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Introduction

The contracting out of state services to third sector organisations has become a dominant part of the UK policy environment (National Audit Office 2005), Kendall 2003). Larger charities and social enterprises have been enthusiastic although there has recently been some caution (NCVO 2006). Discussions, in third sector studies, have focussed on the dilemmas of contracting with the state. One implication that has received little attention is where voluntary organisations deliver services on contract directly to private sector organisations. 

This exploratory paper examines the emerging pattern in the field of work and training for disadvantaged groups or ‘work integration.’ Third Sector activity in delivering work and training to target groups and excluded communities in the UK has been around at least since the Government sponsored MSC Community Programme in the late 1970s and the Scottish WISE and Intermediate Labour Market initiatives (Spear 2001:245-7). The ‘Benn’ co-ops in the early 1970 offer an example from the co-operative field and arguably co-operative, worker buy-out or other mutual solutions go back much further. Recent research and scholarship in this field has been undertaken (Borzaga & Defourny 2001; Spear 2001) and has included the UK part of the trans-European PERSE research (Spear and Aiken 2003) as well as an examination of the location of social enterprises drawn to either a private or public sector market logics (Aiken 2006a). A smaller trans-European study, EMDELA (Aiken 2006b), followed up some of this work. Organisations such as the Centre for Social Inclusion (now named simply Inclusion) have also acted as an umbrella and research body in recent times for ‘transitional work’ especially via annual conferences which have brought together a range of public and third sector organisations. 

The EMDELA research found that the outsourcing of services had resulted in contracts being increasingly ‘bundled’ to include a broader geographical area and wider range of services. Trade Union commissioned research has shown how Job Centre Plus contracts have been increasingly outsourced, as part of civil service cutbacks, to private and third sector organisations (Davies 2006; 2007) and some of the effects on workforce security have been analysed (Cunningham & James 2007). This tendency has also been noted in recycling (Slater 2006) and a forthcoming comparison between third sector organisations active in work integration or recycling will be available soon (Slater & Aiken 2007). Such processes favour larger national organisations in bidding processes – from either large third or private sectors – which then sub-contract to locally-based organisations to deliver specialised elements. Hence local voluntary organisations in the field of work integration are starting to deliver contracts to agencies from either the third - or private - sector. 

The paper first examines some of the some of the current policy drivers in the work integration field. It then considers some of the range of organisations now involved in the field. It then looks at some of the implications for third sector organisations contracting with the private sector. How might the distinctive values of third sector organisations, local knowledge and trust, as well as policy structures such as compacts and Local Strategic Partnerships, be affected? How distinctive is the contribution of third sector organisations in the arena of social inclusion? Using ideas from institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell 1991), and notions of the hybridisation of the third sector (Evers 2005), the paper asks whether contracting with the private sector provides a new wave of dilemmas and a possible reconfiguration for the third sector in this field.

This paper draws on two previous research projects undertaken by the author with other researchers (PERSE & EMDELA); is informed by discussions and analysis with other colleagues
 and draws on desk research undertaken by the author during March 2007.

1. Current Policy Drivers in the field of work & training for disadvantaged groups

The traditional tendency in the UK has been to favour passive, rather than active, labour market approaches (Hill 2003:131). This has meant strategies aiming at improving the efficiency of the market through: improving information for employers and employees; increasing skill levels through training; improving access and mobility by making relocation easier; and using advice services to improve the match of jobs to people. From the 1990s provision was often targeted at particularly disadvantaged unemployed people in deprived neighbourhoods. There has been a tendency over the last 15 years to develop both more ‘active’ labour market policies, under the influence of models from mainland European models (Hill 2003), as well as more ‘passive’ and conditional approaches to welfare, derived from the Unites States. The New Deal programme initiated by the incoming Labour government of 1997 is the most notable ‘active’ example. 
The policy rationale has frequently been that a major cause of social exclusion was unemployment although there is some recognition now that for the ‘working poor’ and those facing multiple disadvantage employment is not the only problem (Social Exclusion Unit 2004:1). Target groups who have featured disproportionately in the unemployed have been the focus for programmes particularly within New Deal: young people, the over 50s, women with children under 5 years, ethnic minorities, those with low qualifications, people with disabilities, those with multiple social problems (those who are homelessness, suffer addictions, or ex-prisoners) or are in households or neighbourhoods where there has been an intergenerational history of poverty and worklessness. New Deal is composed of several strands targeted at different sub-sets of the unemployed. 

The ‘public service reforms’ have meant statutory services being contracted out for delivery by not-for-profit, or even private sector organisations, in a new ‘marketised’ local environment (Aiken 2006). This general trend has affected many of those statutory services delivered to unemployed people: particularly around the provision of training and advice and job search. On the whole, the national government sets the overall guideline on the level and intensity of a service that should be provided locally. The relevant government agency in a locality (such as regional Job Centres for job related activities and regional Learning and Skills Councils for training and learning activities) then seeks provider organisations to deliver such a service to unemployed or disadvantaged people to a standard set by government and which will be specified by a contract. 

Three institutional tendencies have been noted from our own research (Spear and Aiken 2003; Aiken & Bode 2004, Aiken 2006b). Firstly, a tendency for organisations to ‘cream’, or cherry pick, clients who were not so severely disadvantaged in order to meet contractually set output targets. Secondly, the degree of ‘churn’ whereby, in particular, young clients pass through programmes several time and do not establish a foothold in the regular labour market – again outputs may not be disturbed by this process. A third tendency was reported in the EMDELA research which we might describe as ‘evaporating’ young clients who simply drop out of the system altogether and find ways to survive.
In the past third sector organisations specialising in disabilities such as Shaw Trust, SCOPE and MENCAP have undertaken advice and placement services on such contracts. The tendency now is for contracts to be bigger covering a wider geographical area. So for example in 2006 in West Yorkshire the Job Centre awarded the contract for providing the specialist Pathways to Work programme to a voluntary organisation called DISC (Developing Initiatives Supporting Communities). Such an organisation may then in turn further sub-contract parts of the work to other smaller organisations. Not-for-profit agencies were originally seen as explicit agents or ‘partners’ in delivering some of the menu of Job Centre Plus services. They have had a particular role in offering advice services, work placements or work integration programmes and have been seen as important in helping tackle concentrations of unemployed people who face particular disadvantage. There were over 2,000 providers cited as having contracts with Job Centre plus from private and not-for-profit sectors (DWP 2004: 36). The Freud report (2007) has argued for a ‘cost neutral’ programme which seeks to fund work integration measures from benefit savings and looks set to favour larger scale organisations tendering for contracts. 

2. Institutional  and organisational actors: work & training for disadvantaged groups
The policy approach until 2004 was largely informed by a command and control structure between the national and local government agencies dominated by targets and outputs which was seen as a necessary part of the early stage of establishing the programme. The nature of the relation with not-for-profits was multi-faceted however it was dominated by them being seen as providers who would deliver services to the most disadvantaged. The policy was to ensure there were sufficient providers and that they would be of sufficient quality to deliver. In this sense it was seen that these agencies needed to have their capacity built to do the job (DWP 2004:37). Nevertheless the policy encouraged multi-agency working albeit with a narrow jobs and employment focus. It is likely therefore that different practise has emerged in a variety of settings dependent on local actors: in some cases a purely contractual relation and elsewhere a more partnership approach. In research undertaken in 2002 evidence was found of co-operative relations between a range of local statutory and not-for-profit agencies in Nottingham to develop local programmes (Spear and Aiken 2003). In this case a contracting not-for-profit was involved within these policy discussions which meant at times it was placed in a hierarchical position (the terms of the programme could not be easily influenced as they were centrally determined) and at other times in relation to policy and sharing expertise it was in a partnership role. In that research it was found that local organisations could gain quite high access to national policy making forums (Childcare Works, Necta, ECT and Furniture Resource Centre being notable examples).

The broader partnership approach – particularly Local Strategic Partnerships in towns and at sub-regional level – has brought together many providers and local policy makers across the broad welfare services delivery of which work integration is just one part. The experience of partnerships by not-for-profits has however not always been a positive experience for not-for-profits with the domination of more powerful actors prevalent (Lewis 2005).

A different approach to funding has been developed through social enterprise models whereby a not-for-profit aims to capitalise on a trading stream to generate funds and thus operate outside, or partially outside, public sector income. This has been undertaken by FRC in Liverpool and Create in the same town: using trainees to undertake productive work alongside a training provision for the trainees. This provides some freedom from public sector managerialism nevertheless it is probably only effective where trainees are not far from the labour market and can quickly become competent and they enable the organisation to remain competitive. Such organisations tend to operate in niche markets such as recycling or refurbishment (Spear and Aiken 2004). There were examples too of where local authorities had set up ‘arms length’ subsidiaries to undertake regeneration work including employment and training elements using a mixture of public funds (eg Renaisi in East London).

Aiken and Spear (2006) as part of the PERSE research identified the following types of social enterprise engaged in work integration in the UK: (a) Worker co-operatives (including social co-ops), (b) Community businesses, (c) Social firms, (d) Intermediate Labour Market (ILM) organisations, (e) Quasi-state social enterprises, (f) Trading voluntary organisations with employment initiatives. However Aiken (2006, 2007) identified that many smaller social enterprises were finding contracts increasingly bundled together with various services combined and offered on a regional basis to one large provider. This meant they had little chance to bid or, where they undertook sub-contracting, were faced with squeezed margins and were more remote from decision making about local fit.
Elsewhere I argued that the following challenges and tensions were emerging for third sector organisations involved in work integration activity in the current situation (Aiken 2007). The suggested tendencies were:

• a continuing focus on ‘into work’ (Work First policy framework) programmes but …

• ..with the danger that the wider social inclusion needs of highly disadvantaged people might be overlooked – with ‘creaming’, ‘churning’ and ‘evaporating’ continuing.

•  a favouring of large regional or national organisations in contracting rounds, squeezing out city or neighbourhood organisations not-for-profits or forcing them to sub-contract for less funds with..

• Local knowledge and connections and the building of social capital neglected in a general scaling up of contracting.

• Private sector or large quasi- public organisations seemed to gain increasing importance in contracting processes.

• In addition there seemed to be an increasing emergence and prominence of national and international players.

In addition it was argued that these tendencies looked set to become starker and stronger in the light of the Freud (2007) report unless there was a policy shift or not-for-profits developed one of a number of various protective strategies (Aiken 2007).

3. Larger institutional players in the work integration field

In the research undertaken for both PERSE and EMDELA projects third sector organisations were identified which were different in both organisational form and scale of operation. It was noted that there were some attempts to ‘scale up’ and replicate. For example with the intermediate labour market model of Create in Liverpool there was the emergence of a franchising style with the establishment of a similar organisation in Tottenham, London. However it is understood that this has since disappeared. Similarly some smaller and ‘celebrated’ stand alone organisations like ReBuild in Sheffield have also disappeared. Informants have suggested the old style Intermediate Labour Market style organisations have been severely affected by changes in funding policies and loss of European monies. In some cases (Necta) there has been a re-focussing of the work while with other national organisations (eg with Shaw Trust) a job brokering service has been maintained. In other cases (Chase; Hartcliffe and Withywood; Factory) informal training and work support is undertaken as a part of a much wider mix of community work and social integration activity by organisations increasingly termed ‘community anchors’ (Community Alliance 2007). It is interesting that the kind of ‘scaling up’ seen in the recycling field (take ECT – a not-for-profit which has moved to be a national player) has not been matched in the work integration field. This may be due to factors such as the more complex, marginally funded, detailed local nature of knowledge and partnership working entailed by quality work integration activity by third sector organisations. Alternatively, it might be argued, larger scale organisations can make economy savings; have lower transaction costs in bidding processes; and accumulate knowledge across multiple sites.

For this paper a long list of large scale organisations operating in the field was drawn up by following up contractors: cited in Steve Davies’ (2006) research; listed in large international or national evaluation reports (such as RAND 2006); mentioned by practitioners or colleagues; cited by Department of Work and Pensions documentations; or noticed tangentially by scanning press releases, job adverts or radio interviews over the six months. Six organisations were then examined further in this exploratory desk research – the broad aim was to consider ‘scaled up’ organisations undertaking work integration who were private, quasi-public, and third sector entities. They have been plotted on the spectrum below using information obtained from their websites, Companies House, or Charity Commission records. 

 These can be conceptualised as larger scale organisations gaining contracts for tackling work and training for disadvantaged groups along a spectrum in terms of organisational form. INclude, in its current form was subsequently found to be newer and not necessarily a large contractor however it had an interesting mixed organisational form and was hence included. Other organisations are placed on this graph for interest: the smaller charitable community anchor organisations researched previously (Necta, Factory, Hartcliffe & Withywood); and one larger privately owned ‘household name’ organisation (Reed)
 is included.

More details on the six organisations indicated by (*) are supplied in appendices (i), (ii) and (iii).  Here short summaries are offered. At one end of the spectrum (i) there are private limited companies. A4E Carp is a private limited company based in Sheffield, started by the charismatic Emma Harrison and now undertakes work integration activity throughout the UK and in France, Germany, Poland and Israel. It says it has helped over 60,000 people per year into work and manages ‘over £300m of public sector and European money per year’. Work Directions UK is the London based part of the Australian Ingeus group of private sector companies and says it ‘will have helped over 15,000 New Deal clients’ in central and west London areas over 3 years and intends to engage with 3,000 people with disabilities in Birmingham over the same timescale. It delivers in 12 ‘private sector led’ Job Centre Plus regions.












Towards the middle of the spectrum lies (ii) Work Solutions which has arisen from a series of re-organisations – stemming originally from the Training and Enterprise Council and later various regeneration initiatives in partnership with the Greater Manchester Chamber of Commerce. It is now part of the Manchester Solutions group a private company limited by guarantee with no share capital. It claims an annual turnover in excess of £12m per year and to have secured work for 5,000 people per year. It has contracts to get 450 of the ‘most disadvantaged adults back to work’ in Manchester, Salford and Trafford via a £1.5m project targeting BME, over 50s, disabled people and lone parents. INclude Envrionmental Services (INenvironmental since March 2007) was formed as a partnership between the City Council in Liverpool and CDS Housing (which include PLUS Housing Association). In effect it is a Resident Services Organisation where estate based work is contracted to local people to undertake. It is registered as an Industrial and Provident Society but resides under the umbrella of the Housing Association as part of a wider partnership with the council. As such we could locate it as somewhere between the public and 3rd sectors. In its current form it is relatively new but has £1m to employ people on ground maintenance, fly tipping removal and employment and training.

In the third group along the spectrum lies (iii) Steps to Work, a Walsall based private company limited by guarantee with no share capital – it is wholly owned by a registered charity and had £9.4m turnover in 2004. It has ‘prime contractor’ status for Job Centre Plus New Deal contracts in the West Midlands. Its origin was as a company started by the Metropolitan Borough, Hospital Trust, Housing Associations, New Deal for Communities partnership and the town’s tertiary College. Tomorrow’s People was founded in 1984 by Grand Met (Diageo) and then registered as a charity in 2004. Based in Hastings with an income in 2005 of £5.04m it claims over 400,000 people have been helped across the UK ‘over that time’ (presumably since 1984?). It seeks to engage with the ‘hardest to reach.’

These organisations raise interesting questions for other parts of the third sector. Firstly, it is apparent from their origins that some of these are complex and multi-stakeholder organisations – hybrids in their own right which have moved from one sector to another – with examples here of apparent moves from the (a) public to private sector; from (b) public to third sector; from (c) private to third sector. Secondly, we cannot judge from the information whether these organisations are always dealing with the hardest to reach groups or not: is ‘creaming, churning and evaporation’ taking place? Nevertheless such tendencies would need to be scrutinised in terms of claims made by any other organisations operating in this field too. Thirdly, it is clear that in places relatively large sums of money are moving to some of the bigger organisations here: some of the multi-national private sector organisations are (a) engaging with social inclusion work, (b) distributing grants and (c) managing to make a profit from the work. This must at least present some challenge to third sector organisations that may have presumed at least (a) and (b) might be more their own natural terrain. Fourthly, in some cases organisations that take up large regional contracts do not anticipate directly delivering – the work is subcontracted to smaller providers. Certainly it appears that some of the organisations here sub-contract some of their work to smaller third sector organisations. This means we have the situation – either in fact or potentially about to happen -  where third sector organisations may be bidding to private sector organisations to undertake social inclusion work. 

What then are the implications for third sector organisations of such phenomena in terms of their ways of working, their resources, their identity and values, the role of the third sector more generally, and the effect on policy instruments such as compacts and partnership arrangements? These implications will be explored briefly in the next section through the theoretical lenses of isomorphism and hybridisation.

4. Institutionalism and hybridisation: work integration
From the perspective of institutional theory as set out by DiMaggio and Powell we might expect to see organisations in the work integration field mimetically similar, particularly in response to resource patterns determined by public sector contracting processes. This might be explicitly, to meet the formal conditions from contracting regimes or legal form, as part of a process termed ‘coercive isomorphism.’ There might also be a ‘mimetic isomorphism’ whereby organisations tend to model and demonstrate characteristics from others in their field, either rhetorically or in practice. Examples here might be the emergence or adoption of similar practises and approaches to social inclusion which are seen to lead to productive outcomes. The effects of the transfer of practices through ‘interchangeable’ professional staff with similar skills and working methods through networks, associations and direct staff movement between organisations would comprise a version of ‘normative isomorphism.’ As the authors point out such a theory is analytic in conception and in empirical situations all three kinds of isomorphism may be ‘intermingled’  (DiMaggio and Powell 1991:67-72).

There are signs that all three are in operation here. Even at the level of rhetoric organisations with private, public sector or third sector orientations are using highly similar language around inclusion, empowerment, best chances and so on and most of the organisations talk of their values and vision in similar ways. The private sector A4E CARP Ltd’s ‘chairman’ Emma Harrison speaks of her commitment: 

I wanted to be part of a company that made a difference to people’s lives…our passion, commitment and drive to improve people’s lives over the past two decades, in everything we do, is what has turned A4E into the organisation it is today…helping people and organisations access high quality training, employment and advice, doing whatever we can to drive social change and provide opportunity.

(A4E  2007)

Meanwhile, further towards the middle of the spectrum (table 1), Steps to Work’s mission speaks of seeking to ‘make a positive difference to local people regardless of their background’ (Annual Report 2004). The charitable Tomorrow’s People speaks of wanting to ‘break the cycle of unemployment so that people can take positive control of their lives and build a brighter future’ (Tomorrow’s People 2007). In addition scenarios and vignettes of successful cases of people brought into the workforces are markedly similar across all orientations. Unsurprisingly quite similar working techniques are employed (personal advisors, case work, placement services) and such mechanisms are at times contractually specified by the public sector. 

What is less clear without more detailed analysis is the degree to which public sector managerialism has necessarily penetrated organisations with a private sector orientation. Further, we might expect to see third sector organisations, where they are taking contracts with private sector organisations, to face imperatives to shift their own organisational structures to align with the private sector organisations. In such cases it is worth asking whether the ‘rhythm and beat’ from the overall funding regime (from the public sector) will be still clearly audible to the third sector organisation through the intermediary wall of the private sector organisation or whether the intermediary will itself have an ability to ‘mix and dub’ its own cultural mix into a resulting cacophony. This may be depend on to what extent the private sector intermediary is actively engaged in the practice of delivery with its own agents or is simply a financial handling agency for receiving, disbursing and managing public sector funds. In the latter case we may see such intermediaries as an extension of the public sector bureaucracy. For third sector organisations we might need to ask: is there anything distinctive in what they do, the way they do it or the nature of their relations with local communities and people? An instrumental view of third sector organisations has at times been specifically articulated by ministers to third sector leaders
. In addition the format of the contracting-out of Job CentrePlus functions seems to suggest something of an experiment or competition with contexts with some pilot areas, for example, for Welfare to Work programmes, specifically offered to private sector-led initiatives (taken up by Work Directions) while others are not. 

A further point to be noted in the discussion here is the apparent mobility between sectors of some of the organisations. This suggests, for some of these organisations, sectoral location is less crucial and more pragmatic. While the underlying work undertaken by former public sector organisational structures like Training and Enterprise Councils from the 1980s may remain broadly the same, reinterpreted necessarily in the light of the changing foci of public policy and perceptions of social needs, it appears that organisational form may be more changeable. In that sense the structural properties may resemble superficial traits - crudely like theme bars where last year the furnishings and fittings were in ‘Irish Bar’ style while this year it is ‘Tex-Mex’ - but the basic business of dispensing beer remains similar. The programmes – the beer under this analogy - may be much more fundamental and mimetically determined while legal and governance structures may be more arbitrary and contingent. It may be, however, that for some organisations, take the Community Anchor types referred to earlier, structural form is more fundamentally felt both as an accountability mechanism but also a symbolic expression of their commitment to particular communities. 

We may be witnessing in this field the aligning of organisational logics to similar shapes and formats across the country in response to the structural imperatives of commercial norms or public sector norms or even third sector norms. Alternatively we may see increasing emergence of hybridisation of organisations at local level as survival strategies – organisations that cross the ‘traditional’ public, private, third sector divisions. It may be helpful to tentatively plot the directions of movement undertaken by some of the structural properties of the organisations under consideration (table 2).



A different approach to understanding what is happening can be taken by stepping aside from foregrounding the institution. ‘Civil society’ and citizen action could be conceptualised in institutional terms or as part of a more permeating culture of engagement by citizens that may be realised in different contexts and fields. In examining personal social services, for example, Evers (2005:2) points out that what has at times been overlooked has been ‘the presence of civil society with its associations and various forms of community in what has been termed the hybrid structure of many social service organisations.’ The state had previously been seen as providing the traditional steering mechanism of social services, and state and market had been seen as clearly separated in terms of certain principles. ‘The ethos of civil “servants” working “in the public interest” and the ethos of skilled industrial work and competition were fairly different’ whereas now a reversal of steering trends may be occurring leading towards ‘hybrid organisations of social service provision in both the state/municipal and the third sector’ (Evers 2005:3;5). Evers concludes by suggesting the increasing mix ‘between state and market spheres’ combined with an increased demand for participation by civil society is leading to hybridisation whereby the public sector in increasingly influenced by processes traditionally thought of as third sector in character while the third sector is influenced by the public sector (Evers 2005:9). Our analysis here would add a third dimension into this mix of competing influences: the private sector. The suggestion which is helpful in the discussion on the work integration field here is that we may need to foreground not so much organisations and sectors but rather ‘the impact of different “principles” in a given field of welfare…the balancing of the competing principles that structure  a policy field and the organizations to be found therein’ (Evers 2005:9). In that sense, we could argue, we might look less to organisational boundaries, sectors, and legal structures of organisations but to the more fuzzy and complex realm of organisational practices, values and principles and how these are enshrined and realised in very different kinds of organisations.

4. Some emerging implications for third sector organisations

In this section I seek to highlight some of the implications and dilemmas that may be arising from this new terrain of contracting.

(a) Resource issues. There may be a squeezing of resources for third sector organisations involved in sub-contracting. Larger national or regional organisations will need to derive income for their own transaction costs and, in a financially neutral funding climate, any reorganisation of resource distribution from central government would appear to imply that sub-contractors who previously bid direct will now be further down the funding chain and hence receive less funds for the same work. As overheads are creamed off higher up this funding chain there may also be a lack of influence in design of services and an inability to relate directly to the original public sector  supplier, and hence a diminution of local influence affecting provision.

(b) Effect on identity and values. What will be the psychological effect on both the third sector organisations – and their donors if it seems – at times – private sector organisations are doing work as well as, or better than, charities? The post-1945 era saw some third sector organisations needing to redefine themselves in the light of an increasing state role. Could this mean a parallel movement for the 3rd sector today to redefine itself vis-à-vis the private sector? 

(c) The promised freedom of earned income? ‘Less ideological control’
 through funding patterns has been one of the promises held at times for the way social enterprises might organise their work if they ‘earn their own money’ and engage with private sector ways of working. Nevertheless where organisations are largely contracting from public sector funding regimes within strict performance norms (as opposed to trading with individual customers in, say, a fair trade high street café, such freedoms may be largely illusory (see also Aiken 2006 on social enterprises in mixed markets).

(d) Privileging  the ‘sector’ over the intentions? A question remains as to the extent to which professionals in the sector (practitioners and researchers) have developed an expertise on the sector and may feel attached to it on institutional grounds. If, and these remain questionable ifs, the private sector has successfully taken on social inclusion and funding roles in this area and government policy and funding was to remain constant, should practitioners and activists move onto other areas of social need or move into watchdog and advocacy roles – or perhaps into influencing the professional practice in the field regardless of whatever sectoral label an organisation has attached?

(e) Loss of local knowledge? Do some of the new contracting processes really mean new ways of working (which might imply a possible mimetic effect on third sector organisations towards private sector or hybrid ways of working?) – or is this just a modified procedural change to the way of administering grants? Is this implying a managerialist imposition on third sector work in this area – where social inclusion engagement is not seen to require any specialist or local knowledge but simply a professionalised and technical expertise in managing certain outcomes for certain costs? If the long experience and trust of third sector organisations in particular neighbourhouds is lost, and such organisations collapse, this may not easily be ‘purchased back’ by the state or private sector at a later date. Alternatively to what extent will smaller and medium sized third sector organisations operating at city level become in effect satellite processing offices of national and international players’ programmes (whether of the third or private sector) with no local discretion? 

 (f) Policy framework including compacts
 and local decentralisation. The developing policy framework between the government and third sector may be looking in the wrong direction. Compacts were seen as a policy framework made between central government and the voluntary sector and subsequently at local government level. ‘The private sector is not a co-signatory’ and other recent contracting out and procurement policies now sit slightly uneasily with the current dynamic. It has been reported that in places there has been a ‘small business concordat’ that has been elided into the compact. While there are future aims to try to ‘compact proof’ contracting processes the field has rapidly changed: social enterprise was less well known in 1998 when the compact was conceived and the multiple and hybrid nature of consortiums now disbursing funding has shifted the ground to some extent. 

While partnerships, joined up working at local level and local decentralisation have been lauded at a policy level – do the scaling up and bundling of contracts point to contrary processes of increasing centralisation? This was one of the implications of the EMDELA research. Local Authorities had already noted they have less role in discussions around work integration compared to 10 years ago because they have few budgets in this area.  Job Centres also found – while regionally organised and locally based – they have little funds to engage with partners in local partnership work as they are heavily constrained by nationally determined targets and performance needs (Aiken 2006b)

(g) Less influence? These new governance arrangements may imply a democratic deficit in their arrangements between competing organisations and sub-contractors with less influence and longer time lags between policy mechanisms affecting contracting. In addition, to take an analogy from the UK railway privatisation, can we be sure that all the nuts and bolts are replaced and screwed tight – whatever the policy imperatives -  in a long and complex chain of contractors? Will the voice of the disadvantaged really be heard in the increasingly professionalised and complex responsibilities of delivery?

(i) Service on the ground for users? Will the reorganisations and reconfigurations taking place lead to better more universal services on the ground for users?

5. Conclusion

This paper has explored briefly some of the consequences of the marketisation and outsourcing of services in the work integration arena. This has been taking place at a time of civil service cutbacks, and contracts for services in work integration sector are being increasingly ‘bundled’ into larger units covering a wider range of services and a larger geographical area. These tend to mean only larger national organisations, either private sector, hybrid or large third sector  organisations, can successfully bid. Such contracts then involve sub-contracting to smaller city or neighbourhood based voluntary organisations. In these cases local voluntary organisations may be – or about to be – entering contracts with national private sector organisations. 

We have discussed various challenges to third sector organisations which arise from these processes. In analysing the field through the lens of institutional theory we can gain helpful insights into the mixed processes of institutionalising taking place between sectors. Conceptualising the issues through the lens of hybridisation processes suggests an orientation towards the civil society organising principles and practises behind the work rather than simply foregrounding institutional form. This in turn sets up new challenges for third sector practitioners and researchers, not least in terms of allegiance to a sectoral identity and to the unit of analysis on which they must focus. 
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Appendix (i)

	Table (i): Private sector organisations delivering work integration 

	Name of organisation
	Organisational status
	Location
	Activities

	A4E CARP Ltd
	Private limited company

Co no 04613604

Incorporated 10 Dec 2002.


	Bessemer Road Sheffield S9 3XN
	Employ over 2000 people in 100 offices in England, Wales, Scotland, France, Germany, Poland & Israel: ‘support 60,000 people pa into work’, contracts with Job Centre Plus and Business Link…

	Origin: Emma Harrison founded the company in 1991 – it is now an international company

She is cited as ‘well-known charismatic and respected entrepreneur and the chairman, owner and founder of A4E’ (A4E website 21/3/07).
	Work: Claims to ‘manage over £300m of public sector and Euro funding annually’ Manages strategic and Project grants scheme a total of £18m between April 06 & Mar 09 of the Uk gov’s Connecting Communities Plus scheme to ‘reduce race inequalities and tackle extremism’

	Name of organisation
	Organisational status
	Location
	Activities

	Work Directions UK
	Trading name and registered number:

WorkDirections UK Limited is the company’s trading name. The company is registered in England and Wales with company number 4320853. 


	Part of the international (Ingeus) Australian owned group of companies.  Work Directions has a London HQ but works across the UK.

Corporate office address:

The Registry

Royal Mint Court

London EC3N 4QN 

Registered office address:

29 Ludgate Hill,

London, EC4M 7JE
	Delivers various Job Centre Plus (JC+) programmes including New Deal, Pathways to Work etc. At the time of the research the organisation had submitted bids for Pathways in 3 districts (Surrey and Sussex; Cheshire & Warrington: NE Yorks & Humber).

	Origin: Private sector (See RAND 2007 report) Launched in late 2002, WorkDirections UK is now ‘one of the leading welfare-to-work providers in the country, delivering operations across London, Nottingham and Birmingham.

WorkDirections UK is part of the Australian-owned. Ingeus group of companies which employs over 1,200 people and delivers highly effective, accountable welfare-to-work services in the UK, Australia, France and Germany.’ 
	Work: Organisation describes itself as working in close partnership with Jobcentre Plus and the Department for Work and Pensions ‘to achieve our common goal of supporting individuals into suitable, sustainable employment.’ It delivers Welfare to Work in 12 JC+geographical areas which have been designated to be private sector led.
In two central and west London areas in which it works it claims to will have helped 15,000 New Deal clients referred by Job Centres during the life of the contract. Says in Birmingham it will ‘engage’ with over 3,000 in relation to New Deal for Disabled over a 3 year period.

 


Appendix (ii)

	Table (ii): Public Sector origin/ spin off company 

	Name of organisation
	Organisational status
	Location
	Activities

	Work Solutions 

(formerly Employment and Regeneration Partnership - part of the‘not-for profit Manchester Solutions Group’ of companies).
	Manchester Solutions: a Private Company Limited by Guarantee with no share capital

Co no 05677981

Incorporated 17 Jan 2006.


	Manchester Solutions Ltd, Lee House, 90 Great Bridgewater St., Manchester M1 5JW
	Claims  annual turnover ‘in excess of £12m’ and ‘securing work for 5,000 each year’ (Gdn Jobs 21/3/07). Employs over 200 people in 15 sites in Manchester (Press Release Nov 2006) with £5m new money

	
	
	
	

	Origin: Formed from successive reorganisations from Training and Enterprise Councils to form Manchester Enterprise (ME), involved various mergers and collaborations including Gt Manchester Chamber of Commerce and by 2003 became the accountable body for econ develop in Gt Manchester.  In 2005 following LSC review ME was split into strategic and delivery roles – Manchester Solutions (MS) being the latter. Work Solutions is now one of the companies within MS.
	Work: Work Solutions has obtained contracts targeted at getting ‘450 Manchester, Salford & Trafford’s most disadvantaged adults back to work…the £1.4m project targets lone parents, people in Incapacity Benefit, the over 50s and BME residents’ (Press Release Nov 06). Other contracts improving skills of workforce, and other work with prisoners, those on incapacity benefit etc in deprived areas.

	Housing Association with embedded Industrial and Provident Society

	Name of organisation
	Organisational status
	Location
	Activities

	INclude 

Environmental Services Ltd (renamed ‘IN Environmental’ in March 2007)
	Industrial & provident society

IP 29200R, 

INclude Environmental was set up in 2002 (renewal.net Case Study)
	Include Neighbourhood Regeneration Ltd 

90-94 Upper Parliament Street, Liverpool L8 7SY
	INclude is a Not for profit partnership between CDS Housing and Liverpool City Council established 2002. Employs 33 (soon 80) across Liverpool and Wirral with around £1m (Renew NW/PLUS P. release 20/3/07). No info on nos of jobs created etc.

	Origins: One of 5 neighbourhood regeneration companies set up in the UK following Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal – a pilot – a range of services around jobs, environment and services designed to have resident input. Joint venture involving City Council and CDS Housing Group (includes PLUS Housing [Association]. PLUS said it was an entrepreneurial organisational group containing a number of social enterprises (2006). INclude appears to be an environmental service run as a Resident Service Organisation.
	Work: INclude environmental service aims to undertake ground maintenance, fly tipping removal and management of vacant land and providing employment and training.

Appears to be (p54 NDC Delivery Plan) that Enterprise has taken over the Direct Service Organisation work of street cleaning and fly tipping etc in 2003). 


Appendix (iii)
	Table (iii): Charities or charities with trading subsidiaries delivering work integration

	Name of organisation
	Organisational status
	Location
	Activities

	Steps to Work
	Private company limited by guarantee, no share capital

Co no 03738249,

Incorporated 1999

Registered charity 1100403. The charity operates a wholly owned subsidiary Starting Point Recruitment – co ltd by shares (4560776) Oct 02.
	Challenge Building Hatherton, Walsall WS1 1XS
	Total income of £5.9m in 2004. Employs 40+ people ‘an established and fast growing Employment and Training provider within the W Midlands.’ (Gdn Jobs 28/2/07)

	Company originally started by Walsall Met Borough Council, Walsall Hospitla Trust, Accord Housing Assoc., Cadmore Area Housing Assoc, Walsal NDC, Walsal College or Arts and Tech.

Aims to promote benefits for the unemployed including advice training and seeks to create sustainable employment in the area.
	Have acquired contracts around work and employment and become ‘Prime contractor on the Job Centre Plus New Deal contract in the North Black Country’ (Gdn Jobs 28/2/07). It is ‘reliant upon funding from external sources…Job Centre Plus, Gov Office W Midlands, Advantage West Midlands, ESF. Walsall SRB, Walsall NDeal for Communities’ (Annual Report 2004). 

	Name of organisation
	Organisational status
	Location
	Activities

	Tomorrow’s People
	Charity 

Reg no 1102759

Reg. 22 March 2004
	Tomorrow’s People Trust Ltd, 

49-51 Cambridge Road, Hastings TN34 1DT
	Gross income 2005, £5.040m. Employs ?? people. Claims 400,000 people across the UK have been helped ‘over that time’ and seeks to engage with the hardest to reach.  

Cited in RAND reports into work &training initiatives and works (at least).

	Origins: A charity that has for 20 years ‘helped change the lives of millions.’ It was founded by Grant Met (Diageo) in 1984 and became an independent charity in 2005.

	Work: say that they ‘help break the cycle of unemployment so that people can take positive control of their lives and build a brighter future’ and they ‘save employers time and money by finding them the right people for the right jobs.’
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