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Summary: This paper considers the role of social enterprisea mixed economy of rural
service provision. Drawing on a qualitative studytlie Highlands of Scotland the article
challenges recent UK and Scottish public policidsicv seek to increased community
involvement in service co-production. Based on B8ferviews with social enterprise
stakeholders, the findings suggest that sociakpnses play a role in improving quality of
life in rural areas.
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1. Introduction

Change in the direction of rural policy has bedrermationally driven by economic and
social developments, as well as the emergencewfrequirements and attitudes amongst
rural communities looking to improve life quality][ Today, rural areas are challenged by
an ageing population and out-migration of youngpgbealue to poor infrastructure in the
widest sense (e.g. public transport, healthcare chnitticare facilities, education, job
opportunities). Rural and remote areas are oftemadierised by a higher unemployment
rate and are less developed, when it comes to sibteservice provision in comparison to
urban counterparts [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. Now, one =t might help rural areas to address
their challenges, and by doing so become morecttteaplaces to live and work, could be
by considering models of service provision beydrelgublic sector. A mixed economy for
service provision or ‘third way’ would suggest dosooperation between the public sector
and a range of non governmental organisations ftabmrate in co-production of services
[7, 8]. In the UK, current governments believe thahixed economy can contribute to the
improved delivery of public services [9, 10, 11].1Phe social economy or ‘third sector’
already makes a substantial contribution to thenesty of rural, peripheral and
disadvantaged communities and is perceived to beffagtive player in delivering some
goods and services [11, 12, 13]. According to Osbdi4], social enterprises might be
especially useful in providing local services irmge areas that are ‘hard to reach’.
Moreover, McGregor et al [15] note that this appioaan be used where the public sector
is unable or unwilling to take on the full costssefvice delivery. It has been suggested that
social enterprises may be uniquely positioned &ohemarginal groups because they are not
viewed as organs of the state. They may be costt@fé, flexible and innovative compared
with public services.

Using empirical data from a study of the developmeh social enterprises in the
Scottish Highlands, this paper considers the rdlesaxial enterprise within a mixed
economy of rural service provision. It considers éxtent to which social enterprises might
deliver services to rural communities. To arrive aatdeeper understanding this paper
explores questions: a)hat might be the role of social enterprise in ixed economy of
rural service provision?b) What is the feasibility of producing sustainablecial
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enterprises in rural areas@) What is the enterprise dimension of rural sociategprise?
Can a cultural shift in thinking towards enterprisgther than an extension of voluntary
type organisations be achieved?

The paper is structured as follows: it begins bgvjling information on UK and
Scottish policies and trends towards social econonggnisations. Discussion continuous
by explaining the nature of social enterprises. Mehodology of the study is explained.
Findings are summarised conclusions and suggedtiofigrther investigation are given.

1.1. Policy about social enterprise

In the UK social enterprise is promoted as a ddsitanponent of national development
[9, 10, 12]. The primary reason for this is a shiftpolicy concerning the way in which
many public services are designed, organised alidedsd, and the belief by prevailing
neo-liberal governments [16] that the welfare statiés ‘pure’ form is unsustainable due to
preferences for lower taxation [17]. An ageing pgafian will put heavy demand on service
provision particularly in rural locations [2, 3,.8Tonsequently, new solutions for service
provision are being nurtured. For instance, thexe lbeen increasing interest in non-state
players delivering social services [11, 12] and th€ government exhibits a strong push
towards the use of social enterprises highlightthgir role in providing services to
communities in partnership with the state. In Sowdl policymakers’ support for social
enterprises is expressed by the publication oSiaal Enterprise Strategy which foresees
their continuous development [12]. Areas such amay healthcare, social services,
education and utilities have been identified agpidal fields for growth of social enterprise
[9, 10, 12].

Common desire for societal development is now mgfhras the dominant model for
future service provision [7, 18]. As part of thexad economy a social enterprise can be
describes asan organisation that operates independently of #tate and is specifically
concerned with investment and surplus reinvestifcergocial objectives9]. Rather than
being driven by the need to maximise profit forrehalders and owners, social enterprises
are orientated to achieving public good. In otherds, surpluses are reinvested for the
benefit of stakeholders, not shareholders [19]. Thee driver for social enterprise is
perceived as the ability to address a particulatiatochallenge through a formal
organization; the common characteristics includeemprise orientation, social aims and
social ownership [20]. Social enterprises are prech@s being able to take cost-effective,
flexible and innovative steps to address locallehgkes [19]. With business activities used
purely to achieve social goals and to obtain fimareelf-sufficiency, social enterprises are
different from the rest of those organizations asged with the social economy such as
co-operatives and voluntary organizations. Socialemrises are also distinct from
charities, although charities are increasingly Ingkat ways to maximize income from
trading; and from private sector companies withiqie$ on corporate social responsibility.
From a policy perspective, they are ideally busiessthat combine the entrepreneurial
skills of the private sector with a strong sociassion characteristic of charities [21].

Public services are particularly complex to provideural areas. While governments in
the UK acknowledge this, they are reluctant to mtewspecific policy for rural services.
This causes difficulties for rural service provislewho must implement standardized
national policies that generally do not take actairthe organizational issues involved in
providing rural services. For example, rural seevicoviders cannot achieve economies of
scale from concentration or specialization. Corsigrs they could benefit from
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interconnected working between services, but silmlgets and having to implement
policies designed for urban settings discouragessemency working [2, 3, 5, 6].

The benefits of social enterprises for rural aescribed are that, by using a bottom-up
approach, services provided will more appropriatelet local needs and, by doing this,
satisfy local communities [6, 10]. Working collaatly is suggested to create social capital
that can be applied to other community issues aoiking for the collective is stated to
create confidence and build ‘human capital’ [1]ttban help people go on to obtain paid
employment. This issue is especially importanteamote areas which are often considered
as challenging when it comes to employability isslEexpansive claims are made in policy
about the social, human and economic benefits mextiby engaging in social enterprise,
however, these are largely unsubstantiated by meseavidence. The question of the
feasibility of producing sustainable social entexps in rural areas may also be pertinent
and has not been addressed in policy [21, 22].

There is much about rural life that suggests lopedduction of services by
communities might be successful. They might draanupaditional rural strengths — strong
mutual knowledge, sense of community and socialesm [23]. Moreover, social
networks are denser in rural, as compared withryrbettings, with resulting outcomes of
high levels of trust and active civic participati@4] — key components of the social capital
associated with social enterprise development.eXistence of co-dependence, reciprocity
and collective activity would also imply rural aseappear to represent a perfect nurturing
ground for social enterprises [23, 25]. Williams$]2otes those living in remote areas
display a greater propensity to engage in socidlerathan commercial entrepreneurship
compared with those living in urban areas. Consetlyiethe role of social enterprise in a
mixed economy of rural service provision, as sutggke®y politicians, may be promising
[21, 22].

Conversely, there are elements of culture, humgadaty and the legal and financial
context that might mitigate against the involvemeftiocal people in service provision
through social enterprises. Given their alreadyinished experience of service provision,
they may resent the imposition of further servicavgsion onto themselves. Clients might
demand professional help provided by the state seciating (wrongly perhaps) social
enterprise provision with erosion of rural servi§22]. Rural inhabitants, particularly long-
term locals who have worked out methods of informegiprocal ‘favour-giving’ might be
suspicious of receiving services from, and hesitabntribute work to, organizations such
as social enterprises which might be perceiveduto formal ‘entrepreneurial’ activity.
Instead, the support and understanding might bengi@ more traditional structures such as
voluntary organisations. In this case, a cultuhdft $n thinking towards socially orientated
enterprises is plausible, but can it be ever aeu®vRural places are comprised of
contesting groups whose positions and conspicussseeneightened by small populations
living in proximity in isolation. Connections bete community members may encourage
differential experiences of support [27]. Furthereothere may be a limited number of
people in rural communities with appropriate skdted willingness to participate [6]. Rural
social enterprises may experience structural diffies. Research highlights limited access
to: financial and information resources and scaroestricted funding [14, 21, 22].

There are thus conducive and non-conducive faetfiexting the development of the
role of social enterprise in a mixed economy ofakgervice provision. Rural locations,
which might be perceived to offer the ideal locatfor establishing and operating social
enterprise, might be simultaneously perceived gsided of resources, harsh, adverse and
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antagonistic areas presenting ‘distinctive chakkeng21, 22, 28]. The likely development
process and success of rural social enterpriseiefore hard to predict.

1.2. Methodology and resear ch design

Findings reported here originate form a larger gebpescribing barriers and promoters
for developing social enterprises in the Scottisghthnds. The area has a population of
373 000, covers 39 050 square kilometres and isobtiee most sparsely populated areas
of the European Union [29]. The topic is up to dateScotland is a country which is
currently experiencing a strong policy drive torggse the number of social enterprises and
generally expand the social economy [12]. The dep@rted here are based on the project
looking at the promoters and barriers to sociakmgmise and social entrepreneurship
funded by Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE, iegional development agency for the
north of Scotland. HIE are concerned with strengitige communities as well as building
economic development and thus have multiple inteiasstudy outputs.

In this study an exploratory approach and qualigatechniques were used. Face-to-face
interviewing was employed to allow focus on the ma@search questions, whilst allowing
for elaboration of themes [30]. Respondents weemstifled by using snowball sampling,
which is especially useful when the desired popatais ambiguous, multi-faceted or
elusive, and when the sampling frame is not eaxilyessible (which was the case it this
investigation) [31]. Thirty-five in-depth semi-sttured interviews were conducted with a
range of stakeholders involved in social enterprasgtivity, including: ten social
entrepreneurs (SE); five employees of social entap (ESE), five volunteers for social
enterprises (V) and five managers of social enigepr(MSE); five health and social care
professionals (HCP); two councillors (C) and thpesditicians (P). The interviewer held
free-flowing discussions, allowing interviewees éxpand on topics of interest. As
interviews built, it was possible to ask for thanpns of interviewees on points that had
been made by previous interviewees, although ¢lesaimes and designations were not
divulged. This method was appropriate for an exgitmy study and particularly beneficial
in that, in some cases, discussions led into ahedshad not previously been identified, but
which were significant for addressing the reseagudstions.

Interviews lasted 40-60 minutes and were recorditl, consent, and subsequently they
were transcribed. Field notes were also collatetl @yservations recorded. All data were
coded, categorised and analysed using the constamparison method and analytic
induction. Emerging themes formed the basis fotesgatic analysis of transcripts using
NVivo qualitative data analysis software program.

By considering suggested benefits of social enigepactivity, the potential role of
those organisations in a mixed economy of ruraliserprovision is considered. Further,
sustainability of socially orientated businessesdnigestigated; this by exploring existing
obstacles which influence their activity. Finalthe enterprise dimension of rural social
enterprises and the extent to which this fits wittditional voluntary sector organisational
models is examined.

1.3. Benefits of social enterprise
Respondents generally approved of the social eidermodel because of the potential

for positive impact on communities. It was notidedt, in actual cases social enterprises
satisfy local needs which otherwise would not be. iae bottom-up approach of social
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enterprise facilitates accurate identification dfe tsupport that is requiredsocial
enterprises are more responsive to local needstheyg do come out of local communities.
Lots of good things can happen through social gmises’ (ESE2).Moreover, several
people emphasised their role in creating job opmities: ‘this kind of business is good for
people who maybe had been unemployed for a long. timgives them a worthwhile
working ethic, a working place, to come. It givhem training; it helps them with skills
and learning.’(MSE3); ‘the profit that we make ismonetary, it's not financial. The profit
is wider social benefit because you're helping pedp keep well, you're helping people to
have more confidence and self esteem. You're liethair families because if people come
off benefits they feel better, they can providettieir family rather than not be well and be
on welfare benefits’ (SE1%imultaneously, the interviewees indicated thatad@mterprise
benefits spread to the wider community and the eeon ‘social enterprises get people
engaged in the labour market who wouldn't normailgve been engaged. All social
enterprises have an impact on society and therefloeeeconomy. So for example, | was
running a child care organisation in a communityoWw by providing child care, we
enabled the parents to go to college and to world You were also making sure that those
children were getting good play and developmerEX)S ‘the benefits of people working,
it's so much more than not working and being ondfiés ... being unemployed, not having
any self worth makes people ill. And then thatdrain on society and on resources. And
by giving people jobs, it just turns round that atdgty and it makes a positive thing out of
a negative thing’ (V1)So, social enterprises are recognised for tha@nemic as well as
social contributions to societythe local development and economic agency loolkusn
[social enterprisehs we are a company with a social mission. But,atlsey see us as
stimulating the local economy. They see we're Indldhe company, we've got a factory
going on, we've got shops. It's really good for fleeal economy. It's really good for
private investment as well. It's the wider impaatiynave on the community’ (SE2).

Social enterprises have been appreciated for aibpects they offer. Respondents
suggested that these businesses may provide estucatid training. Moreover, by
employing and providing services, they support gepdople including those who are
disabled, homeless, or have addictions. Supporth@rageing population was mentioned
by several respondentthe amount of care that the population expect, éni about
expectation, is enormous ... and you're not goinpdable to afford it if you look at the
demography of the country; we’ll all getting oldé®l); ‘We do have an ageing
population. There’s no doubt about that and at thement, the way we take tax in this
country and the way we spend it means that it tsgoing to support that in the way that
we want it to happen’ (C2)This concern repeatedly appeared in discussionh wit
interviewees who often perceived it as a problenicivitannot be easily solved. Some
people were more enthusiastic in their approachatwve are definitely going to have to
cope with are hugely increased numbers of overéds plds and that's a mixture, that's
good news and bad news. Well, it's not bad nevesgiiod news, it's just the way how
we're going to cope with it' (C1Potential to develop social enterprises in heatith @are
service provision was identifiedWe’ve certainly considered whether or not we caoul
some services as social enterprises. We've kindaied at things like care homes for
older people, possibility of wider ranging servicesmmunity transport services running
as social enterprises. | think a lot of servicesuldobe run as social enterprises and
commissioned by the National Health Service."(HCP@hose are the people who are,
could be very productive and would love to be mdrthe team, a network, where they
could become involved'(C1po, older people were identified as active citizére can
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participate in community development by co-creasegvices for themselvesnvé have to
think about people looking after themselves, alseiftcare, about access to different sorts
of care that actually make you do it for yoursefither than rely on others.(P1)
Additionally, the importance of helping older peeb stay at home, rather then sending
them to hospitals or elderly centres (which might Jery expensive), was highlighted:
‘There are a large number of people who are isolatethe community either because of
distance or because of disability. They've got &wehsomebody who comes in, says hi,
cooks them their dinner, and then walks. Thosettagepeople that we should be targeting
with social enterprise’ (HCP4)it has been also recognized that in many casassport
schemes allow older people keep their independandestay at home. Thus, this could be
another opportunity for developing social entegsisWhen asked about accessibility to
public services and the level of the satisfactioithvweurrent service provision, it was
repeatedly noted:People recognise that there aren’t enough criticrvices nearby
people.... People need to feel safe around theirtthesdd their care services.’(HCP2);
‘We've got a different expectation of what healtld Zare services should be like. We want
them to be more personal services and we don'’t Weamh just to be done to us, any more.
It's about co-production of services’ (VIherefore, the respondents indicated that social
enterprises could support the National Health 8eriNHS) by creating a range of
services, which would not require highly speciaisskills and which would support a
healthier and fitter society. For instance, aspsath as smoking cessation, helping people
change their diet, helping people to become morgsiphlly active were identified as
potential areas for developing social enterprig&viag ‘Obviously critical kind of stuff has
to be done at hospitals and surgery, but there’slefsort of things connected with well
being, that prevent people becoming ill. If we dobbve more services which promoted
well-being.... That seems to me, to be much betitrdsto a social enterprise model’
(ESE4). There were therefore practical suggestions asow the role of the social
enterprises in a mixed economy might increase. &'leas little discussion of how the
public sector could practically co-produce or cantrwith social enterprises. The important
question of creating sustainable social enterpasisss.

1.4. Sustaining the business

Theoretically, social enterprises can be develapeany business sector, in urban as
well as rural locations. But it is highly challengito set up and run a social enterprise
which both: improves quality of life by meeting smcneeds and generates sufficient
income to be self-sustainableunning a social enterprise is much harder thamning any
other kind of business because you've got mulghifuy you've got multi-stakeholders,
you've got multi-clients to deal with etc., so theyhugely complex organisations to run’
(SE7). In fact, there are many aspects which need toakentinto consideration when
looking at the sustainability of rural social epeses.

Being entirely self-sustainable might be problemator the majority of social
enterprises. Interviewees indicated that lack dfigant public funding is a barrier in
developing socially orientated businessés right that we should be seen as a business
and trade as a business but we will never make gimpuofit to pay for the costs of running
it. If we can generate 30%-40% of income ourselwegsuld be very happy with that. Even
if we could generate 50%, but | think businessesiging that sort of support to their
communities will always need help, will always nestbsidy. And people who say we
should be self sufficient don't know what theyaéing about, to be honest, because if
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anybody could do it then you wouldn’t have a prablgetting people jobs’ (MSE1); ‘I
don’t know if it could stand alone commerciallythink it would be lovely, if it could, but |
think you might need some funding underneath iasoa safety net’ (C1); ‘You can see an
example here and an example there where it reafyviiorked but what if the money dried
up completely for some reason ... you know the isastéity just ends’ (ESE2).Thus,
several people maintained that social enterprisei®i¢he security of ongoing funding. At
the same time, some of respondents suggestedulsities can ‘spoil’ social enterprises,
taking them away from being innovativeveé have to try and help them to get away from
the grant dependency part’ (P3)nterestingly, a number of people indicated that
continuing of the social enterprise can often beenmroblematic than starting uprie of
the most difficult things for setting up socialenprises, is not actually the start up phase,
the start up phase is the easy phase because $Hete’of people will give you support and
give you help at that stage. | think it's two, tangears down when you're not new anymore
and people think ‘They’re around, they should baydkAnd that's when it's actually more
difficult’ (ESED). Therefore, there is a belief that social entergrisieould be funded by
public organisations for a number of years beydad-sip: previously it was like running

a project but it's moving towards being a sociakezprise, now, because we're in the
commercial market a lot more and that's our aimbcome, | think 50/50 split. We'll
always need funding, but if we’re 50/50 withinl0. years, | think that is’ (MSE1)There
are many reasons why social enterprises are notlgnself-sustainable. For example, it
was noted that, in many cases, community groupsotipossess business skills and do not
know how to run an enterprisghé whole process of developing the businessafficul

for a social enterprise. People usually have ldtfamtastic ideas but to make those ideas
work, economically, it becomes more difficult arfittio there are people who are idealists
or are very passionate about a particular issue actually they don’t have a very clear
head when it comes to running a business’ (MSERIst'to have a social purpose and an
aim is not enough ... you need to have all the basiskills and the rest that go along with
it" (P2). Consequently, lack of relevant experience and tafcknowledge lead to failure
and disappointment. An alternative approach sugdest/olves hiring a paid professional:
‘we’ve actually got a very skilled manager who's edinom the private sector and we've
learned so much from her experience and it did exsigk how little we knew. We were
community workers and people who were interestedhan youth project but didn't
necessarily have the skills to make that happeh).(Mthough it is not the cheapest option
to appoint ‘an expert’ it might be a method thdbwk social enterprises to survive and
grow. Respondents reported that social enterpopesating in rural areas can encounter
problems with finding somebody who possesses thbt rmix of business skills and
community skills. Moreover, it might be difficuld tfind an adequate number of volunteers
or staff to run a businesswvé may have enough entrepreneurs but they need pdople
because they don't operate individually, they openraithin organisations they set up and
they need sufficient numbers of people within tigamisations to deliver the service. Small
numbers of population often means there’s not endall for them so often they can’t get
enough people to grow the service in the way theyldvlike to’ (P2).Further analysis
showed that the aspect of rurality has an impacthenactivity of social enterprises and
their ability to become self-sustainable. As nolgdrespondents, in cities there is better
access to training opportunities for these busess, addition, the market is bigger and
there are more customerdt Would be a lot easier for a social company ira&ow or
Edinburgh to actually emerge and become a reallydgself sufficient company than being
in rural place because we haven't got the populatie haven't got the sales’ (SE2).
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Rural areas were also associated with a higherimgneost, for instance, due to
geographical conditions. One of the respondentd #@it the transport and travel is a
considerable problem: &ting people to work is more expensive so you lawvey and
give people higher wages to cover their transpoosts’ (SE9). Like commercial
enterprises and the public sector, rural sociaerpnises find they do not benefit from
economies of scale. Instead, the business haadaafiniche market and operate within it.
As a result, enterprise remains relatively small.

When exploring a question related to the feasjbitif producing sustainable social
enterprises critical comments about the public aegbrocurement process were
encountered. Specifically, social enterprises hathlpms due to their naturthere was a
commercial private sector firm and a social entéspr both of whom were providing
services but it involved adults with learning diffities coming out and working with them.
So, they got money for the day placements for divdtsa Now, the private sector company
got paid four times the amount than social entesgifor each person they took on a daily
basis’ (MSES). Also, there may be an expectation that socialrpritees will deliver for
very low cost: ‘ve have just returned a contract to the local auityoand said to them:
sorry, but we can’t deliver this for you any moféere’s not enough money in it' (SE9).
Respondents suggested, there is a common percéipdibsocial enterprises should provide
cheap services, sometimes even for free, as thaytwaupport local communitiest the
moment we're doing ifservice provisionffor nothing which means that social services
aren’t paying anything for placing two or three md® with us’ (V4).In spite of these
challenges, socially orientated businesses ren@sitiye and enthusiastic: &wneed to find
a source of sustainable income so that we don’agéahave to rely on applying for grants
everywhere’ (MSE3); ‘That's political speak: ‘théydo it for nothing’. Or: ‘let's make the
community responsible for its own’. Well, | doni¢abree about that. But the fact is that
people need to be paid to do things’ (SE3).

Although there are some obstacles for developinti-ssstainable rural social
enterprises, it has been noted that rural areasoffan a hospitable environment that is
unique and cannot be met in urban placpsople understand that you can't separate out
your social needs and your, the economy and théces. Everything has to come together
because the communities are so small. And to be s@lf reliant, people are willing to
take on initiative whereas | think sometimes inlitggyer cities like Glasgow, people expect
things just to be given to them. Whereas in thenldigds & Islands, people know that they
have to fend for themselves a bit more’ (V2); Umal areas people have got more interest
in working together to solve things collectivelyerdas in cities someone else can always
do it, because there’s enough people around. Buuial communities, people have to
solve more of their own problems’ (ESE1)Many interviewees claimed, that apart from
having a sense of being part of the community,| iaf@bitants possess strong motivations
which help them in resolving many problentural areas can be very creative. If the
community interest is there, | find that the bamsiearen’t really that huge any more’
(MSE2); ‘Remote and rural practice allows us alttsaof potential innovations that would
be much more difficult in an urban setting. Prinhafiecause in rural areas there is a real
need to make change because the pressures upore wbsolute and ultimate because
we’ll only have one or maybe two individuals prangla service and if you lose those
individuals then you have no service, it's not ttiere’s a little hole in it, there’s just no
service. So what I'm interested in is the sustailitstof remote and rural health and social
services’ (HCP2)Some respondents suggested that social enterprisemetimes set up
to address a public service that failed becaustefrurality issues. They suggested that
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social enterprises can arrive at innovative wayseiover services. Also, it was noticed that
in rural and remote areas there is a lack of stroompetition and therefore social
enterprises should have relatively easy accesshé& rmarket. Consequently, some
respondents suggested that there is a chanceaiingeelf-sustainable socially orientated
businesses in the rural Highlands.

1.5. The enterprise dimension of rural social enterprises

As noted in previous sections rural areas presamedlistinctive challenges for social
enterprisesithere are some real differences in terms of howpte think and how they
operate and who they support and that's a big issitkin a remote and rural area’ (P2).
Thus, the location may influence the extent of‘drgerprise’ dimension and the way how
social enterprises operate. Despite the fact tlAED Rural Policy Reviews [6] positively
assessed Scottish entrepreneurial behaviour, digquesser the ability to create socially
orientated businesses arises. To what extend Heeohcept of enterprise fit with the rural
ethos? Perhaps, given their long tradition, volyngector organisations might fit better in
rural settings. Consequently, in the following smtt it is considered whether or not a
cultural shift in thinking towards enterprise, maththan an extension of voluntary type
organisations, may be achieved.

The DTI [9] states that a number of voluntary oigations and charities are hesitant to
turn into social enterprises. In this investigatiowas decided to explore the theme and ask
respondents for their opinion. A number of intemées confirmed this statement arguing
that, in some cases, it would not be advisablefeoluntary organisation to transform into
more business-like enterprisésp it seems that you're just trying to make a dyar
profitable which isn’t what we're about’ (V3); ‘I'mot sure that turning everything into a
business is the right way to go.... You lose songetliing that....the passion....the
commitment. You want a lot of passionate peoplethry don’t need to necessarily be
driven and stressed about what they’re doing’ (V4).

An interesting justification was given by one oé ttespondents, who claimed, that the
reason for being reluctant about the idea of bengrai social enterprise was rooted in the
threat of losing independencepme voluntary organisations don’t want to go dothat
route because they feel if they do, they'll losrtimdependence; they’ll lose their ability
to speak up, for example, against government galidhnd if you take organisations for the
blind or for any kind of disability, their main ml really, is to be a spokesperson or to
speak on behalf of people with those kinds of diseb and if you get locked into
government contracts or local authority contradts much harder to be critical because
you're relying on those bodies for your income’ @4% The assumption that voluntary
sector organisations want to and have the capdoityun social enterprises might be
misleading:‘there’s a lot of people who really believe in soping a community. But |
don’t think enough of them think of it in termseoferprise. | think we’re really struggling
to shift the mindset from sort of charitable groupaked organisations of which we have
thousands and thousands, to a more entrepreneladis which is a much more
sustainable’ (SE6); 'Voluntary sector groups, asgps, aren’t very good at turning into
social enterprises’'(P2).

One interviewee linked resistance to change inHigglands to the culture being risk
averse:'l think it's a whole fear of change, it's aboutetlchange in approach and that
scares a lot of people. | think the Highlands arslands in particular are very
traditional.... They're always harking back to theldgn days.... Things change much
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slower up here than they do elsewhere, but it'sablem common across the country. So
there’s a fear of change. There’s also the riskdac.. They're frightened of taking that
role on because it is a whole quantum leap forwaasically, it's a whole shift in
approach. And | think it's been forced on organisas now because of the change in sort
of grant climate and shortage of grant funding’ JP3

Conversely, some people were excited about theegraf social enterprises and self-
support: | hate that idea of charity. | think social enteig® is different from a traditional
voluntary organisation. | mean obviously there iplace for giving, but | think that's a
very old fashioned and patronising way of doinghgls. Money should be invested and
social enterprise is about helping people to hékpnselves and find their own solutions. |
don't like charity which is all about just givingebause you feel sorry for somebody. It's
patronising. It puts the other person down.’

It was emphasised that social enterprises are’ ‘peainesses. If they want to survive
they have be profitable, they have to be competitimd have to deliver a good quality
service/product:they are businesses because they have to tendeofdracts’ (ESE3);
‘although you're a social enterprise, you're nofdient from any other business. You've
got to really make sure that although you've gatomial mission, the bottom line counts’
(ESE2).Also, as previously suggested, social enterprisesable to deliver some services
in a more efficient way. For instance, one intemge indicated that day care for people
with disabilities provided by their social entegwriis a lot cheaper than that provided by the
local authority This would indicate that socially orientated besises are entrepreneurial
in their approach. Simultaneously, it was noted gwcial enterprises act differently in
some ways compared to their commercial counterp@pscifically, rural social enterprises
perceive an ethical constrainthey can't fully behave as enterprises in the weat the
formal enterprise sector would take for granted2jM~or example, rural social enterprises
do not want to create a business that alreadyseiisthe village/town!so, my thinking
was, well let's set up something specifically fepple and set up our own business and if
we can find a business that doesn’'t encroach on laogy else’s business, because
everybody’s got to make a living, and there’s ksl lots of small businesses with just one
or two or three employees, so people are trying Yeard to make a living. So | didn't want
to upset that and | didn't want to displace othersinesses’ (SE10Yhis conservative
approach is characteristic for small places wheampfe know each other and live together.

2. Conclusion

The findings suggest that: a) social enterprisey play a growing role in a mixed
economy of rural service provision by co-producegumber of services. Potential for
rural social enterprises was identified in priméealth and care services; b) only a few
rural social enterprises seem to be entirely sedfesnable. Due to challenges and diverse
obstacles existing in remote places, rural socitdnprises may continue to require external
support; c) social enterprises are enterprisingy tire businesses with social objectives and
the enterprise dimension is used to become lesgndemt on external funding and
subsidies. Thus, they differ from voluntary orgatiisns as well as commercial enterprises.
Although social enterprise is highly promoted byigg it is still an emergent area with a
limited understanding of how this form of busineggrates. The role of social enterprise in
a mixed economy of rural service provision has lyabeen explored. Its future is hard to
predict, but as rural locations place increasingnaied on services (especially that
associated with the ageing population), it is ateresting area worthy of further
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investigation. Politicians debate about how to iower quality of life in remote and rural
places and, at the same time, seek to mange thefgasblic services. Although these two
aspects seem antagonistic to each other, develdprheocial enterprises may provide a
solution.

Growing social enterprise requires a realistic positive approach from local people as
well as policymakers. Given the political climateral people might need to embrace social
enterprise as co-production of services might bectm most likely way to achieve decent
service provision. Conversely, politicians shouliderstand that informal help which is
evident in rural locations cannot be easily forsedi and should not seek to take advantage
of rural conditions. Despite the fact that socialegprise may be perceived as a new type of
enterprise, it differs from its commercial countmp Social enterprises are often
constrained by their profile and cannot be as tabfe as commercial enterprises.
Consequently, it might be argued that they rely afitlalways (to some extent) rely on
external support. In spite of that, their entrepreial dimension should not be
underestimated. Further investigation exploringilginties and differences between rural
and urban social enterprises and their contributonthe mixed economy would be
valuable. An international comparative study on tbie of social enterprises in a mixed
economy of rural service provision would be usefulidentifying best practices. This,
however, might be problematic as the standard tiefirs, methodologies and practices
within this theme have not been developed yet.
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