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Introduction 
In recent decades, two intermingling trends have shaped the UK public sector’s attitudes towards complex social problems, the ‘wicked issues’. The first is a retreat of large state-run bureaucracies from their central role in social service provision. In their stead, we find agencies, contracted out and commissioned services, quasi-autonomous hospitals, privately financed projects and privatized provision (Greve, 2008; Newman, 2001). The ‘marketization’ of public services has altered the focus of concern from values associated with the welfare professions, such as care or learning, to those associated with management and accounting, notably economy, efficiency, and effectiveness (Newman, 2001; Walsh, 1995). The second trend is an emergent hope associated with the figure of the entrepreneur as a social engineer. This type of entrepreneur creates ‘newer, more effective social systems designed to replace existing ones when they are ill-suited to address significant social needs’ (Zahra et al., 2009, p. 523). 

One of the origins of this entrepreneurial figure can be found in the US of the 1970s, when the experience of financial crisis prompted reflection on the ways in which cities and public agencies responded. The ‘revitalizing entrepreneur’ was a man (for those were the times) who exploited austerity as an opportunity to make long necessary changes that would not otherwise have been possible (Glassberg, 1978). In the UK, this figure was first taken seriously in the mid to late 1990s when the innovative leader or ‘community entrepreneur’ became essential to the modernization of welfare and the transformation of existing institutions (Grenier, 2009; Tracey et al., 2005). In response to the current and on-going austerity measures, entrepreneurialism closely associated with innovation has been offered as an answer. Such ambitions find expression in the foundation of a Social Enterprise Unit within the Department of Trade and Industry (later part of the Office of the Third Sector) in 2001 and the introduction of the Community Interest Company as a new legal form in 2005 (Ridley-Duff & Bull, 2011; Teasdale et al., 2013). 

These policies and a range of scholarly texts have been critically scrutinized for their celebratory language around the hero-entrepreneur and for their performative effects, that is their tendency to produce rather than merely describe their subject of research (Dey & Steyaert, 2010). Another of the criticisms is the excessive use of secondary materials and anecdote, especially in early social enterprise research (Dey & Steyaert, 2012; Mason, 2012). Anecdotal evidence might not only gloss over more multi-vocal accounts, but also harbors a ‘conservativism which neutralizes the concept’s radically transformative possibilities’ (Dey & Steyaert, 2012, p. 91). In other words, it limits our thinking in terms of radical critique and innovation. Furthermore, the idealization made possible through the widespread communication of best practice examples fails to represent the lived reality of being involved in a social enterprise. Not least, these case studies implicitly reject the possibility of failure (Tracey & Jarvis, 2006). The naïve promotion of social enterprise and a lack of grounded evidence, beyond hero case studies, draw attention away from the mundane practice of negotiating the two essential elements of business rationale and social benefit. It has already been evidenced empirically that the enforcement of market-oriented behavior might not create win-win but win-lose or even lose-lose situations (Berglund & Schwartz, 2013). In other words, there is little evidence that we have come very far in understanding how the ideas and ideals behind these policies are translated into practice. In consequence, there have been calls, from both critical and more appreciative strands of research, to turn our gaze onto practice and to study the long-term effects of social entrepreneurial activities (Dacin et al., 2011; Dey & Steyaert, 2010).

The emergent body of UK-based empirical literature highlights the importance of embedded research accounts. Yet these investigations largely remain focused either on the individual entrepreneur (e.g. Dey & Teasdale, forthcoming), on social enterprise as an organizational unit (e.g. Mason & Doherty, 2015), or on national policy discourse (e.g. Mason, 2012). Neglected in this spectrum of scholarly work is the middle realm – the community – as a distinct unit of analysis. We suggest that a community perspective is essential, first, in responding to the above call for depth and context in the analysis of social entrepreneurial activity. Second, focusing on the study of community as a form of social organization supports us in overcoming instrumental notions of entrepreneurship, state and region as distinct entities affecting each other. Instead, we seek to develop a view in which entrepreneurial action is deeply embedded and feeds back into culture. Third and finally, we argue that the localized understanding of the ‘social’ in social enterprise is negotiated mainly in inter-subjective and inter-organizational realms at the community level. It is here where the target groups of social enterprise collectively engage in narratives of change and entrepreneurial activity. The community thus provides scholars with the opportunity of voicing marginalized groups’ concerns. Their perspectives tend to be disregarded by narrative analyses of entrepreneurs’ accounts and by discourse analyses interested in larger power regimes, and are not yet fully developed in extant social enterprise case studies.

This paper narrows down the broader discourse around social enterprise to the unique cultural and institutional setting of the UK. Such contextualization work is important for an understanding of how the broader trends of austerity, however it is experienced, and the imperative ‘to entrepreneurialize’ take shape in the particular local setting we are interested in. In order to illustrate the potential insights emergent from a community angle, we will then provide an in-depth analysis of how competition for scarce funds and the new hope around entrepreneurialism are negotiated and translated into action by policy actors in one local community. We draw upon evidence emerging from an ethnographic study of an urban neighborhood and of the ways in which it is responding to the (perceived) retreat of the state. The research draws upon secondary materials, interviews and observations and will become a longitudinal study of change over time. For this paper, we develop an early scoping of Parkfield and, in particular, we are concerned to understand the way entrepreneurialism plays out at the level of this one community. It becomes evident from our ethnographic insights that, in the particular case of Parkfield, organizational attempts at innovation in a highly competitive setting, paradoxically, have done little to ‘improve’ the overall situation[footnoteRef:1]. The case of Parkfield provokes critical questioning of the officially assumed large-scale success of social enterprise and exemplifies the importance of community-based analysis. [1:  This is one community in a wider study of the different responses to austerity in Merseyside, UK, conducted by Mike Rowe. Throughout, we have anonymized the community as Parkfield. Those institutions we refer to have been given generic names.] 


The emergence of social enterprise in the UK
It is widely held among scholars of social enterprise that the phenomenon’s emergence has to be set against the background of national policy agendas and cultural transformations in particular regions of the world (Defourny & Nyssens, 2008; Nicholls, 2008; Teasdale, 2010). In the UK, social enterprise has evolved as a hybrid between the individual, competitive hero-entrepreneur, a notion prominent in the United States, and continental Europe’s emphasis on collective, cooperative action (Teasdale, 2010). Being a child of New Labour and policies associated with the ‘Third Way’, the concept of social enterprise has been closely connected with efforts to find a middle ground between the competing ideologies of socialism and liberalism (Haugh & Kitson, 2007; Teasdale, 2010). A particularity that emerged from its ideological birthplace is that social enterprise in the UK evolved as a fix to repair market failure rather than state failure (Teasdale, 2012). In these respects, ‘enterprise’ was a term critical to decoupling the future agenda from notions of commercial ‘business’ (Di Domenico et al., 2009; Nicholls, 2010a), even though in current practice highly diverse organizations work under the new umbrella term social enterprise (Teasdale et al., 2013, Teasdale, 2010). The form matches New Labour’s interest in strengthening mutual societies and cooperatives, but also accords well with the Conservative Party’s (and Coalition Government’s) ambition to improve public services without state expansion (Di Domenico et al., 2009). 

The UK policy’s pursuit of a ‘sector-focused policy agenda’ to enforce social enterprise development is unique among other national attempts to develop innovative approaches to welfare (Nicholls, 2010a). As part of modernization and reform agendas since the 1980s, different UK governments have assumed that, because they are rooted in their communities, social economy organizations, whether charities, voluntary organizations or social enterprises, have the capacity to better meet the needs of local people, thus building social cohesion (Di Domenico et al., 2009; Newman, 2001). Social enterprise, as a term, was first mentioned as a strategy for neighborhood renewal (Teasdale, 2010), underpinned by optimistic expectations of the role of small enterprises in combating social exclusion (Blackburn & Ram, 2006). The enormous financial and institutional efforts to support social enterprise development were initially driven by a strong focus on area-based exclusion, upon which the new hybrid was claimed to have a positive impact (Grenier, 2009). This agenda found manifestation in a new legal form in 2005 – the Community Interest Company (CIC) – that combined features of a tax-paying shareholder-owned company with a commitment to benefit the community (Nicholls, 2010a). This optimism, denounced by critics as a tactical maneuver to provide public service ‘on the cheap’ (Di Domenico et al., 2009), found its strategic expression in a wide range of political practices decentralizing public service and legitimizing local social enterprise as accelerators for innovation (Osborne & Brown, 2005). These ranged from the development of new regulatory mechanisms and reporting schemes attracting investors and building community trust (Nicholls, 2010a) to more subtle mechanisms of statistically broadening what counts as a social enterprise (Teasdale et al., 2013). 

Powerful measures creating an ‘enabling environment’ for social enterprises, accompanied by an appreciative academic discourse (Dey & Steyaert, 2010), continue to support political players in gaining public support for this apparently steadily growing new form. At the same time, reporting schemes and statistics have proven incapable of demonstrating what social enterprise achieves in practice for the initially targeted group – the socially excluded. For example, the new light touch regulation for CICs, according to Nicholls’ (2010a) analysis, produced a reporting format that can be used for very different strategic aims and fails to say anything about the ultimate performance of social enterprises. Likewise, the statistics produced by the Government primarily support the political discourse of social enterprise expansion (Teasdale et al., 2013), but fall short in investigating ‘real world effects’. Notably, there have been a range of scholarly efforts to critically analyze social enterprise discourse (Mason, 2012), processes of institutionalization (e.g. Dart, 2004; Nicholls, 2010a, 2010b) and social entrepreneurs’ narratives (e.g. Parkinson & Howorth, 2008). Yet engagement with the empirical effects of social enterprise policies on local communities remains scant among UK-based studies. 

Pioneering efforts to fill this lacuna have been made by Teasdale (2010) who presents four case studies from an inner-city community. He demonstrates that different forms of social enterprise, some of them hierarchical business ventures with a social mission and others more classical community-based cooperatives, address different aspects of social exclusion. A more historical view is taken by Chew (2008) who traces charities’ institutional development of CICs. Confirming the two major trends of austerity and entrepreneurialization, such processes of change result not only from external pressures to create new and more diverse sources of income, but also from the need to reinforce public confidence in the charity. A different, more actor-oriented perspective, suggests that social entrepreneurs in the UK engage in particular forms of bricolage to handle resource scarcity while sustaining their social objectives (Di Domenico et al., 2009). All three examples, even though developing insightful historical and process-oriented perspectives, take a comparative angle rather than diving deeper into the single case. An analysis of narrative accounts is favored over a more embedded view that includes observational data, multiple perspectives and local context. An interesting step in the direction of community focus is an early contribution of Froggett and Chamberlayne (2004) who engage in deep, biographical conversations with the nurse Nell. The article provides an exceptional case in which the interpersonal, organizational and policy domains are interlinked with each other in order to understand how notions of ‘active citizenship’ shape and are being shaped by local communities.

All of the above efforts, in one way or another, suggest the need to take account of the local complexities of community entrepreneurialization. Such scholarly endeavors provide insights into the motives and strategies of community organizations and their leaders’ constant balancing act between being entrepreneurial and being social (see also Berglund & Schwartz, 2013; Seanor & Meaton, 2008; Spear et al., 2009). Yet research that scrutinizes not just the behavior of individual actors and institutions, but takes the community as a unit of study and creates space for engagement with target groups remains undeveloped. There are three reasons behind our attempt to introduce a community angle to the debate on social enterprise. A community perspective is based, first, on the premise that the particularities of a geographical and socio-economic setting fundamentally shape the emergence of social enterprises within that very setting. Second, it allows for a consideration of the interactions between different public providers and charities, policy actors, newly emergent businesses, ‘target groups’ or ‘customers’, and funding institutions. Third, taking community as an analytical field accommodates the ideals of ‘neighborhood renewal’, the ‘revitalizing entrepreneur’, and social inclusion that have shaped UK policy efforts in recent decades. The following section dives deeper into these three arguments.

A community perspective on social enterprise
The suggested empirical shift towards community echoes Steyaert and Katz’ (2004) turn toward the spatiality and geopolitics of entrepreneurship. In their introduction to a special issue on this theme, the editors proposed an examination of neighborhoods, communities and circles in order to overcome a view in which social context is framed as a factor affecting and affected by entrepreneurship. The authors sought to move away from scholarly approaches treating entrepreneurship and community as two distinct entities affecting each other, instead suggesting the former is ingrained in the fabric of culture and of community. A context-sensitive study of socio-cultural processes turns the study of entrepreneurship away from its selective focus on entrepreneurs and different models of entrepreneurial institutions towards a focus upon social processes and everyday activities (Steyaert & Katz, 2004). The latter aspiration falls in line with our desire to focus upon different agentic experiences, capacities and moves as well as interactions between diverse individual and organizational patterns of action. 

The second scholarly source that motivates us in shifting perspective to community evolves more directly from the social entrepreneurship debate, in particular contributions problematizing the lack of substance behind the ‘social’ in social enterprise (e.g. Cho, 2006; Dey & Steyaert, 2010; Teasdale, 2010). According to Cho (2006), social enterprise definitions often leave the social undefined and neglect that what is considered to be social is the outcome of complex negotiation and, ideally in the terms of Habermas’ (1987) theory of communicative action, deliberative political processes. This negotiatedness becomes more clearly visible when we consider those social purposes that are sources of current controversy, for example children’s adoption by homosexual couples or the adequate treatment of prisoners (Kreutzer & Mauksch, 2014). It is in this respect that a community perspective beyond that of singular institutions provides a more fruitful angle because it makes room for the ‘negotiatedness’ and ambiguity of socially meaningful action. A community, in the sense of a geographical, socio-economic entity with permeable boundaries, is one of the public forums in which people engage in discussions over the common good.

Among the dimensions associated with community as a group of people who ‘share common culture, values and/or interests, based on social identity and/or territory’ (Gregory et al., 2005, p. 103), the notion of community employed here is focused on the latter, geopolitical criterion also highlighted by Steyaert and Katz (2004). We are aware that we thereby tend to neglect other manifestations of communities, especially those of a transnational, imagined character (Anderson, 1991; Taylor, 2003). Yet we derive this understanding of regional social organization from the way social entrepreneurship is politically thought of and practiced in the UK, as a measure to diminish area-based exclusion through sector-focused, municipal interventions. ‘Community development’ is an established policy agenda in the UK and the most prevalent institutionalized attempt to achieve social change on a regional level. These strategies of welfare reform and community policing are described by academics as a typical instrument of neoliberal states to transfer to groups of citizens’ roles previously assumed by the state (Gregory et al., 2005). 

In what follows, we present the case of Parkfield, a community situated in Merseyside, an urban area in the North-West of England. We are interested in how this community, in one large conurbation, responds to both the structural transformation of area-based initiatives and to the wider challenges of austerity. We are interested in the specificity of a local environment, its characters, networks, agitators, problems, and issues. At this level of analysis, actors and networks are potential resources, not just the problems that policy-makers and planners perceive. We are interested in understanding how such agents, networks and communities are affected by and respond to the changing climate. How do organizations negotiate in situations of perceived financial crisis? Do they develop new ways of tackling social issues and new income streams or rather tend to relabel and reframe ongoing activities? How do target groups engage in this socially deprived environment and express their needs and desires? Which new projects emerge and what role do they take in this complex setting? How do diverse organizations compete over funds and what are the strategies they develop? The empirical section looks specifically at the place of social enterprise as it is developing in this community in the current climate of austerity.
The Case of Parkfield
Parkfield lies on the edge of the centre of a major city. This city has seen its budgets cut by 58%[footnoteRef:2] in real terms in the past four years. To meet this challenge, like many others, the city has tightened social care eligibility criteria, cut spending on youth services, libraries, parks and recreation services and has looked to release assets, including old buildings and land. For cities in this position, it is important to attract inward investment and to encourage local economic development through enterprise. Local politicians have publicly sought to appear ‘open for business’, easing the way for investments and making land available for development. At the local community level, active support for entrepreneurialism through business development work has been cut, but the take-up of funding from national sources to financially support social enterprise has been encouraged. [2:  This figure is the one used by the local authority, though central government might question the scale of this cut.  We have, however, not referenced the source in order to maintain the anonymity of the case.] 

As the name suggests, Parkfield sits on the edge of a large Victorian park. It was once a prosperous community, with a thriving high street and buildings suggestive of the wealth the conurbation had experienced in the past. Villas surround the immediate edges of the park but, over time, a number of these have fallen into disuse and poor repair. Instead of family homes, they have become bedsits and hostels catering to a growing population of ex-offenders and others who have left long-term institutional care of one form or another, often referred to as ‘asylums without walls’ (Manning and Shaw, 1999, p. 9). Rates of unemployment and ill-health are higher than city region and national averages. 36% of children, twice the national average, are classed as living in poverty and educational attainment levels are low against all measures, 33% of residents having no formal qualifications. 9.2% of 14 to 18 year olds are not in education, employment, or training. 30% of residents are on health-related benefits compared to 16% locally and 9% nationally. The crime rate, of 125.5 per 1,000 of population, is significantly higher than the local average of 99.3, with domestic burglaries being the most significant problem. Recidivism amongst those released from the local prison is over 60% within one year.
This is an image familiar to many urban communities in the UK. However, Parkfield is particular in one significant respect. There is an almost complete absence of Registered Social Landlords (RSL). Elsewhere, Housing Associations and other forms of RSL have increasingly picked up some of the service shortfalls arising as financial crisis forces local authorities to cut services. In this conurbation, RSLs have invested in employment and healthy aging schemes, in renovating the built environment and in stimulating social enterprise. In the absence of RSLs, Parkfield has not directly benefited from such social interventions. At the same time, the high levels of privately rented accommodation in Parkfield results in a housing stock in poor and declining repair.
Politically, this vulnerable community has been dominated for more than thirty years by a single party from a faction that has never held executive authority. It has, therefore, not been anyone’s priority for financial aid and intervention. For public servants, this is a community that nobody wants to work in. There is no future in serving the local politicians, as a small island of opposition in a one-party authority. At the same time, the community has gained a reputation for rejecting all help. Partly as a consequence of this environment, previous investment strategies have consistently focused on two adjacent communities. Parkfield’s high street boasts none of the new Health Centres that have been built elsewhere. The police station is marked for closure. Old Victorian public buildings have been shut and left in a state of neglect. A newly built play area in the park was vandalized. It is in this community context that our study has begun. We continue the narration by sketching some of the responses of public education institutions to the climate in which they find themselves, before turning to charitable and private providers of therapy and care and, finally, to the emergent social enterprise economy.

Narratives of change
Education
On the fringes of the park that is at the center of Parkfield lie two educational institutions, one a Secondary School, the other an Adult Education Centre. Faced with shrinking budgets, they are now expected to maintain or raise standards and to attract more learners in order to retain their funding.
The Secondary School, serving the 11-18 age range in the local community, has a reputation in some subjects. But it has also gained a reputation for excluding pupils from courses and from sitting for final exams. There is a significant body of students at risk of exclusion or who are, in some way, identified as difficult. The School has begun to look for external resources to draw upon to work with this group. A Trust has recently supported the appointment of a Green Coordinator, whose role is to engage these difficult students in learning more about the natural world in the belief that practical learning will be more engaging. But the project works within the School. There is little engagement with the Park beyond the school gates. The difficult pupils are internally exiled.

The Adult Education Centre has, for many years, catered to a small audience of the middle class driving into the community to take evening classes in languages, local history, and crafts. The service is part funded by the local authority, but it has long secured funding, including from the EU and area-based initiatives, to run courses in an excluded community which actually cater to the interests of the well-to-do. Austerity has placed this service at risk. In response, the Adult Education Centre has retreated into inactivity. They have done little to better understand the needs of the community and continue to run courses that attract dwindling attendance. At one ‘open-day’, they attracted less than ten people to come into the Centre, underlining their impression of an unappreciative local community. (In contrast, one of the social enterprises, to which we turn later, attracted 250 people to a community consultation event and 15 regular participants in a personal development program.) The local authority is beginning to scrutinize the value of the Adult Education Centre, questioning the return for the investment. Instead of looking to generate more income by, for example, renting out its facilities to other organizations, the Centre has thrown up so many hurdles (insurance, policies, certificates) as to make their use almost impossible. While one response to crisis might be to become more entrepreneurial, this organization appears to be hoping the crisis will pass and it will survive largely unchanged.

The farming of care
Also on the fringes of the park, occupying some of the grand Victorian villas, are numerous private and charitable establishments. Responding to the growth in community care and the wholesale contracting out of service provision by local authority social services, these agencies have blossomed over the recent past. The impact of public service contracting on the ethos and values, the internal organization and the quality of care provided by charities and voluntary organizations has been much remarked upon (Newman, 2001). With budgetary cuts, there are increasing pressures on the unit cost (that is the fee charged to the National Health Service or to Social Services for each client) and a tightening of eligibility criteria that has forced change upon such agencies. Two examples:
A private drug and alcohol rehabilitation service has, for many years, specialized in working with people from the local community who have been sent for treatment because they have shown a commitment to complete abstinence, as opposed to using substitutes such as methadone. It was founded more than ten years ago by a businessman who had himself been an addict but had a clear profit-making purpose. The community focus was intended to help users leave more easily and to retain contact through volunteering for an alumni organization. As eligibility criteria and resources have tightened and referrals from the conurbation have dropped, the service has looked beyond the local region for clients. At the same time, it has expanded, buying more properties on the edge of the park as unit costs and, therefore, margins were squeezed. This changed the ethos of the program and, in the eyes of some project workers, the standard of service has declined. The idea of alumni volunteering has been commercialized in order to create alternative income streams. The volunteer branch of the private organization has been formed into a CIC. Ex-users still volunteer, but the CIC returns a profit to the parent organization by working to small contracts. A negative effect of commercialization is that the organization tends to prioritize more narrowly on physical addiction, neglecting the social environment in which that addiction emerged. Whereas the organization previously pursued a more holistic approach, it now sends out ‘clean’ people without attending to their overall living situation. Lack of housing or employment, and the associated vulnerability to relapse, are not the rehabilitation centre’s focus of concern. Routinely, they take back recidivists who went through their treatment months ago. 

A national charity works with former long-term patients from secure mental health institutions.  These institutions have been closed and the former patients are now to be cared for in the community. This charity has a large house on the edge of the park. It maintains clients in bedsitting rooms. The corridors and stairs are monitored to alert the minimal staff to any movement. Residents are maintained in the community rather than treated. The one resident who can regularly be seen wandering the park describes himself as an ‘escaped output’, such is his awareness of his place in the local social economy.

Social Enterprise
In this context, as in many other cities and towns, the idea of social enterprise has emerged to embrace a multitude of activities and ideas. The following gives insights into two social entrepreneurial organizations working in Parkfield.
A Carpenter, himself an alumnus of the private rehabilitation service above, has spent some time ‘giving back’ through the associated CIC but, after a period of about a year, has become disillusioned. He decided to establish his own business. The choice of a CIC is, in part, shaped by another CIC. This is a larger organization, already established for some years and operating across the conurbation. This larger organization has secured resources available to those who encourage the start-up of CICs. It also owns premises, a former public service building, which it rents out to CICs. It is engaged in creating its own clients, profiting in the short and longer term. The Carpenter has no great social purpose except in so far as he is not motivated by personal profit. But he could just as easily have operated as self-employed or as a simple private business. He does have access to sources of support that these legal forms would not allow, but he is fundamentally an artisan.

A Kindergarten has set up as a CIC, drawing income from the subsidized childcare available to encourage more parents into work and off benefits. As a Kindergarten, it is successful and has gained a reputation for providing good quality and affordable services in an area that desperately needs them, but its premises are temporary and limited. Growth becomes a possibility and there is both vacant land and an empty Victorian public building adjacent to their premises. They can acquire these, not least because as a CIC they operate under an asset lock – that is the old public building will return to the public sector or to another asset locked organization (e.g. a charity or another CIC) should the Kindergarten fail. Having secured these premises, the organization now finds itself engaged in another business: the management of property. In this case, the property needs significant investment, in the order of several million pounds, as well as maintenance and running costs. The focus of the organization has changed significantly.

A Social Care CIC has developed a service model that draws upon experience of the failings of statutory agencies, Appreciative Inquiry methods, and an explicit purpose to help people to help themselves. It uses the park at the heart of the community as a space, even a room, in which to engage people in contributing in a positive way, through gardening, exercise, discussions, to their community. In particular, it tries to connect people who, in large part because of crime, addiction and poverty, have become isolated and labeled as in some way lacking, according to the deficit models of most statutory services. It has chosen to be a CIC, rather than a charity or voluntary organization, because these forms have been associated with paternalism and grant dependency. It has encouraged people out of the Charity’s facility, worked with the Green Coordinator in the Secondary School and engaged the Carpenter in community arts projects. It has brought over 150 people into the park to tend the gardens and plant trees. It runs the courses and community consultation events in the Adult Education Centre that dwarf the attendance at any other activities held there. It draws upon extensive evidence of the therapeutic value of all of these activities and is widely acknowledged as innovative and achieving results in a community most had given up on. But, to date, it is largely a voluntary body with very limited funding.

Framing the Complexity of Parkfield: Emergent Questions
Rather than providing a full-fledged analysis, the above examples of seven different organizations working in Parkfield and their target groups outline an emergent research setting. The case illustrates the kinds of decisive questions the researcher feels provoked to ask only when taking a more holistic community perspective that goes beyond the case study of one (or multiple) organization(s). In what follows, we provide a list of emergent themes for future engagement with the interactions, mutual expectations and misunderstandings between diverse local actors and organizations.

First, a fundamental challenge in Parkfield’s social environment arises from a misalignment between social workers’ expectations and an apparently ungrateful crowd of beneficiaries. The Adult Education Centre’s focus on offering courses and services without, however, identifying a community need beforehand is far from being unique or exceptional. Health Trainers have been appointed by the local health services to encourage more people to live healthier lives. Sports and physical exercise courses are made available to encourage people to exercise more. Many of these trainers and coaches express exasperation that their well-intended interventions are not well used. They do not (for better or worse) adopt a more comprehensive business approach based on principles like customer demand or quality control. The failure of their offers is not understood as a failure in creating an attractive service, but a failure in beneficiaries’ to appreciate these well-meant initiatives. Such a ‘provide and they will come’ attitude and disappointment about an apparently unappreciative response is prevalent among the public agencies’ efforts for improvement in Parkfield. This sense of futility aggravates the widely shared sentiment that there is little to be achieved by and nothing to be gained from working in this community. It becomes evident that the organizations we have considered have given in to the pressure to entrepreneurialize by commercializing some of their offers, but continue to frame new activities in terms of ‘provision to beneficiaries’. In other words, the nature of the relationship between clients and the providers remains fundamentally unchanged. 

Second, the example of drug addicts, in particular, provides a case in which commercial orientation creates financial flexibility for the organization, but does so at the expense of the target group. Entrepreneurializing here means that the complex work of personal and social development is narrowed down to a basic offer of simple treatment. The case again suggests that social enterprise can institutionalize loopholes for those who are ‘better off’ among the lower margins of society (an observation made elsewhere, e.g. Blackburn & Ram, 2006), but fails to include people in greatest need. The therapeutic value of caring for addicts and those with mental ill-health diagnoses in the community, for example, appears to remain elusive. By way of a counter case, the Social Care CIC successfully sustains a holistic focus, by engaging people not only through gardening, but by connecting this activity to a wider process of personal change for beneficiaries. Yet this CIC largely relies on volunteer work and cannot reach its full potential due to financial issues. The aspect of specialization on narrow interventions among social enterprises is not, per se, a negative one if one considers that social enterprises contribute in meaningful ways to a particular field of action. But this trend creates problems once social enterprise is structurally prioritized over the fundamental long-term provision of holistic social care and presented as a one-size-fits-all solution. These tensions signal that a free flow of enterprise certainly leaves people excluded, especially in those fields in which the potential for financial revenues is low.

Third, the community setting of Parkfield demonstrates that social deprivation comes along with other structural issues, such as the condition, design and use of physical space(s), including houses, parks and other areas in which a community lives and works. For example, the Kindergarten’s future development is strongly dependent on whether it will successfully manage the recently acquired property. Similar conclusions can be derived from the case of the Carpenter and the Adult Education Center, for which a meaningful utilization of space emerges as a major issue for survival. The Secondary School and the mental health Charity both face an issue we describe as ‘internal exile’, which basically means that personal lives are positively changed, but within a particular setting which is socially dislocated from the community’s social and political realms. The point here is that this form of social marginality also bears spatial aspects. Moreover, Parkfield’s social situation cannot be decoupled from the housing and environmental issues it has to face. On the contrary, the descriptions above make evident that the problems of beneficiaries to find a place to live, vacancies and dilapidated buildings, and struggles over real estate property resemble and often reinforce the difficulties in the life situations of people. Current developments evolve in a direction in which fields of action further diversify, with professional organizations focusing on singular aspects of community deprivation. This tendency neglects the intensity with which these fields of action are intrinsically connected and dependent on each other. The introduction to or reinforcement of competition in the social sector hampers the pursuit of a collective master plan beyond individual interests.

Fourth and finally, one might assume that Parkfield is an extreme case that deserves considerable attention in terms of restructuring, financial investment and innovation. What in fact happens is that investment is channeled to other communities so that the area becomes a place where social work appears to be a very tough and unwanted job. This tendency exemplifies looping effects in which the degree of deprivation reinforces removal of investment in terms of money and efforts (such as the closure of the police station), which again triggers further marginalization and impoverishment. A community thus needs to be viewed also from a perspective in which flows of attention and money follow inherent logics of unequal distribution. A worm’s eye view on policy intervention generates insights into how these flows are interpreted and faced by local communities, and into their struggle for survival. 

Conclusion
From a broader perspective on Parkfield we have to conclude that social entrepreneurialization does not, of itself, represent change. In the absence of greater clarity about the ways in which resources circulate in communities and an understanding of the ways commissioning frameworks operate, particularly as resources diminish, social enterprises can become one element in cycles of further deprivation rather than sources of innovation. In many cases, charities and voluntary organizations have adopted the commercial veneer, appearing less dependent upon donations, grants and government contracts while remaining largely dependent upon precisely these. We have developed four insights gained from a community perspective, all of which highlight the need for analyzing complex relationships between diverse groups, entrepreneurs and institutions. These insights are suggestive of future research agendas, for example, a deep-diving analysis of actual flows of community funding, an investigation of how the shift from long-term provision to short-term intervention affects target groups, or the ways in which social enterprises engage with and seek to reshape physical space.

At the outset of this paper, we have outlined the UK-specific contextual conditions for the emergence of social enterprise. Studying the community evidently includes linking back locally gained insights to grand policy agendas, and developing an embedded critique of these. For example, the CIC form, once developed to enable and trigger social enterprise development, also created the possibility of, or even a push towards, narrow interventions, as exemplified through the case of the drug rehabilitation service. A once more holistically oriented organization retreated to a more commercially oriented approach of first treatment and selective care. The expansion of the label social enterprise by means of statistics, on the other hand, distracts attention away from the concrete work organizations are involved in. The label comprises highly diverse organizations the social value of which might not go beyond a broad allocation to the Third Sector, and sometimes even less than that.

Reflecting on the two trends we identified at the outset, those of the retreat of the state from the direct provision of services and the emergence of faith in the role of social enterprise and the social entrepreneur in resolving social problems, we have sought to offer some insights from the analysis of evidence from one community. In doing so, we do not overstate our evidence or argue that the patterns we carved out will be repeated elsewhere. We recognize the preliminary and particular nature of this work. However, our focus upon a community as the unit of analysis reveals some of the variety of forms that social enterprises take and how they connect to other institutions responding to the same pressures and competing for the same resources. We will also see, with time, how these enterprises develop in this community and, perhaps more important, the ways in which they fill (or fail to fill) the gaps in services and the fabric of the community that are emerging with the retreat of the state.
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