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What I’m going to talk about 

• How Youth Work and Healthcare are the same 
(and how they are different) 

 

• Social enterprise and social entrepreneurship 
theory 

 

• Case study of ‘social enterprise’ as 
privatisation, and of resistance to this and 
wider marketisation 



Youth Work and Healthcare: 
What is the same? 

• “the social entrepreneurs are in the ascendancy” 
 

• Various views held by other groups: CATALYST, NCVYS, NYA, 
UK Youth // 2020 Health, Social Enterprise UK, Common 
Capital 
 

• “even as scandal breaks out over allegations of corruption... 
a precious autonomy is being sold for a few crumbs from 
the financier’s table of austerity” 
 

• “government’s strategy to embed private capital and the 
market at the heart of all public provision” 
 
 



What’s different? 

• Specific policy context 

 

• Campaigner awareness/interest 

 

• Public awareness/interest 

 



• heed is being taken of the Carnegie 
Commission’s reminder that: 

• “Civil society associations can never be just 
providers of services ….civil society thrives best 
when it has an independent and confident 
spirit, when it is not beholden to the state or 
funders and when it is not afraid to make 
trouble.” 

 



“The concept of social entrepreneurship (SE) is, in practice, recognized as 
encompassing a wide range of activities: enterprising individuals devoted to 
making a difference; social purpose business ventures dedicated to adding for-
profit motivations to the non-profit sector; new types of philanthropists support 
venture capital-like ‘investment’ portfolios; and non-profit organisations that are 
reinventing themselves by drawing on lessons from the business world” (Mair et 
al., 2006: 1) 



Ownership 
Individuals 

Shareholders 

Workers 

Consumers 

Stakeholders 

 

Structure 
Hierarchy 
Horizontalism 
(De)Centralisation 
Balanced Job 
Complexes 
 

Control 
Board 
Shareholder Democracy 
Participatory Councils 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rfbztoTXlXk&feature=related 



Measurement and Value 

• Communicate to funders, beneficiaries, and other 
key groups the value to be generated from the 
undertaking, which is a very challenging task 
 

• Demonstrating quantitative outcomes 
particularly complicated because of nature of 
social change (Austin, 2006) 

 
• “often difficult to attribute them to a specific 

intervention... [and] social entrepreneurs often 
cannot capture the value they have created in an 
economic form to pay for the resources they use” 
(Dees, 2001: url, para 13) 
 



Social Enterprise and The State 

• David Cameron: ‘Big Society’ 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YZDA0UpNrQA 

• Francis Maude: ‘The Right to 
provide’ 

 

 

 

• Nick Clegg: ‘John Lewis Economy’ 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=COnEqKlAu8c 

“challenge traditional public service structures and unleash the 
pent-up ideas and innovation that has been stifled by 
bureaucracy… It will also put power at a local level so public 
services will be answerable to the people that use them.  When 
staff are given a stake in shaping services productivity and 
efficiency has been shown to improve dramatically” 
         Francis Maude, November 17th, 2010 



Why is Social Enterprise so popular? 

• “The time is certainly ripe for entrepreneurial 
approaches to social problems. Many 
governmental and philanthropic efforts have 
fallen far short of our expectations” 

     (Dees, 2001: url, para 1) 

 

• The “vision of harmony between private sector 
initiatives and public sector values appeals to a 
world tired of political economy’s time-worn 
ideological battles” (Cho, 2006: 34) 

 



The Dark Side of Social Enterprise 

• “the discourse of entrepreneurship may sidestep or 
supplant important deliberative political practices” (Cho, 
2006: 36) 
 

• Isaiah Berlin – ‘Ionian fallacy’: because ‘ends collide’ 
because ‘the Great Goods cannot live together’ (1997) 
 

• “Neglecting the political and value-laden character of social 
entrepreneurs’ activities and goals, and the problems they 
attempt to ameliorate, may not only make us fail to 
recognize the possible dark side of SE, but also may prevent 
it to fully realize its potential for positive social change” 
   (Marti in Mair et al., 2006: 17) 
 
 



The Social is Political 
• “When entrepreneurs organise their actions around 

values they have identified as ‘social’, they have already 
made demanding epistemological and political claims 
about their ability and entitlement to articulate what 
lies in the public’s interest... 
 

     Collective deliberation and participation... are the 
instruments by which polities fashion a synthetic vision 
of the ‘social’ from the fractious and dissonant value 
claims advanced by private individuals” (Cho, 2006: 42, 
46) 
 

• “SE may divert attention from the possibility that more 
basic structural reforms might be necessary to address 
social problems” (Cho, 2006: 51) 
 



Case Study: 
Gloucestershire Care Services 

• Government policy – commissioner provider 
split 

• 3000+ staff in 9 Community Hospitals, 9 Health 
Clinics, plus District Nurses, Podiatrists, 
Wheelchair Services, etc.  

• Board of NHS Gloucestershire chooses new 
“social enterprise” Gloucestershire Care Services 
Community Interest Company (GCS-CIC), as 
preferred option for these services 

 

 



• “The Social 
Enterprise’s stated 
aim is to give users 
and staff more of a 
say on how services 
are run for the 
benefit of 
individuals and 
local communities 
with more direct 
involvement in 
their design and 
development” 

  

 



Opposition to the Proposal 



Why was there opposition? 
• Very little consultation or involvement of staff and public 
• New VAT liability ~£1m/year > small budget for patient care 
• Need to turn a profit, services increasingly based on 

considerations of market rather than need 
• Outside the NHS > unable to draw on expertise, finance, 

economies of scale 
• Loss of statutory consultation rights, FOI, accountability 
• Effects on terms and conditions, wages and pensions of staff 
• Procurement process not transparent, fair and competitive 
• Questions regarding social enterprise model: ownership, 

control, accountability 
• Evidence from other social enterprises: services cherry-picked 

by private providers,  award–winning social enterprises 
unable to compete in tendering with health multinationals 

• Not the option taken elsewhere in England 



What happened next? 

• “Stakeholder Engagement” events organised by 
PCT and GCS-CIC 
 

• Protest March, petitions, Open Letter from 
District and County Councillors, questions asked 
in/of County Council scrutiny committee 
 

• Legal challenge, Judicial Review in High Court 
 

• PCT negotiates with Claimant and settles out of 
court, back to the drawing board 
 



News Coverage 



Social Enterprise movement reaction 
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