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Abstract  
 
Social capital, according to Pierre Bourdieu, is “the sum of the resources, actual or 
virtual, that accrue to an individual or a group by virtue of possessing a durable network 
of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition” 
(Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992, p. 119). Robert D. Putnam agrees, characterizing 
social capital as predominantly in the nature of a public good (1993). Ongoing global 
economic events have highlighted some of the weaknesses of free market capitalism. It 
is being suggested that social enterprises with their efforts to blend societal objectives 
and economic efficiency can play a role of catalysts in accomplishing this equilibrium. 
Given their positioning towards meeting dual goals rather than merely maximizing profit, 
social enterprises can function in zones where there are insufficient inducements for 
private sector activity. Thereby social enterprises fill the hiatus between the state and 
market provision. The chapter aims to conceptualize the process of innovation and the 
potential influence of social capital on social enterprises. Value created by a social 
enterprise emphasizes the importance of sharing benefits among its stakeholders. This 
chapter examines the ways in which social enterprises co-create value for society and 
how social enterprises inherit, generate and invest in social capital.  
 
Introduction 

“Social capital seems to denote almost anything related to ties between 
people. It denotes a stock of ties, features of such ties, conditions for their 
functioning and their outcomes. It includes formal or informal groups of many 
kinds, and connections between such groups. Its possible features include 
the composition, structure, content, and type of ties, strength of ties, and 
trust, rules, shared norms of conduct, or values underlying such norms. The 
conditions for its existence include formal and informal institutions and trust.”  
 

(Nooteboom, 2007, pp. 31-32) 
 
The above is Tilburg University’s Emeritus Professor Bart Nooteboom’s definition of 
social capital in the journal Review of Social Economy. . Social capital, in this sense, 
can involve many different entities; this concept has created much public policy interest 
in the social science discipline. Bhandari and Yasunobu (2009) state that the wide 
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acclaim of social capital can be attributed to its ability to influence the process of 
development. Habersetzer et al. (2019), Bhandari and Yasunobu (2009), and Rodrik 
(1998), have all acknowledged that social capital is able to influence the economy at 
micro and macro levels. Moreover, social capital can have real societal impact at a local 
level, and as Putnam notes “Social capital enhances the benefits of investment in 
physical and human capital” (1994, p. 7). He further states: 
 

“Working together is easier in a community blessed with a substantial stock 
of social capital. This insight turns out to have powerful practical implications 
for many issues on the American national agenda–for how we might 
overcome the poverty and violence of South Central Los Angeles, or 
revitalize industry in the Rust Belt.” 

(1994, p. 7) 
 
With this notion of social capital having a public policy impact, comes the realization of 
its interconnecting and long-standing relationships with social innovation and social 
enterprise. Consequently, the authors of this chapter examine the embeddedness of the 
‘social’ in social innovation, social enterprise and social capital. The authors then 
assess the importance of social capital within an institutional remit from a public policy 
perspective, progressing to an examination of social value creation and how this has a 
positive impact in society. The chapter concludes by summarizing the key points made 
by the authors and highlighting future areas for social research.  
 
Embed the ‘Social’ in Innovation, Enterprise and Capital  
 
Social enterprise is defined by entrepreneurial activities with an intention to accomplish 
social goals. Social enterprises have been celebrated as substitutes for – and 
correspondents to – the measures of state regimes and global organizations, in tackling 
extensive social concerns. Social enterprise, as we understand it today, is the term 
used for many of the activities under the rubric of social entrepreneurship that were 
either referred to as ‘community development’ or ‘social purpose organisations’ 
previously. By linking entrepreneurship with larger transformation in society and 
economy the stage or the ‘space’ of entrepreneurship becomes part of society (Steyaert 
and Katz, 2004; Hjorth and Steyaert, 2003). Moreover, according to Steyaert and Hjorth:  
 

“Starting from a conviction that entrepreneurship belongs primarily to society 
rather than to the economy and that they need to go after life rather than 
simply business to understand entrepreneurial processes they propose 
locating entrepreneurship in the public.” 

 
(2006, p. 97) 

 
The rise in interest in social entrepreneurship enables researchers to explore, which can 
help to discover its practices of “entrepreneurship is a complex social-creative process 
that influences, multiplies, transforms, re-imagines and alters the outlook of the space of 
society in which it is at once grounded and contextualized” (Steyaert and Hjorth, 2006, 
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p. 1). Academic research by Alvord et al (2002, p. 262) notes that there are three 
approaches in considering this form of entrepreneurship: 
 

1. Social entrepreneurship viewed as “combining commercial enterprises with social 
impacts” (Emerson and Twersky, 1996),  
 

2. Innovation for social impacts (Dees, 1998), and 
 

3. Catalysts for social transformation.  
 
Other academic researchers have confined social entrepreneurship’s scope to 
affirmative business, direct-service business and catalytic alliances (Boschee, 1995; 
Wadock and Pos, 1995). However, there is still no unanimously accepted description of 
the social enterprise phenomenon (Seelos and Mair, 2005). Nevertheless, an 
agreement is emerging on the boundaries of mega economic development programs. 
These social enterprise agendas excessively privilege liberal organizations, practices, 
and overreliance on free markets, with not enough consideration and respect for the 
local community institutions (Rodrik, 2007; Fowler, 2000). Some of the key aspects of 
social entrepreneurship lie in the innovation, characterization and utilization of 
opportunities. Consequently, academic studies have conceptualized the prosposed 
space for social enterprise as an extensive arena of unmet community needs (Austin et 
al., 2006), which relate to the financial, shared, health, housing and/or environmental 
facets of human wellbeing (Zahra et al., 2008). It has been argued that:  
 

“no matter whether they adopt a for-profit or a not-for-profit legal form, 
social enterprises are unique in that they involve a ‘hierarchical ordering of 
social and economic value’, whereby social value takes precedence over 
the generation of economic rents.”  
 

(Dacin et al., 2010, p. 51)  
 
Accordingly, public policy for social innovation cannot be a strategy only for the state; it 
has to be a strategy for constructing coalition between social entrepreneurs, the public 
sector, and private companies. 
 
Social entrepreneurs often confront problems in novel ways and uncover innovative 
solutions. J. Gregory Dees (2001) notes, “social entrepreneurs are one species of the 
genus entrepreneur” – in other words, social entrepreneurs are “entrepreneurs with a 
social mission” (p. 23) According to Dees:  
 

“social entrepreneurs play the role of resolute change agents in the social 
sector by: adopting a mission to create and sustain social value; recognizing 
and relentlessly pursuing new opportunities to serve that mission; engaging 
in a process of continuous innovation, adaptation, and learning; acting boldly 
without being limited by resources currently in hand, and exhibiting 



4 

 

heightened accountability to the constituencies served and for the outcomes 
created” (Dees, 2001, p. 4).  

 
Moreover, in the private corporate technology transmit schemes; in welfare we require 
social innovation transfer schemes, which help generate much more efficient 
instruments for the identification, understanding and distribution of best practices in 
welfare provisions. There is a value to society as a whole in upholding the diversity of 
efforts that deal with social problems like poverty, illiteracy, homelessness, 
empowerment of women, etc. Innovation and novelty helps to advance experimentation 
and enlarge the portfolio of potential solutions. Social enterprise creates assets for local 
communities that may not otherwise be present. 
 
Social organisations are liable to be entrepreneurial and innovative if they network with 
their milieu.They can achieve this by operating in a comparatively multifarious and fluid 
environment, in which new demands and opportunities open up and they build up an 
embryonic correlation with their customers, which progressively opens up more complex 
needs and demands (Leadbeater, 1997, p. 62). Social enterprises to be successful 
have to be open, organic, dynamic and evolutionary; they grow with their users and 
partners. They are permeable at the boundaries; and the rigid limit amongst the 
organization and its users is not locked. 
 
Social capital as a concept has been subjected to wide enquiry across several fields in 
the social sciences. Scholars that focused on community social capital have 
underscored its important purpose as a public good (Coleman 1988; Putnam, 1995; 
Guiso et al., 2015). Social capital is the network of interactions that underpins economic 
partnerships and alliances. These networks depend upon mores of collaboration, 
fostered by shared values and conviction. Community social capital produces diffused 
influences “not only to those who possess social capital, but also to people living in 
regions with a high level of social capital”, and it promotes “community cohesion and 
information flow that accrue to community members who do not have high levels of 
personal social capital themselves” (Kwon et al., 2013, p. 981). Social networks capture 
horizontal social relations that exist in associations and organizations in the community, 
which provide closures in social relations (Coleman 1988). Social entrepreneurs often 
begin with a gift of social capital: a set of connections of relationships and 
acquaintances, which are united mutually by shared values and interests. Fukuyama 
states “economic life depends on the moral bonds of social trust that facilitate 
transactions, empowering the individual creativity and the reason for the need of 
collective action” (1995, p.12) 
 
Social entrepreneurs operate by bringing citizens together to tackle difficulties that 
appear insurmountable when they are attended to disjointedly. Social entrepreneurs 
instigate of social capital buildup; they employ networks of support so that they can 
establish social networks with citizens. Moreover, Catford notes:  
 

“There are three different types of benefits which social entrepreneurs can 
bring to communities. In the short term they can help create new buildings, 
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services and jobs which would not otherwise exist, but they can also improve 
accessibility, effectiveness and efficiency of existing services. In the medium 
term they can act as powerful models for reform of the welfare state, and in 
the longer term can create and invest social capital.”  
 

(1998, p. 96) 
 
Hence, the dividends of this technique in social enterprise are not merely economic. 
The foremost surplus is social: a unified community, more capable of looking after their 
own needs, with dynamic connections of conviction and collaboration. Bornstein 
characterizes social entrepreneurs as “path breakers with a powerful new idea, who 
combine visionary and real-world problem-solving capacity, who have a strong ethical 
fiber, and who are ‘totally possessed’ by their vision for change” (1998, p. 36). 
Nevertheless, social enterprise attempts to craft innovative answers to pressing social 
problems, in addition to mobilizing the views, ability, wherewithal, and social 
arrangements necessary for enduring and sustainable social change (Alvord et al., 
2002, p. 3). The interlocking system of macroeconomic policies, state social insurance 
schemes and tax-financed services is under increasing pressure, unable to respond 
effectively to a growing array of social problems such as mass long-term joblessness, 
drugs, familial instability, and illiteracy (Leadbeater 1997, p. 1). In general, social 
entrepreneurship takes on one of three fairly distinctive shapes. Firstly, social 
entrepreneurship projects disseminate a package of innovations needed to work out 
general concerns. Secondly, some entail building local capacities or working with 
marginalized populations to recognize capacity needed for self-help. Here, the 
supposition is that local groups hold the best understanding about which concerns are 
vital, and which can be solved by access to more resources and better capacity to act. 
Consequently, in these cases social entrepreneurs aim to build capacity by focusing on 
local constituents and resource providers. Thirdly, some social enterprise initiatives 
focus on mobilizing grassroots groups to structure coalitions against institutions, as they 
believe that marginalized groups can solve problems if they have representation in 
political institutions (Alvord et al., 2002, pp. 160-161). 
 
Social enterprises are like social test beds; they must be an energetic welfare system 
designed to build social capital by empowering people to take better control over issues. 
This wave of social innovation comes from numerous supply points. Innovation in 
thoughts and procedures will be vital to the fortification of the values and philosophy of a 
dynamic, problem-solving welfare system. Organizational innovation will also be 
significant, to create novel institutions able to deliver a new form of welfare through 
hybrid organizations. Social enterprises that set up innovative skills for societal ends are 
already at work in parts of the conventional public sector, a few big private corporations, 
and at the innovative edge of the voluntary sector (Leadbeater 1997, p. 2). 
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Social Capital and Institutional Involvement 
 
Institutions are a vital part of society; comprising public, private and third sector 
organisations, these institutions are the bedrock of the state. From a public policy 
perspective, institutions are there to support different social groups in society. Duina 
(2011) notes that institutions are perceived as well-established organizations that are 
highly organized. From country to country, institutions work in different ways due to the 
ways their political systems function. However, it is the way an organization works 
democratically that is at the center of an institution (Held, 1987), as well as the 
approach an organization follows in line with the state vision. When parties are elected 
to Government, they come with a mandate to change society for the better. For 
example, since the 1980s, there has been a great shift towards a competition state in 
public policymaking. Evans and Cerny observe: 
 

“The key to understanding the competition state is that while international 
competiveness become the touchstone of legitimacy in both domestic and 
international policy making, its political implications in a liberal democratic 
society were not simply to eliminate choices but also to construct new kinds 
of choices to fit the constraints, from the dog-eat-dog, neoliberalism ‘red in 
tooth and claw’ of the Thatcher years to what Bill Clinton called ‘globalization 
with a human face’. The Labour government since 1997 has adopted a policy 
agenda that in its most crucial aspects reflects the continuing transformation 
of the British state into a competition state.”  
 

(2003, p. 23) 
 
This public policy shift towards globalization with a human face, is reflected in many 
countries across the world, e.g. India, the US and the UK. Hence, there has been a 
greater emphasis on social capital since the 1990s, and, as previously discussed in this 
chapter, social capital has the ability to improve citizens’ lives. Table 3.1 explains the 
theoretical ideas of social capital from four contrasting academic’s perspectives; the 
concept on the whole encapsulates the cohesive thinking of solving cultural, economic, 
political and social problems in society.  
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Robert D. Putnam 
 

(1993) 

James Coleman 
 

(1990) 

Pierre Bourdieu 
 

(1986) 

Albert O. Hirschmann 
 

(2000) 

 
“Putnam 
recognized that 
'good governance 
was closely related 
to civic 
engagement' (New 
Economics 
Foundation, 2000) 
and that social 
cohesion in 
communities 
depends on social 
networks, norms 
and trust. He 
affirms that these 
components make 
up social capital in 
communities and 
that this is 
necessary for 
improving the 
quality of life and 
community 
development.” 
 

 
“Coleman's wider 
definition of social 
capital was used to 
construct a social 
theory that stated 
that the 'closure' of 
social networks 
can produce closer 
connections 
between people 
and that this in 
itself can generate 
obligations and 
sanctions on 
communities.” 

 
“Bourdieu shows 
how social capital 
exists alongside 
economic and 
cultural capital and 
can be part of a 
strategy for 
individuals and 
groups to 
reproduce more 
social capital and 
/or convert it into 
other forms of 
capital.” 

 
“Hirschman uses the 
term 'social energy' and 
suggests that it is made 
up of three components: 
'friendship' emphasizing 
the personal impact of 
social capital; 'ideals', 
which may lead to a 
shared vision based on 
values; and 'ideas', 
which enables groups 
and individuals to 
present new solutions to 
their problems.” 

 
(Adapted from: Kay, 2006, p. 162) 

 
Table 3.1: Four Academic Perspectives on Social Capital. 
 
The policy transformation towards social capital has also seen a change in the way the 
state works (Dowling and Harvie, 2014; Bertotti et al., 2012; Schneider, 2006; Stoker et 
al., 2004). Moreover, what has been evident in recent years in many countries in the 
developed and developing world, is that the functions of institutions have become more 
complex. Recently, there has been a great emphasis on third sector involvement in 
countries such as the United Kingdom and India. Third sector involvement refers to 
charities, NGOs and social enterprises; these types of organizations play a more vital 
role in state services at a local level. For Bochel and Bochel, this development over the 
last decade is indicative of a “post-bureaucratic” agenda (2018, p. 32). As an example, 
the UK has “more localised public services hybrid organisational forms, and a belief that 
communities are able to organise themselves” (Bochel and Bochel, 2018, p. 32). Having 
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discussed the interlocking relationships of social capital and institutions, the chapter 
now moves on to discuss the role that social value creation plays in public policy and 
wider society. 
 
Social Value Creation in Public Policy 

 
Figure 1: Six Drivers of Policy. 
 
Whilst attempting to define public policy is somewhat beyond the remit of this chapter, 
we take the view that public policy is generally conceived to be a particular plan of 
action formed in response to public, community based, and/or real world problems. 
These plans are typically enacted, (as in the UK), by an elected Government. Herein 
lies the challenge of providing a unifying definition of social policy. With the real world in 
constant flux and, of course, ever-changing Governments, social policy is consequently 
complex and multifaceted, and is dependent upon the processes that underpin the 
societal context of the policy. Cairney (2020) attempts to conceptualize this and 
suggests that that there are six key determinants (see Figure 3.1) that influence the 
development of public policy definitions and subsequent theoretical explanations: 
 

 Actors. Actors, in the form of either an individual or collective; where a collective 
can take the form of private enterprises, interest or action groups, or government 
agencies, all of which act and influence the formation of a plan. Consequently, an 
understanding of how the various actors fulfil their role, in terms of their 
motivation and intention, is important to establish.  In general, theories attempt to 
explain this in terms of decision-making being dependent upon the amount of 
information an individual has, how they comprehend the information within the 
time frame available to them, and their motivational beliefs related to change 
willingness, which subsume an array of individual difference factors, such as goal 
orientation, personal epistemologies, and self-efficacies.  

  

 Institutions. Cairney (2020) suggests that institutions determine the societal 
rules, values, culture, norms, practices and relationships that influence individual 
and collective behaviour. Consequently, the actions, or actor’s performance, is 
largely determined by their compliance, interpretation and perception of such 

Policy 

Events 

Contexts 

Ideas 

networks 

Actor 

Institution 
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norms and cultural inferences that shape rules. Whilst rules can be either formal 
or informal, there is an interdependence that influences cognisance and efficacy 
within society. Formal rules are more effective and substantive when they reflect 
more informal norms and “rules” that already exist and are widely accepted. 
Policies, asserts Cairney (2020), are considered to be a functional component of 
institutions – that can shape policy making activities in two main ways: through 
the constitutions and by legislation and regulation. Subsequently, institutions are 
then able to establish where and when policy decision are made and also 
determine the rules that enable scrutiny and the selection of the “type” of actor, 
information and ideas to inform the policymaking process. 

 

 Networks. Networks, as described by Cairney, are characterized by the 
relationship between those actors responsible for policy decisions (the 
policymakers), and the influencers such as action groups, politicians and interest 
groups with whom the policymakers consult and negotiate. It is generally 
accepted that policymaking at government level is often entrusted to civil 
servants or bureaucrats, who seek information and advice from agencies, groups 
and individuals, to frame and subsequently form policy recommendations. This 
exchange of information provides an opportunity, often in the form of collective 
action, to influence policy processes; furthermore, some institutions and 
organizations may, by the nature of the systems in place, be biased towards 
some sources of information, and some organizations and participants may 
favour particular sources of evidence. 

 

 Ideas. An idea, as illustrated by the Oxford English Dictionary, is defined as a 
“thought or suggestion as to a possible course of action”, and as such can be a 
supposition or a system of ideas that are intended to explain something. 
Importantly, it must be acknowledged that ideas stem from personal beliefs, 
values, psycho-social-economic background, culture, and education; 
furthermore, individual, familial and social networks influence the development of 
ideas. Consequently, ideas may manifest themselves out of bias, prejudice and 
myth. It is not surprising therefore that ideas, and those that are a dominant 
influence, shape the structure and fabric of political, economic and social 
structure within society. The values that underpin ideas are socially constructed, 
and based upon the interactions and experiences we are exposed to during our 
lives. However, new ideas are formed, human behaviour is dynamic, and this 
dynamism may encourage the individual actors (as illustrated earlier) to proffer 
new solutions and theory to challenges. However, the acceptance of the new 
ideas is dependent upon those ideas presented being explored and debated 
honestly and openly in a transparent manner. The opportunity for acceptance 
then depends upon how receptive the society, or community context is to 
change.  

 

 Context. Context is crucial to understanding and developing policy. It is within 
any given policy context, and that context is shaped by a multitude of political, 
social, environmental, cultural, behavioural, and economic factors. Consequently, 
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the context of policy is complex and can be described as the setting that 
influences how ideas are formed, developed, and how the negotiations and 
decision shaping between the various actors that develops policy takes place.  

 

 Events. Events can be routine in nature and largely planned, such as national 
and governmental elections; but, governmental change can result in a change 
and/or divergence in ideology and subsequent policymaking – as represented by 
the polarity of political systems such as the UK and USA. Changes in 
government and the resultant changes in the ideological beliefs of the actors 
involved often result in policy drift; this can occur when the new actors with their 
different ideas about challenges presented within society and the development of 
solutions through policy development and solutions through policy formation. 
Conversely, events can be unplanned and totally unanticipated, such as the 
current COVID-19 pandemic. Due to the volatility of notional events, it is 
challenging to conceptualize and subsequently generate robust theory to inform 
sustained policy development. Gaskell et al (2020) demonstrate the impact that 
unplanned, unmitigated events have on policy by drawing upon the pandemic to 
illustrate how failings in structural processes and the UK government’s response 
to the pandemic was influenced by its ideological instincts and interests, and the 
interpretation of the scientific evidence it received to inform policymaking 
decisions. 

  
Bacq and Lumpkin (2020) and Bacq et al. (2020) emphasize how social enterprise and 
entrepreneurs may form the bedrock of global development in response to the 
challenges presented by the 2020 pandemic. Furthermore, a view expressed in the 
recent report by World Economic Forum Members of the COVID Alliance for Social 
Entrepreneurs: “We call on all actors to stand by social entrepreneurs as frontline 
responders to the COVID-19 crisis and as pioneers of a green, inclusive society and 
economic system” (2020, p. 3). There are many examples of the private sector 
responding to the challenge of COVID-19 in a non-profit making way; for example, the 
response of many businesses who changed their focus in order to aid key workers and 
victims of COVID-19, producing face masks, ventilators, hand sanitisers and other 
forms of personal protective equipment (PPE). The UK’s National Audit Office (2020) 
stated that in some geographical areas the cost of PPE rocketed to unprecedented 
levels; for example, the price of body bags increased by 1,310 per cent, the cost of 
gowns and overalls increased by 1,277 per cent, the cost of gloves increased by 519 
per cent, hand sanitiser by 450 per cent and face masks by 258 per cent. 
 
In essence, the examples above illustrate the distinction between the notion of social 
enterprise and what can be described as pro-social behaviour. There are, we suggest, 
two types of pro-social behaviours: egoistical, where the goal is reflective of self-interest 
and is concerned with benefiting one's own welfare and standing; or, altruistic, where 
the goal is to enhance another person’s welfare, well-being or standing, which is 

congruent with general definitions of social enterprise (Oberoi, Halsall, & Snowden, 
2019; Tan, Williams, and Tan,  2005). Consequently, this dichotomy associated with 
pro-social behaviour may influence the development of policy and its enactment. If 
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policy is pro-social and egotistically driven, social enterprise will not flourish; conversely, 
if policy is pro-social and altruistically motivated, social enterprise will flourish.  
 
A pro-social behaviour endeavour is not social enterprise, but a pro-social policy that 
embraces the principles of altruism will enable social enterprise to flourish. Social 
enterprise can be described as a bridge between the private sector and public sector 
defined by Oberoi, Halsall, and Snowden (2019) as a “business that has both social and 
commercial goals, where surpluses are principally reinvested for the purpose of the 
community, rather than being driven by the maximization of profit for shareholders”.  
 
At the turn of the millennium, social enterprise was considered to be an adjunct to the 
corporate mission, embracing Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). Well-meaning 
companies organized volunteer projects and charitable donations, and, as seen in 
response to the pandemic, produced essential items at cost. Social enterprise is, 
fundamentally, more proactive in its approach to social change, while CSR is reactive to 
events, such as the COVID-19 pandemic. Nonetheless, as revealed by the challenge 
within the COVID-19 pandemic, private and public sectors are interlinked, albeit divided 
by philosophy. 
 
In spite of philosophical divisions between businesses and corporations, both are 
beginning to respond to the notion of Total Societal Impact (TSI). Whilst CSR drivers 
contribute to societal issues generated externally from the company or business, TSI 
drivers incorporate social and environmental considerations through its manufacturing, 
design processes, distribution and employment practices in order to aid society. Viewing 
philanthropic efforts through the lens of TSI accelerates social impact and associated 
benefits for communities and societal groups.   
 
The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development (United Nations, 2015) emphasizes that the SDGs cannot be met by 
social enterprises alone. The SDGs indicate new markets, challenges and opportunities 
for businesses and corporations globally. The SDGs are, as articulated by the UN, , 
challenges for business, and offer the opportunity for successful partnerships with social 
enterprises. It is feasible, therefore, to consider businesses, corporations and social 
enterprises collaborating to bring about social change within the notion of ’social value 
creation’, that is, addressing social issues and challenges by creating social impact and 
change. This can include enhancing awareness, promoting empowerment, behavioural, 
lifestyle, attitudinal and perception changes, as well as changes to societal norms, 
institutions and generating policy. These changes can initiate socio-economic and 
cultural benefits at individual, institutional, community, national and global levels.  
 
In the UK, the significance of social value is such that The Public Services (Social 
Value) Act 2012 underpins the commission process of all public bodies in the country. 
The Act required all public bodies to consider how the services they commission and 
procure might improve the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of the area 
and the context they aim to serve. However, this act was strengthened in the summer of 
2019, and reaffirmed in September 2020, when the UK’s Government issued a new 
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procurement policy; taking account of social value in the Award of Central Government 
contracts.  
 
This policy is characterized by two key shifts; firstly, evaluation rather than 
consideration, and secondly, a minimum 10% weighting on social value. The policy shift 
is characterized by the dynamic nature of policy, and is recognized as the consequence 
of determinant influences – networks, ideas, contexts, events, institutions and actors – 
underpinned by the developing relationship with the emerging notions of social value 
and Total Societal Impact. 
 
Within the original act of 2012, the emphasis was on “consider”, and consequently there 
was no formal obligation to put social value into contracts. The recognition of evaluation 
brings with it the requirement for contracts to include social value, with a score allocated 
for the social value they contribute. In the/a (?) recent report, Director of External Affairs 
at Social Enterprise UK, Andrew O'Brien asserts that social value will now influence 
every contract issued by central government covering between £80-100bn in spending 
every year – potentially around 1/3rd of all public procurement (Social Enterprise UK, 
2020). Importantly, engaging with social value is now not an optional extra, and, as 
Social Enterprise UK assert should open up more opportunities for social enterprises 
within supply chains. The significance of social value is recognized in a recent article by 
Mary Zsamboky, the policy director of AECOM, the world’s premier infrastructure 
consulting firm, who asserts that in order to “minimise the harms of coronavirus and to 
rebuild better, we need stimulus-funded infrastructure that seeks to maximise social 
value” (Zsamboky, 2020). The notion of social value in the development of public policy 
is complex and multifaceted; at its heart, are the six dimensional drivers: networks, 
ideas, contexts, events, institutions and actors. The relationship with the emerging 
notions of social value and Total Societal Impact underpin each of these dimensions. 
Social enterprise is developing greater complexity due to policy inferences. However, 
whilst the motto ‘Think Globally – Act Locally’ is a long-standing representation of 
inclusiveness, its apropos is current. The COVID-19 pandemic’s resolution strategies 
are global, but solutions are enacted locally and based on the local conditions and 
context. 
 
The ‘real world’ is constantly changing, and this has resulted in the movement towards 
greater use of evidence in policy design, policymaking and policy implementation. 
Whilst we suggest there is no single, all embracing definition of policy, we propose that 
the six dimensional drivers, and the interdependence of social value and Total Societal 
Impact, significantly shape the direction of policy. 
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Conclusion  
 
This chapter has been concerned with the concepts of social capital, social innovation 
and social enterprise. All three ideas are a central part of public policy in today’s world. 
As can be seen in this chapter, there are different interpretations of the three concepts 
and these are driven by the processes of globalization. Moreover, globalization is 
perceived as the mechanism that drives change in economic, social, political and 
cultural contexts. The authors of this chapter would like to highlight two future directions 
for this research area: 
 

1. A more specific focus on the positive influences on public policy,social capital, 
social innovation, and social enterprise. Politicians are increasingly using their 
influence to drive this agenda. 

 
2. An enhancement of the global perspective of social capital, social innovation and 

social enterprise. In academic research, there needs to be a more 
interdisciplinary approach to embedding these concepts into public policy. 
Countries across the world can learn from each other regarding the best 
approaches in public policy.  
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