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Capturing diversity: a typology of TSOs’ responses to

contracting based on empirical evidence from homelessness

services

Abstract

The impacts of government contracting on third sector organisations (TSOs) have attracted much
discussion amongst third sector researchers and practitioners. However, the diversity of the
organisations that comprise the sector means that these impacts have varied considerably between
TSOs. In order to better understand this complexity and to analyse and articulate TSOs’ experiences
in a more meaningful way, it is useful to think about different response types. Based on empirical
evidence from a study of homelessness TSOs in two South East England local authorities, this paper
presents a typology of organisational responses to contracting. The four types identified are:
Comfortable Contractors, Compliant Contractors, Cautious Contractors, and Community-based Non-
Contractors. The varied experiences of these different types of organisation with regard to contracting
are described in the paper and point to the need for greater precision and differentiation within both

academic and policy debates about the third sector.
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Introduction

The involvement of third sector organisations (TSOSs) in the provision of state-funded public services
has become an important issue for politicians, academics and practitioners over recent years, as
governments in many Western European countries have sought to address some of the problems that
have become associated with state welfare. In the UK from 1997 to 2010, successive New Labour
governments presided over significant increases in both the funding and regulation of TSOs and in the
contracting-out of service provision responsibilities to TSOs across a wide range of policy areas. This
was accompanied by the more widespread use of competitive tendering to allocate these contracts
and a greater emphasis on monitoring the outcomes achieved by providers. The funding and policy
environment in which TSOs operate was thus radically altered under New Labour, but the effects of
these changes have been far from uniform across the third sector. For instance, some TSOs have
remained independent of state funding and thus have been relatively untouched by the changes, while
others have significantly altered their practices in order to conform to government requirements.
Understanding these differing responses is crucial to the future development of appropriate policy
towards TSOs, and will be particularly important in the context of the new Coalition government’s Big
Society agenda. Early indications suggest that this will entail the delegation of still more public service
provision responsibilities to third sector organisations and other community-based actors, and the
government’s preference for the term ‘civil society’ over ‘third sector’ implies that it will be seeking to
engage with an even broader range of organisations and individuals. In such a setting, it is important
that the strengths, weaknesses and particular capacities or niche roles of different organisations are
identified and understood, not only by policy-makers and commissioners, but also by the third sector
practitioners who will be required to re-negotiate their organisations’ roles and relationships as the
policy and funding environment is further re-worked.

That TSOs’ responses to the changes described above vary considerably is unsurprising given the
diversity that characterises the third sector; but this variation does highlight the need for a more
nuanced conceptual framework that allows us to better capture the complexity and variety of TSO
responses to the policy and funding changes. To this end, the current paper presents a typology of
TSO responses to contracting, based on empirical research involving 20 organisations that provided
services for single homeless people in Southampton and Hampshire, in South East England. Whilst it
is not suggested that a typology derived from this limited evidence base will necessarily be
transferable to other locations or fields of activity, the typology resonates with the findings of previous
third sector studies, and may therefore serve as a useful tool for reflection or conceptual development
in other contexts.

The construction of the typology — although primarily inductive — was influenced by pre-existing
research findings and concepts: the paper therefore begins by considering some of the ways in which
previous studies have conceptualised the divergent trajectories taken by different TSOs in relation to
contractual opportunities and potential engagement with the state. After a summary of the national
homelessness policy context, the local case study is introduced. The typology is then presented and
the interview data are used to illustrate descriptions of each of the four types: Comfortable
Contractors, Compliant Contractors, Cautious Contractors and Community-based Non-Contractors. In
closing, the conceptual and policy implications of the typology and the findings it represents are
discussed.




Conceptualising and classifying TSO response: a literature review

The impacts of changing state-third sector relations have become the focus of a growing body of
academic research, and there has been much discussion about the potential erosion of TSOs’
autonomy, distinctiveness, and ability to engage with local communities, for example (e.g. Wolch,
1990; Fyfe and Milligan, 2003; Osborne and McLaughlin, 2004; Cairns et al., 2005). These debates
have been summarised elsewhere (see for example: Milligan, 2007; Buckingham, 2009), although
more recent research has provided further evidence regarding the impacts of contracting on TSOs.
For instance, it is suggested that the tendering processes often used to allocate contracts can make it
more difficult for providers to work collaboratively (Milbourne, 2009), can lead to worsening pay and
conditions for TSO staff, and can adversely affect service quality (Scragg, 2008; Cunningham and
Nickson, 2009). These issues are highly relevant to the organisations and processes studied as part of
this research; however, the current paper is primarily concerned with capturing the variation in TSO
responses to contracting. This review therefore focuses on literature that has conceptualised or drawn
attention to divergence or diversity amongst TSOs in regard to their relationships with the state and
involvement in contracting.

In the early 1990s, Knight (1993) suggested that the third (or voluntary) sector was bifurcating into
two groups: one including organisations which were involved in government contracts and therefore
relatively well-resourced and professionalised, and the other (which he deemed to be ‘true’ voluntary
organisations) consisting of organisations that were independent of the state and reliant on volunteers
and donations. Although Knight saw this bifurcation as a necessary means of preserving the sector’s
autonomy and voluntarism (Knight, 1993), it also raises concerns about the marginalisation of non-
contracted providers and their beneficiaries, and about the curtailment of volunteering opportunities in
organisations that become ‘corporatist’ in nature (Fyfe and Milligan, 2003). Studies that point to the
difficulties experienced by smaller providers in competing for government contracts (e.g. Morris, 2000;
Milbourne, 2009) seem in some respects to resonate with Knight's predictions; however, the fact that
smaller providers were (at least in some cases) engaged in tendering processes suggests that these
situations were more complex than the ‘bifurcation’ hypothesis would suggest. Amongst the
homelessness TSOs involved in the current study there were certainly some significant differences
between the characteristics of organisations that were involved in contracts and those that were not.
However, some characteristics were evident in both groups (such as volunteer involvement), and there
was considerable variation in experiences of and responses to contracting amongst the contracted
providers. The binary distinction made by Knight (1993) did not therefore capture the complexity of
providers’ actual responses to the changing funding and policy environment.

Elsewhere, researchers have conceptualised TSOs’ apparently divergent responses to contracting
in more equivocal terms. A study of third sector social service providers in Christchurch, New Zealand
identified two ‘organisational trajectories’, differentiating between a small proportion of providers that
had become more professionalised and dependent on state contracting, and a larger proportion that
had remained highly dependent on volunteers and had a variety of income sources (Conradson,

2002). These trajectories correspond with the two groups identified by Knight (1993), but Conradson




(2002) observed that organisations following both trajectories exhibited a combination of compliance
and resistance in response to policy and funding changes. Milligan and Fyfe (2005) examined the
differences between so-called ‘grass-roots’ and ‘corporatist’ welfare TSOs in Glasgow (see also:
Brown et al., 2000; Fyfe and Milligan, 2003) and concluded that this distinction, although in some
respects useful, was an oversimplification of a far more complex reality. For example, grass-roots
organisations are typically associated with community empowerment and active citizenship, but some
national TSOs were found to be engaging communities in similar ways to local ones (Milligan and
Fyfe, 2005). Federal organisations, where a local TSO was affiliated to a larger national organisation,
also posed a problem within this binary classification, because they were able to draw on the
resources of the national organisations, but otherwise exhibited attributes more akin to the ‘grassroots’
providers (Milligan and Fyfe, 2005). These issues were evident amongst the TSOs studied in
Southampton and Hampshire, and demonstrate that in order to classify TSOs in a theoretically
meaningful way, there is a need to take into account qualitative information about an organisation and
its experiences, as well as its more readily categorised characteristics such as income and area of
operation.

More generic, conceptual classifications of state-third sector relationships also offer insights into
how the impacts of contracting might vary amongst TSOs depending on the nature of their relationship
with the state. Young (2000), for example, developed a three-fold typology categorising state-third
sector relationships as: supplementary, whereby TSOs met needs that are unmet by the state;
complementary, whereby TSOs partner with the state to deliver services that are largely state funded,;
or adversarial, whereby TSOs seek to influence government policy (see also Young, 1999, cited in
Najam, 2000). These categories are not mutually exclusive, but Young (2000) suggests that
complementary relationships have become dominant in the UK. In the current study, the non-
contracted TSOs corresponded with the supplementary model, but the majority of TSOs had
complementary relations with the state by dint of their involvement in statutory service provision
contracts. However, this classification does not enable us to distinguish between different
organisational responses to contracting within the complementary category, and as such is less useful
for exploring the organisational impacts of contracting.

Najam (2000) draws on Young’'s work to propose a slightly different model of government-third
sector relations, based on the level of correspondence between the goals and strategies of each party.
He identifies four types of relationship: co-operation, where the state and TSO have similar aims and
preferred strategies for achieving them; co-optation, where the preferred strategies are similar, but the
objectives of the state differ from those of the TSO; complementarity, where the two parties share
similar aims but use different strategies to achieve them; and confrontation, where the state and TSO
have different aims and different strategies (Najam, 2000). This framework corresponds with some of
the experiences of the TSOs in this study, but again, the interview data suggested that the
relationships between providers and local government were more complex than this classification
allows for. The term ‘co-optation’, for instance, does not acknowledge TSOs’ own agency in deciding
whether to accept government funding. Furthermore, TSOs often had multiple goals or strategies,

some of which corresponded with the government’s and others of which did not.




Differing TSO responses to policy and funding changes are also drawn attention to in the
homelessness literature: in particular, Johnsen et al. (2005a: 791) identified three ‘developmental
trajectories’ based on their evidence relating to day centre services. These trajectories differentiated
between services that were heavily dependent on voluntary labour and funding, those which had
become professionalised and retained their original religious ethos, and those which had become
professionalised and abandoned their religious ethos. Johnsen et al. (2005a) also identified a further
group of services that were secular and highly professionalised from their outset. These trajectories
relate to day centres specifically and were based on the values and level of professionalisation of
services, rather than the impact of contracting, but similar distinctions were apparent amongst the
TSOs in Southampton and Hampshire. The typology presented later in this paper focuses more
specifically on responses to contracting and relates to a broader range of homelessness services, but
it corresponds closely with Johnsen et al.’s (2005a) trajectories and as such serves to corroborate and

build upon the existing evidence base.

Homelessness and the policy context

The third sector has historically played a major role in the provision of single homelessness services in
the UK, and in spite of recent increases in government investment and intervention, homelessness
TSOs — many of which are faith-based organisations — have remained the main service providers in
this area (Cloke et al., 2005; May et al., 2005). Homelessness TSOs provide a diverse range of
services from supported accommodation and hostels through to day centres, soup runs and drop-in
cafes, and are also engaged in research, policy development and campaigning activities (Joseph,
2010). As such, their characteristics vary widely, and this makes homelessness services an interesting
and insightful field in which to study the impacts of contracting on TSOs of different types. In order to
understand TSOs’ responses to tendering it is necessary to know something about the context in
which they operate: there is not space here to describe the national policy context in detail (for reviews
of UK homelessness policy see: May et al., (2005) and Mullins and Murie, (2006); for third sector
policy see: Alcock and Scott (2007, pp. 91-94) and Haugh and Kitson (2007)), but some of most
relevant homelessness policy interventions are outlined below.

This study focuses primarily on TSOs providing services for single homeless people, a group which
includes single people and (somewhat confusingly) couples without dependent children who are
homeless (Kenway and Palmer, 2003). In the UK, homelessness is defined by the 1996 Housing Act
as the state of lacking adequate accommodation in which one is entitled to live. Rough sleepers
therefore account for only a small fraction of a much larger homeless population: the vast majority of
single homelessness is hidden from the public gaze and is experienced by those living in hostels, bed
and breakfast accommodation, squats, or overcrowded accommodation, or ‘sofa surfing’ with friends
or family. Enumerating this ‘hidden homeless’ population is fraught with difficulties, and this has
arguably contributed to the relative neglect of this issue by policy makers, particularly in comparison

with efforts to reduce street homelessness (see Fitzpatrick et al., 2005; May et al., 2005).




The 1996 Housing Act gave local authorities a primary duty to accommodate those deemed to be
unintentionally homeless and in a priority need group. These groups initially included pregnant
women, families with dependant children, people vulnerable due to old age, mental illness or physical
disability, as well as victims of fires and floods. Additional priority need categories for 16 and 17 year
olds, care leavers aged 18 to 20, and people vulnerable due to violence or time spent in care, the
armed forces, prison or custody were created by the 2002 Homelessness Act. This extended local
authorities’ ‘duty to accommodate’ to include a larger number of homeless people; however,
approximately half of the single homeless people who presented to their local authority as homeless in
2003 did not fall into these priority need groups (Parsons and Palmer, 2004). As a result, single
homeless people are often more dependent on non-governmental initiatives than other groups within
the homeless population.

The 2002 Homelessness Act also made local authorities, rather than central government,
responsible for regulating service providers and required them to submit a Local Homelessness
Strategy. Meanwhile, the launch of the Supporting People programme in 2003 meant that local
authorities also accrued responsibility for planning, funding and monitoring housing-related support
for single homeless people (amongst other vulnerable client groups) (see Riseborough, 2006). The
programme promoted a more structured approach to the provision of this support, which was to be
focused on enabling people to maintain their tenancies or move towards more independent
accommodation (for example by helping them to access the correct benefits or develop budgeting
skills) (Supporting People, 2004). Local authorities were encouraged to commission services providing
different levels of support, so that clients could progress from more- to less- intensive services and
eventually to independent living, where appropriate. Figure 1 gives an indication of how Supporting
People funded services operated alongside and in conjunction with services funded by voluntary
income and by other government agencies. Importantly though, this schematic diagram simplifies a
much more complex reality and the configuration and capacity of the services commissioned varied
considerably between local authorities.

Single homelessness services can be understood as being positioned on a continuum, along which
increasing duration of [continual] contact with clients tends to be associated with increasing
professionalism and formalisation. Beginning at the more informal end of the continuum, in many UK
cities soup runs or (static) soup kitchen services distribute soup and other food to homeless people
usually on a daily or weekly basis. ‘Café’ type services offering hot drinks or cooked meals and a place
to sit and perhaps to socialise with others are also significant components of urban homelessness
service landscapes, as are food and clothing banks. These services are often targeted towards
disadvantaged people in general rather than homeless people specifically. Day centres tend to
operate on a more formal basis, and may be open during the day time all week, or on certain days.
The facilities they offer vary considerably but may include meals, washing facilities, advice, training
and referrals to other services. In some cities, state-funded street outreach teams make regular

contact with rough sleepers and encourage them to engage with other services (e.g. Hall, 2008).




Figure 1: A schematic diagram showing how Supporting People-funded services fit within a ‘typical’

homelessness services landscape
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In terms of accommodation, night shelters typically offer very short term provision (ranging from
one night to about two weeks) and often accept self-referrals from homeless people. Direct access
hostels are also intended to provide short term accommodation, but differ from night shelters in that
residents can access them during the day and they have 24 hour staffing (Resource Information
Service (RIS), 2006). In theory direct access hostels should have frequent vacancies and accept self-
referrals, but in practice this is not always the case and some only accept referrals from local
authorities (RIS, 2006). The longer-term services are known as second stage accommodation
(Homeless Link, 2009) or move-on accommodation and usually offer accommodation for up to two
years. Clients are typically referred into these services by other agencies and are assigned a key-
worker who develops a personal support plan with them. A third stage accommodation service may
then be offered in which a lower level of support is available. A significant initiative within the
Supporting People programme was the development of more comprehensive floating support services
to provide housing-related support to people living in the community. Individuals who had recently
moved on from accommodation-based services into independent accommodation, or those known to
be at risk of homelessness, could be allocated a certain number of hours with a support worker to help
them develop the skills to maintain their accommodated status.

In most cases, support provided to residents in accommodation-based services is funded through
Supporting People. This programme has consequently had a major influence on many homelessness
TSOs, and has involved them in competitive tendering and in more intensive monitoring processes
than most had previously been exposed to. Commissioning practices varied between local authorities
however, and before exploring TSOs’ responses to these changes, the following section describes the
local homelessness landscapes and differing approaches to commissioning employed in Hampshire
and Southampton.




The case study: homelessness TSOs in Southampton and Hampshire

The empirical research upon which this paper is based sought to explore the impacts of contracting —
and the tendering and monitoring processes in particular — on TSOs providing homelessness services
in Southampton and Hampshire, two local authorities in South East England.

Methods

A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods was used to explore the experiences of 20
TSOs that were involved in the provision of services for single homeless people in the two local
authorities. The qualitative research comprised 26 semi-structured interviews. These were conducted
in 2007/08, and the interviewees included representatives (typically managers, directors or leaders) of
the 20 service-providing TSOs, as well as the manager of a local infrastructure TSO and two local
government representatives who were involved in the commissioning of homelessness services.
Although volunteers, staff and service users were not interviewed as part of this research, the
research design and analysis were informed by insights gained and individuals encountered during the
author’s own participation as a soup kitchen volunteer from 2006-2009.

Figure 2: Histogram showing percentage of organisations' annual income received from Supporting

People contracts
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Quantitative data from annual reports and other documentary sources were used to categorise the
TSOs according to characteristics such as annual income, income sources, and volunteer
involvement. These data capture something of the diversity of the TSOs involved in the study: the
organisations’ annual incomes ranged from less than £20,000 to over £200,000,000, for instance, and
the frequency distribution in Figure 2 shows that there was considerable variation in the extent to
which the organisations relied on contractual income from Supporting People contracts (see
Buckingham, 2010 for further details). Diversity with regard to the impacts of contracting also quickly
became apparent from the evidence gathered, and this led to the need for and subsequent
development of a typology in order to make sense of the data and communicate the findings in a
meaningful way.

The local homelessness service landscape

For the majority of the providers studied, the most significant recent policy intervention had been the
introduction of the Supporting People programme in 2003. Fifteen of the 20 TSOs were involved in
providing Supporting People funded services, under contract to the local government. However, not all
of the TSOs studied were directly affected by the Supporting People programme and some provided
services that were outside of its remit such as soup runs or drop-in meals services.

The accommodation services offered to single homeless people by the providers studied included
night-shelters, hostels and assessment centres, as well as move-on accommodation for people who
were leaving more intensive services, or for those whose needs were deemed to be of a lower level.
These services varied considerably in terms of the duration of stay permitted, the level of support
provided, and the routes by which clients could access the services. In most cases these
characteristics were determined by the requirements of Supporting People contracts, because
although Supporting People funding did not cover the accommodation component of these services, it
paid for the support provided to residents in these settings, and as such Supporting People contracts
were a key source of both income and clients. The accommodation itself was typically funded by rental
income: this was usually covered by housing benefits, but in some cases the rent exceeded the level
of these benefits, and clients who were employed or ineligible for housing benefit sometimes had to
pay rent themselves. Several of the TSOs studied were involved in providing floating support services,
which were funded entirely by Supporting People and delivered by paid staff.

All the hostel and move-on accommodation services had paid staff and very little, if any, volunteer
involvement. The night shelter by contrast had a small number of paid staff but was heavily dependent
on volunteers. This service also had a greater proportion of voluntary income: this was partly because
it provided fewer hours of housing-related support and therefore received less Supporting People
funding, but also because, unlike the other accommodation services, it did not charge rent to its users.
One TSO in the study was developing a new accommodation-based service independently of
Supporting People funding: in its initial stages this project was being funded primarily by trusts and
corporate donations but in the longer term was intended to become a self-financing social enterprise.

Representatives of three day centres were interviewed as part of the study. These were used by
rough sleepers and people living in hostels or move-on accommodation, as well as those living in

temporary accommodation. These services typically provided washing facilities, meals, access to




training, health care and key worker support. However, unlike in the accommodation-based support
services, involvement in formal support planning was not a condition of service receipt and clients
could continue to access the day centres if they chose not to participate in this. The day centres drew
on different combinations of funding sources including government contracts (not Supporting People),
voluntary donations, and grant funding from local authorities. All the centres relied on a core of paid
staff but the level, nature and purpose of volunteer involvement varied. For instance one project took
on ‘volunteers’ from government employment schemes, while another involved former service users in
housekeeping tasks. Volunteers from the community were sometimes involved in providing education,
training or other activities within the day centres. Day centres were the most formalised of the non-
Supporting People funded services however: all operated some sort of outcomes monitoring process,
and they often played a key role in facilitating access to more formal services.

The more informal services included a soup kitchen and several volunteer-run projects which
served meals on a weekly basis in local church halls. Those leading these drop-in meals services saw
the development of relationships between volunteers and service users as very important, and were
seeking to nurture ‘social environments’ (Wolch, 1983) as well as providing food and temporary
shelter. There were no formal conditions attached to service receipt and services were provided to a
wide range of vulnerable people including those experiencing hidden homelessness or who had
recently ‘moved-on’ from supported accommodation, as well as rough sleepers and hostel residents.
These initiatives did not involve any formal support work or monitoring and relied on voluntary income,
in-kind donations and volunteer labour. This is partly because soup runs were believed by the
government to sustain street homelessness and to act as a disincentive for people to engage with
support and accommodation services (see Johnsen et al., 2005b). However, not only did these more
informal services represent an important form of provision for those who were unwilling or unable to
engage with other forms of support, but also many people used these services in addition to the more
formal homelessness services. The fact that people continued to attend these services after they had
been accommodated suggests that they served a significant and complementary function, and
informal conversations with service users suggested that these services were important sites of
sociability or even solidarity for their users. However, the involvement of volunteers and the relatively
informal, unregulated nature of these services seemed to be important in enabling them to serve such
functions.

Other services provided by the TSOs studied included outreach work with rough sleepers, co-
coordination of the referral of clients into Supporting People services, and a befriending service
whereby volunteers (usually formerly homeless people) would visit people who had recently moved-on
from homelessness services into independent accommodation. Food and clothing banks represent
another form of third sector assistance for single homeless people. One such service featured in the
study: this relied heavily on in-kind donations, which were distributed by two paid part-time staff and a
larger team of volunteers. Again, a strong emphasis was placed on engaging in conversation with

service users, as well as providing a practical service.




Commissioning in practice at the local level

The relatively small geographical scope of the study enabled the local service provision landscapes
and the implementation of the Supporting People programme to be explored in depth, and also
allowed two contrasting approaches to commissioning to be examined. In both local authorities, the
number of homelessness services and providers contracted by local government was being
rationalised significantly (Southampton Supporting People, 2005; Hampshire Supporting People,
2006). This was motivated partly by the need to reduce costs, as larger contracts were deemed to be
more cost effective, but there was also a need to better co-ordinate provision in order to make the
previously complex network of services easier for homeless people to navigate and to reduce the
likelihood of repeat homelessness. However, the processes through which these changes were
implemented differed significantly between Hampshire and Southampton.

In Southampton, the entire network of single homelessness services was restructured (see
Buckingham, 2009): new contract specifications were drawn up for each of the proposed services, and
competitive tendering was used to allocate all of these contracts over a two year period. The tenders
were advertised openly to all potential providers, but a pre-qualification questionnaire was used to
ensure that only suitable applicants completed the full tendering process. Hampshire’s approach
involved a more gradual adaptation and reworking of the existing service landscape. Whereas
Southampton’s Supporting People Team had been advised by their legal team that they were obliged
to put all their contracts out to tender, Hampshire’s legal team concluded that a tendering exercise was
not always required because homelessness services qualified as ‘Part B’ services under the EU
procurement regulations (Directive 2004/18/EC). In Hampshire therefore, some contracts were
tendered for, and others were negotiated with existing providers. Where tendering was used,
invitations to tender were only advertised to a list of screened and registered ‘preferred providers’. In
both local authorities, tenders were judged on the basis of quality and cost, which were assessed
through a written bid and — for short-listed providers — a presentation and panel interview. Once
contracted by Supporting People, providers were required to submit quarterly returns which included
outcome measures such as number of residents (utilisation), empty bed spaces (voids), move-ons and
evictions, and to participate in a quality standards scheme known as the Quality Assessment
Framework (QAF). Providers’ past performance in the QAF was a key component of the assessment
of bids for new contracts. As such, the commissioning processes used to allocate Supporting People
contracts generated competition amongst TSOs, and also required them to place greater emphasis on
quality measurement and on achieving the outcomes that were measured by the local authority.

Both the tendering and quality measurement processes introduced as part of the Supporting
People programme were having significant implications for many of the TSOs studied: however, as
was mentioned above, not all the TSOs were involved in contracting, and those that were had
experienced and responded to it in different ways. In view of this, the typology presented below
provides a framework through which this diversity can be conceptualised, allowing a more nuanced
and carefully differentiated narrative to be presented and thereby giving voice to the differing

experiences of different types of TSO.




A typology of TSO responses to contracting

The organisations in the study were classified into four types according to their characteristics and
their experiences of and responses to the contracting processes described above: Comfortable
Contractors, Compliant Contractors, Cautious Contractors, and Community-based Non-contractors.
The key attributes of each type are summarised in Figure 3 and are described further below. As Ling
(2000: 83) points out:

Typologies are always in danger of forcing a complex and unwilling world into arbitrary
categories. At best, however, they open up a field of inquiry to systematic and ordered
study so that we understand complexity, rather than are overwhelmed by it.

As such, while the typology is inductive or ‘grounded’ in the sense that it is derived from analysis of
the empirical data, it is also an abstraction or simplification of a more complex reality and some of the
organisations studied departed from the characteristics associated with their ‘types’ in certain
respects. This simplification, however, is helpful and necessary in order to make sense of and
communicate meaningfully about the degree of diversity that one is confronted with when studying the
third sector.

Figure 3: A typology of organisational responses to contracting. Note: the numbers in brackets indicate

how many of the organisations in the study were classed as this type.

Type 1: Comfortable Contractors (5) Type 2: Compliant Contractors (7)

e Typically housing associations or related e Charities that have become business-like
organisations with business-like practices and professionalised

e Involved in government contracts e Heavily dependent on government

) ‘ , ) contracts
e Homelessness is not ‘core’ business

, e Nol/little volunteer involvement
e No volunteer involvement

, e Nol/little voluntary income
e No voluntary income

Type 3: Cautious Contractors (4) Type 4: Community-based Non-

. contractors (4)
e Involved in government contracts

. o e Not involved in government contracts
e Voluntary income is significant

. e Entirely voluntary funded
e [nvolve paid staff and volunteers

. _ e (Almost) entirely staffed by volunteers
e Tensions between multiple stakeholders

. - . ) e Small organisations or groups of people

e Resistance or difficulty in adapting to
government requirements e Embedded in local communities

e (Often) faith-based e [ndependent of government monitoring

e (Often) faith-based




The TSOs not only exhibited differing responses to contracting but were also diverse in terms of
their size, income sources, service types and levels of volunteer involvement. In order to take account
of these multiple variables, the typology drew on both the interview and quantitative data. By
categorising the quantitative data it was possible to identify clusters of organisations with similar
characteristics. For instance, the organisations that were most dependent on Supporting People
funding tended to be those with annual incomes between £1,000,000 and £10,000,000 (Figure 4).
Four of the largest providers with incomes over £10 million also received over 20% of their income
from Supporting People, although a further three such providers received less than 10% of their
income from this source. Given the relatively small number of cases, inferences based on the
quantitative data alone are of limited value; however, commonalities between some organisations’
experiences of contracting were also apparent from the interview data, and four basic responses to
contracting could be discerned. These corresponded with some of the trajectories and types identified
in the literature reviewed above, as the subsequent type descriptions show. Linking the thematically-
coded interview transcripts with the categorical data (using NVivo software), enabled the coded
fragments to be analysed according to different organisational characteristics, which was particularly
useful in developing the typology. In many cases TSOs with similar characteristics exhibited similar
responses to contracting, but where there was a discrepancy between them, the response took
precedence in determining an organisation’s type. These discrepancies were themselves of interest,
but are difficult to explore without revealing the identities of the organisations involved. However, the
two cases where the organisational characteristics were significantly different from those typically
associated with a particular type of response, were TSOs that had relatively large incomes and
geographical coverage, but whose values and desire to maintain their autonomy meant that they had
either resisted involvement in contracting altogether, or that they drew significantly on non-
governmental funding to ensure that they could continue to pursue their mission whilst remaining
involved in contracts.

Figure 4: Matrix showing relationship between total annual income and percentage of income from

Supporting People contracts
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Type 1: Comfortable Contractors

This group consisted of providers that were either housing associations or had de-merged from
housing associations in order to specialise in support services for vulnerable client groups. For the
housing associations, homelessness services were typically a small part of their business, which was
mainly general needs social housing. The more specialised support organisations typically catered for
a range of client groups (e.g. people with disabilities, elderly people) in addition to homeless people,
but were more dependent on government contracts than the housing associations, for whom rent was
the main source of income. Comfortable Contractors were the largest TSOs in terms of their income,
geographical scope and number of staff. They operated at a regional to national scale and did not
involve volunteers or have any voluntary income.
These TSOs were the most business-like in terms of their values and practices: for instance one

manager explained that:

There’s nothing charitable about being in the charity sector. There is absolutely no love in

the business. It is very much running a business. It's a charitable business in that the

objects [...] are charitable in nature, and [...] in the sense that we aren’t in the business

for profit, [...] but in every other sense it is a business (Interview 19, Comfortable
Contractor)

Being competitive, innovative, cost-efficient and entrepreneurial were key values for Comfortable
Contractors, and establishing a good reputation and brand image were cited as very important by
providers of this type. These values (and the practices that ensued from them) corresponded closely
with local governments’ need to reduce costs and maximize value for money and meant that these
organisations were relatively well prepared for competitive tendering. These TSOs placed a strong
emphasis on promoting independent living, and as such their aims matched closely with those
endorsed by local government. The Comfortable Contractors tended to have had more business-like
practices in place prior to the introduction of the Supporting People programme and were therefore
able to achieve professional standards and implement processes for monitoring outcomes relatively
easily in response to government requirements. Indeed, specialized support departments had
sometimes been set up (or had significantly expanded their activities) in direct response to the
increased availability of government funding for accommodation-related support during the transition
into the Supporting People programme. Of all the types, the Comfortable Contractors experienced the
least friction or difficulty in participating in competitive tendering and complying with contractual

obligations.

Type 2. Compliant Contractors

The Compliant Contractors had typically originated as local homelessness charities. Most had
significantly expanded since their origin and provided a variety of services to homeless (and
sometimes other) clients. They were mainly regional level providers, and all were heavily dependent
on government contracts for their income. All relied almost entirely on paid staff and had become
increasingly professionalized in response to the higher standards being required by government

contracts. Volunteer involvement was usually very limited and was sometimes confined to services




within the organisation that were not funded by government contracts (e.g. soup runs) (see also Cloke
et al., 2007). Most of these organisations said that they had involved more volunteers in the past.
Managers of these Compliant Contractor organisations identified some tensions between their
organisation’s values and goals, and the requirements of the contracting process, but because of
financial dependency, felt they had little choice but to comply with government demands:
[W]e’re a small operation and we only operate, almost only operate in [city]. If we fall out
with [the] Council, that’'s our main source of income. We are vulnerable to upsetting the

Council. So strategically we have had to roll over and go with the flow. (Interview 18,
Compliant Contractor).

In order to compete for and comply with government contracts these organisations had moved
towards the more business-like quality measurement practices and market-oriented values that
characterized the Comfortable Contractors. They had embraced the emphasis on ‘move-on’ and
independence promoted by the Supporting People programme, perceiving it to be more progressive
than simply supporting homeless people’s survival. Some felt that a more holistic approach would
enable clients to make more sustainable changes and progress, but being reliant on contractual
funding, were obliged to focus on achieving the outcomes defined by Supporting People. These, it was

suggested, did not always correspond with clients’ needs.

Type 3: Cautious Contractors

The ‘Cautious Contractors’ were involved in state funding contracts but also received a significant
proportion of their income from voluntary donations. Reconciling the demands of multiple stakeholders
was therefore a key challenge for managers of these organisations. All involved volunteers in some
way, although they relied mainly on paid staff for the direct provision of services. Some were quite
professionalised in their operation, but for others, meeting the standards required by government
funders had been much more difficult. This was particularly the case for smaller, localised providers
with relatively few paid staff, in which managers found it difficult to balance the necessary
administrative and monitoring tasks with their operational and practical duties.

These organisations tended to attach greater importance to maintaining and enacting their ethos or
values, which in most cases were based on the Christian faith. The way in which these values were
interpreted varied both between and within organisations. Cautious Contractor managers said that to
some extent their organisations’ values could be expressed within the conditions set out in
government contracts, and that voluntary resources gave them some scope to provide additional
services which more closely reflected their values. However, there were occasions when these
organisations’ values brought them into conflict with commissioners, for example:

[Supporting People] were very clear that they wouldn’t allow us to operate with seventeen
beds in nine bedrooms, and they really want [...] one guest per bedroom. [...] that’s a
huge reduction [...] our contention is that if guys are out on the street, [...] is that not
better to have them in a bed off the street, in that environment, than to say we can’t have

you because we're not allowed to have any more than one bed in each room? (Interview
16, Cautious Contractor)




In contrast to the Compliant Contractors, the values-based tensions that arose in these
organisations were more likely to prompt efforts to uphold the organisations’ ethos and the ability of
these organisations to secure voluntary resources, particularly through faith communities, played a key
part in enabling them to retain some autonomy and continue to pursue their own values. However,
several providers that would have been classified as Cautious Contractors (no longer operating at the
time of the study) had been taken over by Comfortable and Compliant Contractors in recent years
because they lacked the resources to meet the standards required by government contracts,
suggesting that such efforts were not always successful. In summary, Cautious Contractor
organisations seemed to experience the greatest tensions of all the types because they had to satisfy
the standards and practices required by government funders, whilst trying to remain faithful to their
often faith-based organisational values and maintain the support of volunteers and donors (see also:
Ebaugh et al., 2005; Cloke et al., 2007).

Type 4: Community-based Non-contractors

These organisations differed significantly from the other types in that they were not involved in
government contracts at all. With one exception, the types of services they offered would not in any
case have been eligible for contractual funding: they included providing cooked meals in a church hall
on a weekly basis, and redistributing donated food and clothing, for example. These organisations
were resourced entirely by voluntary donations and were staffed mainly by volunteers (some
employed a very small number of paid staff). Being independent from government performance
monitoring and the need to compete for contracts, these organisations were in many ways free to
pursue their own aims and values. All but one of these Community-based Non-contractors were faith-
based and had strong links with local churches. The providers placed a strong emphasis on offering
acceptance to service users and building relationships with them. For instance, one volunteer leader
commented that:

...to me the primary role, aim, is the community, it's the relationship, it's building

relationships with these people. And | think that's what we’ve been really touched by,

really impacted by...getting to know these guys. They've really changed us [the
volunteers]... (Interview 24, Community-based Non-contractor).

These organisations tended to have a wider client group and some had no eligibility criteria:
volunteers would serve meals to anyone who came along, without asking about their accommodation
or employment status, for example. The more informal nature of these services and the involvement of
volunteers seemed to contribute to the construction of a social environment that was valued and
appreciated by service users. However, these services generally operated for very limited time periods
each week: some volunteers met up with service users outside of the project hours, but providers
acknowledged that there were limits to what could be achieved with the available resources and
expertise. As such, although these organisations were not restricted by contractual obligations and
were arguably the most embedded within local communities, time and resource constraints meant that
they were not able to provide as much help to as many people as they would have liked to (see also
Smith and Sosin, 2001).




Conclusions and policy implications

The typology presented above highlights the diversity of TSO responses to contracting, demonstrating
that there were significant differences between organisations that were involved in contracts, as well
as between contracted and non-contracted TSOs. Categorising the organisations in this way allows
the experiences of different types of TSO to be given voice, and by including both characteristics and
organisational responses within the type descriptions the typology provides an indication of the
characteristics (and combinations of characteristics) that might contribute to the differences observed.
Organisations receiving a significant proportion of voluntary income in addition to government funding
seem to experience greater tensions in the contracting process, for example. Whilst a different
selection of TSOs with different values and practices, or indeed different local authorities employing
different approaches to contracting, may have yielded different results, the typology does offer insights
that may be relevant to TSOs operating in other contexts. It can also serve as a useful conceptual tool
for both theoretical and policy-related reflection, and this concluding section therefore identifies some
of the broader academic and political debates to which the material presented here is of relevance.

Much has been written about the potential ‘multi-functionality’ of TSOs (Kendall, 2003; Evers,
1995), and their hybridity — or ability to combine the characteristics associated with the state, market
and informal sectors - has recently become a concept of great interest amongst third sector scholars
(e.g. Evers, 2005; Billis, 2010). State contracting was contributing to the hybridization of TSOs that
engaged in contracting by requiring them to adopt practices and values associated with the market
and state sectors. As such, the TSOs that dominated the contract ‘market’ were, in Billis’ (2010: 18)
terms, ‘entrenched’ hybrids: ‘those with deeply embedded characteristics of neighbouring sectors’.
Interestingly, when one considers the third sector as a whole (or in this case, all the providers in the
study, rather than just the contracted ones), hybridisation — a process that might typically be
associated with multi-functionality - appears in fact to be associated with a trend towards increasing
functional specialisation amongst TSOs. The increasing prevalence of government contracting and the
associated requirements seemed to be exacerbating the ‘division of labour amongst the contracted
and non-contracted homelessness TSOs studied here. Some organisations were becoming highly
proficient at winning and delivering government contracts; whilst others were focusing their attentions
primarily on meeting relational needs and providing social environments, for example. The significance
of this division of labour in relation to the concepts of hybridity and the welfare mix will be explored in a
subsequent paper, but it is worth noting here that the Comfortable Contractors exhibited few of the
distinctive characteristics upon which New Labour’s support for the third sector was premised (Office
of the Third Sector, 2006, pp. 9-10).

It has been reported elsewhere that in terms of service provision, New Labour sought primarily to
partner with those TSOs that were able and willing to embrace modernization and had the capacity to
report accurately on their activities (McLaughlin, 2004). This is supported by the findings represented
in the typology, which show that the larger Comfortable Contractors adapted most easily to the
requirements of the contracting process, and that the Compliant Contractors were becoming more like

the Comfortable Contractors as they sought to meet these requirements. The Cautious Contractors




were seeking to retain a greater degree of independence from government control, and securing
alternative sources of income and volunteer support seemed to be crucial to their ability to do this.
However, having a mixed income and support base made it difficult for managers of these
organisations to balance the competing demands of different stakeholders. The Community-based
Non-contractors were excluded from contracting, but this was not perceived as problematic. Indeed, it
was arguably their relative independence and high level of volunteer involvement that enabled them to
cater for individuals who (because of ineligibility or personal choice) did not benefit from the more
formal services, and — importantly — to meet different types of need, particularly in terms of facilitating
social contact both amongst homeless people and with members of the wider community. The
populations of each type were not static, however. Many TSOs were gradually changing type as they
conformed to contractual requirements but, in addition to this, it had become increasingly common for
Cautious and even Compliant Contractors to be subsumed by Comfortable Contractors through
mergers or acquisitions, thereby increasing the dominance of the latter in this field. Indeed, what
seems to be emerging is a more polarised division of labour between the Comfortable Contractors and
the Community-based Non-contractors, and a depopulation of the two ‘in between’ types. This raises
concerns about the loss of medium-sized TSOs and the distinctive capabilities and characteristics that
they might bring to homelessness services.

These findings prompt the question of how the new Coalition government’s approach to the third
sector will differ from New Labour’s. The Big Society agenda certainly suggests that the involvement of
TSOs and other civil society actors in public service provision will continue to increase. However, thus
far there seems to have been little political acknowledgement of the varying capabilities and limitations
of the different types of organisations that might contribute to this ‘Big Society’. The Coalition’s
adoption of the term civil society in preference to the third sector, arguably encompasses an even
wider range of actors (including individual community organisers, for example), so it will be vitally
important that the capacity of these different actors to meet the expectations being made of them is
carefully considered.

Their capacities will to some extent depend on the resources and support made available to them,
of course. Indeed, in the present political and economic context one might question whether any
government-contracted organisation could aptly be described as ‘comfortable’ in the face of the
planned cuts in public service expenditure. The Compliant Contractors in particular were heavily
dependent on government funding, and so would be very vulnerable to budget cuts. The Comfortable
Contractors are perhaps less vulnerable because government contracts did not usually constitute their
core business: however, the recently announced cuts in housing benefit payments are likely to have a
significant impact on their core income streams and these organisations might choose to opt out of
providing homelessness support services if this ceased to be financially viable. The Community-based
Non-contractors were not state funded, but neither did they have the resources, skills or experience to
provide the much-needed and more expensive ongoing accommodation services and expert support
for mental health or drug and alcohol issues, for example.

Early indications suggest that there will be a transition towards a system of payment-by-results for

some public services. Whilst this might remove some of the bureaucracy involved in government




contracts, which is often a barrier to smaller providers, it is difficult to see how Cautious Contractors
would acquire the resources to provide services if payment were to be made in arrears. Compliant
Contractors would likely encounter similar problems because government contracts are their main
source of income: as charities they have limited reserves, and often do not have assets that could be
used as security for loan finance. Indeed, if they were able to finance the services up-front, this would
be a high-risk strategy given that many of their clients have very complex needs, and cannot
necessarily be expected to meet the outcomes required. It seems likely that the Comfortable
Contractors would be best able to cope with a payment-by-results system because they were the most
financially secure; however, it is questionable whether these organisations would be willing to cross-
subsidise homelessness services using income from their other activities, particularly given the level of
financial risk involved.

This paper has highlighted the differential impact that New Labour’s reworking of the funding and
policy environment had on homelessness TSOs. The ways in which the policies of the Coalition
government will influence this environment — and the implications this will have for the organisations
operating within it — remain to be seen. However, the typology presented here draws attention to the
need for the specific strengths and limitations of different segments of this diverse sector to taken into
account when developing policy interventions, directing resources, and assigning responsibilities to
the organisations within it.




References

Alcock, P. and Scott, D. (2007) ‘Voluntary and community sector welfare’ in M. Powell, Understanding
the mixed economy of welfare, Bristol: Policy Press, pp. 83-105.

Billis, D. (2010) ‘From welfare bureaucracies to welfare hybrids’ in D. Billis (ed.) Hybrid organizations
and the third sector, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 3-24.

Brown, K. M., Kenny, S., Turner, B. and Prince, J. (2000) Rhetorics of welfare: uncertainty, choice and
voluntary associations, London: Macmillan,.

Buckingham, H. (2009) Competition and contracts in the voluntary sector: exploring the implications
for homelessness service providers in Southampton, Policy and Politics, vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 235-
254,

Buckingham, H. (2010) Accommodating change: An investigation of the impacts of government
contracting processes on third sector providers of homelessness services in South East England,
Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Southampton.

Cairns, B., Harris, M. and Young, P. (2005) Building the capacity of the voluntary nonprofit sector:
challenges of theory and practice, International Journal of Public Administration, vol. 28, no. 9 & 10,
pp. 869-885.

Cloke, P., Johnsen, S. and May, J. (2005) Exploring ethos? Discourses of ‘charity’ in the provision of
emergency services for homeless people, Environment and Planning A, vol. 37, no. 3, pp. 385-402.

Cloke, P., Johnsen, S. and May, J. (2007) Ethical citizenship? Volunteers and the ethics of providing
services for homeless people, Geoforum, vol. 38, no. 6, pp. 1089-1101.

Conradson, D. (2002) Negotiating value-based tension: voluntary welfare provision in Christchurch,
New Zealand. Summary research findings, Department of Geography, University of Southampton,
http://www.geog.soton.ac.uk/school/staff/profiles/djc/VWP.pdf.

Cunningham, 1. and Nickson, D. (2009) A Gathering Storm? Procurement, re-tendering and the
voluntary sector social care workforce, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, http://www.strath.ac.uk/
media/departments/hrm/pdfs/hrm-pdf-scer/SCER.pdf.

Ebaugh, H. R., Chafetz, J. S. and Pipes, P. (2005) Funding good works: funding sources of faith-
based social service coalitions, Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, vol. 34, no. 4, pp. 448-
472.

Evers, A. (1995) Part of the welfare mix: the third sector as an intermediate area, Voluntas, vol. 6, no.
2, pp. 159-182.

Evers, A. (2005) Mixed welfare systems and hybrid organizations: Changes in the governance and
provision of social services, International Journal of Public Administration, vol. 28, no. 9, pp. 737-
748.

Fitzpatrick, S., Pleace, N. and Bevan, M. (2005) Final Evaluation of the Rough Sleepers Initiative,
Scottish Executive, Edinburgh, http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/37428/0009584.pdf.

Fyfe, N. R. and Milligan, C. (2003) Space, citizenship, and voluntarism: critical reflections on the

voluntary welfare sector in Glasgow, Environment and Planning A, vol. 35, no. 11, pp. 2069-2086.




Hampshire Supporting People (2006) Strategic Review of Homelessness Services, 2005-06: County
Implementation Plan, http://www3.hants.gov.uk/strat-review_homeless-cip-05-7.doc.

Hall, T. (2008) Hurt and the city: Landscapes of urban violence, Social Anthropology, vol. 16, no. 1,
pp. 63-76.

Haugh, H. and Kitson, M. (2007) The Third Way and the third sector: New Labour's economic policy
and the social economy, Cambridge Journal of Economics, vol. 31, no. 6, pp. 973-994.

Homeless Link (2009) Survey of Needs and Provision 2009, Homeless Link,
http://www.homeless.org.uk/policyandinfo/SNAP2download/policyandinfo/research/mapping/SNAP
2report.

Johnsen, S., Cloke, P. and May, J. (2005a) Day centres for homeless people: spaces of care or fear?,
Social & Cultural Geography, vol. 6, no. 6, pp. 787-811.

Johnsen, S., Cloke, P. and May, J. (2005b) Transitory spaces of care: serving homeless people on the
street, Health & Place, vol. 11, no. 4, pp. 323-336.

Joseph, R. (2010) Housing scoping paper: homelessness advice and support, TSRC Briefing Paper
19, http://www.tsrc.ac.uk/LinkClick.aspx~?fileticket=BEKzVDPbp1c%3d&tabid=500.

Kendall, J. (2003) The voluntary sector, London: Routledge.

Kenway, P. and Palmer, G. (2003) How many, how much? Single homelessness and the question of
numbers and cost, Crisis, http://www.crisis.org.uk/page.builder/ researchbank.html#homelessness.

Knight, B. (1993) Voluntary action, 2 edn, London: Centris.

Ling, T. (2000) 'Unpacking partnership: the case of healthcare', In D. Clarke, S. Gerwirtz and E.
McLaughlin, New managerialism, New welfare?, London: Sage, pp. 82-101.

May, J., Cloke, P. and Johnsen, S. (2005) Re-phasing neoliberalism: New Labour and Britain's crisis
of street homelessness, Antipode, vol. 37, no. 4, pp. 703-730.

May, J., Cloke, P. and Johnsen, S. (2006) Shelter at the margins: New Labour and the changing state
of emergency accommodation for single homeless people in Britain, Policy and Politics, vol. 34, no.
4, pp. 711-729.

McLaughlin, K. (2004) Towards a modernized voluntary and community sector?, Public Management
Review, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 555-562.

Milbourne, L. (2009) Remodelling the third sector: advancing collaboration or competition in
community-based initiatives, Journal of Social Policy, vol. 38, no. 2, pp. 277-297.

Milligan, C. (2007) Geographies of Voluntarism: Mapping the Terrain, Geography Compass, vol. 1, no.
2, pp. 183-199.

Milligan, C. and Fyfe, N. R. (2005) Preserving space for volunteers: Exploring the links between
voluntary welfare organisations, volunteering and citizenship, Urban Studies, vol. 42, no. 3, pp.
417-433.

Morris, D. (2000) Charities in the contract culture: survival of the largest?, Legal Studies, vol. 20, no. 3,
pp. 409-427.

Mullins, D. and Murie, A. (2006) Housing Policy in the UK, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.




Najam, A. (2000) The four-Cs of third sector-government relations: cooperation, confrontation,
complementarity, and co-optation, Nonprofit Management and Leadership, vol. 10, no. 4, pp. 375-
393.

Office of the Third Sector (2006) Partnership in public services: an action plan for third sector
involvement, Cabinet Office, http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/media/cabinetoffice/third_sector/
assets/psd_action_plan.pdf.

Osborne, S. P. and McLaughlin, K. (2004) The cross-cutting review of the voluntary sector: Where
next for local government-voluntary sector relationships?, Regional Studies, vol. 38, no. 5, pp. 573-
582.

Parsons, N. and Palmer, G. (2004) A review of government policies that have an impact on the single
homeless, New Policy Institute (Report for Crisis), London,
http://lwww.crisis.org.uk/data/files/publications/ Review%200f%20Gov%20Policies%20NPI.pdf.

Resource Information Service (RIS) (2006) Emergency hostels in the UK: An analysis of provision from the
Emergency Accommodation Directory, http://homelessuk.org/document/download.asp?id=104.

Riseborough, M. (2006) ‘Housing, social care and Supporting People’ in D. Mullins and A. Murie (eds)
Housing Policy in the UK, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 235-252.

Scragg, T. (2008) Reflections on Supporting People: a case study of Outreach3Way, Housing, Care
and Support, vol. 11, no. 1, pp. 16-19.

Smith, S. R. and Sosin, M. R. (2001) The varieties of faith-related agencies, Public Administration
Review, vol. 61, no. 6, pp. 651-670.

Southampton Supporting People (2005) Supporting People in Southampton: Five year strategy 2005-
2010 (Final Draft), http://www.spkweb.org.uk/Your_local_area/GOSE/Southampton/Strategy
_and_policies/5+Year+Strategy+-+Final+Draft.htm.

Supporting People (2004) What is Supporting People?, http://www.spkweb.org.uk/NR/rdonlyres/
77059B33-F1D7-4B37-BFA3-6E7D4074AB08/0/What_is_Supporting_People_Document.pdf.

Wolch, J. R. (1983) The voluntary sector in urban communities, Environment and Planning D, vol. 1,
no. 2, pp. 181-190.

Wolch, J. R. (1990) The Shadow State: government and voluntary sector in transition, New York: The
Foundation Center.

Young, D. R. (1999) 'Complementary, supplementary, or adversarial? A theoretical and historical
examination of nonprofit-government relations in the United States.', In E. T. Boris and C. E.
Steuerle, Nonprofits and government: Collaboration and conflict, Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute
Press, pp. 31-67.

Young, D. R. (2000) Alternative models of government-nonprofit sector relations: Theoretical and

international perspectives, Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, vol. 29, no. 1, pp. 149-172.



http://www.spkweb.org.uk/Your_local_area/GOSE/Southampton/Strategy_and_policies/5+Year+Strategy+-+Final+Draft.htm
http://www.spkweb.org.uk/Your_local_area/GOSE/Southampton/Strategy_and_policies/5+Year+Strategy+-+Final+Draft.htm
http://www.spkweb.org.uk/NR/rdonlyres/%0b77059B33-F1D7-4B37-BFA3-6E7D4074AB08/0/What_is_Supporting_People_Document.pdf
http://www.spkweb.org.uk/NR/rdonlyres/%0b77059B33-F1D7-4B37-BFA3-6E7D4074AB08/0/What_is_Supporting_People_Document.pdf

0T0Z Joqualdes

Hosted by:

About the Centre

The third sector provides support and services to millions of people. Whether providing front-line
services, making policy or campaigning for change, good quality research is vital for
organisations to achieve the best possible impact. The third sector research centre exists to
develop the evidence base on, for and with the third sector in the UK. Working closely with
practitioners, policy-makers and other academics, TSRC is undertaking and reviewing research,
and making this research widely available. The Centre works in collaboration with the third sector,
ensuring its research reflects the realities of those working within it, and helping to build the

sector’s capacity to use and conduct research.

Third Sector Research Centre, Park House, 40 Edgbaston Park Road,
University of Birmingham, Birmingham, B15 2RT

Tel: 0121 414 3086
Email: info@tsrc.ac.uk
www.tsrc.ac.uk

Service Delivery
From housing, to health, social care or criminal justice, third sector organisations provide an
increasing number of public services. Working with policy makers and practitioners to identify key
priorities, this work will cut across a number of research streams and cover a series of key issues.
Critical understanding service delivery by the third sector is important to policy making as the
third sector now provides a major - and very different - option for public services, which may be
more responsive to the needs of citizens and service users. At the same time, there are dangers
inherent in the third sector becoming over-dependent on funding from service contracts —
particularly in terms of a potential loss of its independence. The centre’s research will help to
inform the debate on the way in which service delivery is developing, the potential role of the third
sector in commissioning as well as contracting, and the implications of different approaches to

service delivery on the overall impact of the third sector.

Contact the Author

Heather Buckingham

Tel: +44 (0)23 80 594717

Email: H.Buckingham@tsrc.ac.uk

The support of the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC), the Office of the Third

o
=
=
>
(@]
o)
Q
o
®
-
IS
[N

Sector (OTS) and the Barrow Cadbury UK Trust is gratefully acknowledged. The work was
part of the programme of the joint ESRC, OTS Barrow Cadbury Third Sector Research

Centre.

UNIVERSITYOF LNIVERSITY OF

BIRMINGHAM SOthhampton #5% CabinetOffice sarrow lVCADBURY

Office for Civil Society

Funded by:



mailto:info@tsrc.ac.uk

