real distortions, especially with a government which seems to be totally fixated with results. You know - filling in, ticking boxes.  I, all the time, I am meeting people who say I fulfil a need which is which is funded by government, I’m fulfilling a need, but I’m just ticking boxes.  And I think we’ve really got to revisit.  I don’t think it’s a failure.  I don’t think we should throw the baby out with the bath water, but I do think that there's a new way of creating a much more interesting relationship between the private and the public sector or in this intermediary sector.  I think there’s some work that needs to be done on it. 
JEREMY:
The Community Action Network partnership from in Equal, they actually sent in somebody from there, there isn’t a name attached, I’m sorry…said with almost 50% of incomes of social enterprises coming from public sector contracts is real growth actually going to be dependent on reform in the public sector?

JOHN:
Yeah, I think probably there is gonna be real growth in that area.  I think the Community Action Network is one of those expressions of the changing relationship between the public and the providers, and also between local people and national developments.  I think the real problem, as I said, is the fact that no one’s really done their homework. You know, you’ve solved one problem but by solving problem you often create another problem.  And the problem now we’ve got is that it looks as though the tail has been wagged… is wagging the dog, because the government should never have had that amount of influence in where the enterprise sector should be going. 
JEREMY:
There was a question turned up on the site very early on actually asking about the DTI’s social enterprise strategy to grow the sector.  Is it likely to work or do national strategies just promote conventional ideas at the expense of innovation?  You seem to be implying maybe that’s ...
JOHN:
I think that’s ...

JEREMY:
... not far off.

JOHN:
I think it’s probably true. 
JEREMY:
Yeah.

JOHN:
I think it’s very ... I mean what we’ve got to realise is that when government does get involved in the intricacies of social engineering, because that’s what it’s all about - it often does it rather clumsily. And in a way, it’s not even their fault. It’s just that they get the advice, they go to people, and may I suggest they go to people like Price Waterhouse or they go to Mackenzie and Co…  They get all this kind of lots of advice the consultants and they end up in a bit of a pickle, because their national strategies don’t really add up.  


I think the DTI is struggling with how influential it can be and I think sometimes, the influence is not as good as we would like it to be.  And we need, let’s be honest…what do we need?  We need an independent sector and that independent sector could say okay we’re gonna take your money, we will fulfil your remit, but don’t chase us down the road getting us to fill in this form, fill in that form, tick a box here and tick a box there.  The unfortunate thing is the government tends not to give independent money, because they’re obviously controlled by the Audit Office and all those sorts of things. 
JEREMY:
You had experience in the States haven’t you I know. Jeff Mowett, from People Centred Economic Development…I’m not sure whether this is really a question or a comment.  But it does reflect er maybe some of the things you’ve just been saying.  He said he’s been exposed to US social enterprise, good working - especially where networking and collaboration is driven by strong inclination towards entrepreneurship and much less by government promotion, which is – appears to be happening here, the UK environment, he says, appears to be more managed with much less willingness to communicate.  And he’s been in one for – for 3 years in one of the pathfinder areas designated for social enterprise health care trust.  And despite his efforts to promote the context no one in the area’s shown any willingness to take up the opportunity - either they’re not willing to do it or they’re not willing to discuss it openly.  He feels there’s more openness in the more market driven economy in the States.  Is there something in that?

JOHN:
Yeah.  Well there – there is, but I mean America’s got this great big hole hasn’t it? It doesn’t really have a social services provision.  It’s social services are very very crude around the welfare, around general relief and all those sorts of things.  So they’ve kind of…you’ve got businesses leaping into the problems in the local area, and I worked with many of them in California and in New York, and they were really interesting and inspiring.  


But over here we have a different, we have a different history.  We created the Welfare State after the Second World War, and in a way, that’s been a blessing. But, it’s also been a curse.  Because it’s sapped the idea of doing things for yourself.  It destroyed the self-help model, which I think is the basis of all enterprise, and we had much more complicated methodological and philosophical concerns.  

 
America’s a lot easier. America is virgin territory. You can go there and you can gather a number of business people together and say I want to create a business to solve a social problem.  And they say does it add up?  Is it self sustaining?  Is there a possibility of a profit even if we put the profit back in?  And they’re away.  

 
Over here you suggest you make a profit, you suggest you make self sustainment and all sorts of things.  You suggest paying somebody a really good wage.  Give ‘them £300,000 so they can change the lives of hundreds and thousands of people - and people say we can’t do that, because we’re working using the methodology and using the thinking of this kind of welfare social services which we now know is not working.  And that’s why there’s so many people trying to fill the gap which is caused by some pretty poor delivery to the people in need. 
JEREMY:
But do you think as a result of that some people are becoming less comfortable with the public provision model behind social enterprises and actually growing a little bit more comfortable with philanthropic and enlightened self interest model that, inevitably is the case, when you get more private sector money coming into them?

JOHN:
I think there’s a lot, yeah, there is.  I mean, I know some people who have taken the king’s shilling or the queen’s shilling or the state’s shilling, whatever you like to call it. 
JEREMY:
The mayor’s shilling even…

JOHN:
Even the mayor’s shilling.  And they’ve lived to regret it.  And I know other people have worked very well.  So it is a kind of mixer – mix and match, it’s not all doom and gloom.  All I would say is that we really do need to come up with a different kind of thinking.  And I think, one of the very simple things you need to do is stop thinking that because you give money to a social enterprise i.e. the government, you then determine the way that they deliver.  If their delivery is what’s brought you to them in the first instance, then give them the power to get on with the job. 
