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Introduction 

In recent years, there has been extensive debate within the public sector about the appropriate form that public service provision should take. A loss of faith in traditional hierarchies, seen widely as ‘the historical starting point from which radical change has become necessary’ (Leach et al, 1994: 2), has been matched with a recognition of the limits of market-based approaches. Meanwhile, there has been experimentation with a third, more ‘mutualistic’ form (sometimes loosely termed networks), which ‘co-ordinate through more egalitarian and cooperative means’ (Thompson et al, 1991: 171). The ‘New Labour’ government since 1997 has eschewed a dogmatic attachment to any of the above forms, stating that ‘what matters is what works’. In other words, as Kirkpatrick (1999: 12) contends, ‘the choice between markets, hierarchies and networks should be a matter of ‘practicality’ instead of ‘ideological conviction’ (Rhodes, 1996: 653)’. This paper argues that such a choice, whether based on ‘pragmatism’ or ‘principle’, is too stark. The form that service delivery takes may well be an important consideration in providing the ‘architecture’ (Jackson, 2001) for organizing the inputs policy-makers want to put into an organization, and the outputs they want to get out. However, this paper asserts that structural form is just one of the necessary considerations for public service delivery. This reflects the fact that the different forms represent different cultural positions, or ‘philosophies of governance’ (Harrison, 1997). We seek to add a more subtle perspective to the above arguments, using a ‘grid-group’ theoretical analysis of public service provision (Hood, 1996, 1998, after Douglas, 1970). 

Grid-group cultural theory works by plotting two dimensions against each other: ‘grid’ (the extent to which cultural environments are structured by rules and ascribed behaviour), and ‘group’ (the extent to which individuals are members of groups with well-defined boundaries). This creates a four-fold classification of ideal-type cultural ‘biases’ that are familiar in public service contexts: hierarchy (bureaucracy), individualism (markets), egalitarianism (mutuality/’networks’) and fatalism. Grid-group theory is chosen for this analysis because of its applicability at different levels of scale. In our analysis, we consider how this framework can be applied at the ‘macro’ level of the welfare state, the ‘meso’ level of public service organisations, and the ‘micro’ level of producer-consumer interactions in public services. In particular, we are interested in how the context for and processes of user/consumer involvement interact at each of these levels. Importantly, tensions between the different cultural biases have to be accommodated in ‘settlements’ (6, 2003), which vary in different contexts. This paper focuses on some of the dynamics involved in this process. The paper therefore takes three main directions. We begin by looking back at the evolution of the modern welfare state, to consider how the current macro-level context has developed. We then narrow down to look at the meso level of the service provider organisation. At this level we consider how cultural tensions can be ‘framed’ within different components of organisational culture, and how this defines the context with which service users must interact. Finally, we consider how these issues affect the relationships between the producers and consumers of public services at the micro level, examining the opportunities for consumer involvement and representation that are associated with each cultural bias, and the emerging imperatives upon public service providers to ensure a more sophisticated approach is taken. 
The changing shape of the welfare state

The shape of the welfare state has changed across its history. Its origins can be traced to three types of organisation: philanthropic societies, local government and friendly societies, which provided alternatives for those who could not afford the high entry costs to the market. However, the establishment of the modern welfare state in the period immediately after the Second World War saw the emphasis shifted to the provision of welfare services by central government. As the role of government increased, so these earlier forms became marginalized. The role of philanthropy became to add to basic state services and to provide a cutting edge of innovation in service development that, once a need was recognised, the state would eventually take over. Local government lost many of its former services such as health care and unemployment benefit, and, in return for receiving a support grant, became mainly a provider of welfare services required by central government legislation. And from the 1911 National Insurance Act onwards, friendly societies had been ‘subject to a process of creeping nationalisation’, becoming agents for the state’s compulsory social insurance schemes (Mabbett, 2001).

This reduction in institutional diversity and suppression of alternative institutional forms to support centralised planning and bureaucratic delivery represented something of a cultural shift. Building on the ideas of such leading scholars as Woodrow Wilson, Frederick Winslow Taylor and Max Weber, bureaucracy was promoted as an efficient way to organise due to its emphasis on specialization, expertise, standardisation, formal procedures, and clearly-defined, centralised ‘chain of command’ (du Gay, 2000; 2005). Bureaucracies were valued for their capacity to respond to high levels of demand in a predictable manner (Farrell & Morris, 1999), maintaining standards of quality while also benefiting from economies of scale and the avoidance of duplication of effort (Balle, 1999). Hence, the post-war welfare state was founded on the premise of bureau-professionalism. This was to have an important effect on producer-consumer relationships in the public sector. The dominant values were equity and universalism, and this made it hard to distinguish between citizens and consumers (even when, as council tenants, the latter were paying directly for the service). Service users were meant to be – and generally were at first – grateful for what they were given. Redress could be sought by individuals through politicians. Anything more would have been regarded as undue influence, since the aim was to meet professionally-assessed needs through rule-bound allocation procedures that treated everyone the same. This pattern of centralised state-led provision dominated for a generation, but by the late 1960s/early 1970s tensions were becoming more and more apparent. This led to challenges to the established orthodoxy from at least two different directions. 

Market/Individualism

The first set of challenges to the hierarchical bureau-professional approach came from ideologies of individualism and the market. These challenges emerged strongly during the 1970s as part of the ‘new Right’ agenda. Drawing on the work of public choice theorists (such as Niskanen, 1971) and institutional economists (such as Williamson, 1975), the basis for this challenge was that monopoly public services had become too cumbersome, too inefficient, too unresponsive, too unproductive, too conservative, too rigid. Libertarian theorists such as Hayek (1976) were also invoked to argue that market forces responded to the plurality of individual preferences more efficiently and fairly than democracy could (Bellamy, 1999). Such ideologies argued for an increased role for such values as competition and autonomy, and the rational incentivisation of public service providers in contractual agreements. These ideas provided the basis for a dramatic restructuring of the welfare state by the Conservative government of 1979-1997. Successive administrations set about the process of ‘reinventing government’ (Osborne & Gaebler, 1992), and market mechanisms were extended into the delivery of welfare through a range of strategies, such as competitive tendering, market testing, and quasi-markets (Walsh, 1995). These developments were supported by an emphasis on entrepreneurialism in what became known as the New Public Management’ (NPM) (Hood, 1991; Pollitt, 1990; 1993). Managers were given greater local autonomy over public services, and with it the ability to make and implement decisions more quickly. Efficiency and responsiveness to consumers were to become the new watchwords of service provision. According to McGarvey (1997), support for these developments often led to the formation of a ‘NPM coalition’ at local level. As he observes:

‘Even those who have not been over enthusiastic about NPM policy prescriptions have had a hard time arguing against them. Who after all is not interested in efficiency and value-for-money? It is difficult to argue against a customer orientation. It is for these reasons that NPM has ‘caught on’’ (McGarvey, 1997: 625).

These changes brought some potential advantages for service users. Values such as responsiveness and good customer care were added to the public service repertoire (Pollitt, 2003). Charters set out explicit standards and practices that service users could expect, often tied to individualised forms of involvement such as formal procedures for complaint and redress. By the 1980s - with ‘consumerism’ simultaneously perceived to be on the rise - the role of the service user was increasingly cast in terms of the individualistic and competitive ‘citizen-as-consumer’. Shackley & Ryan (1994: 518) argue that one of the underlying intentions of these reforms was to develop ‘good consumers’: “A good consumer can be defined as someone who can adequately assimilate information on the costs and quality of public services, and on the basis of such information, has an ability and desire to make service choices and then search for the best ‘package’ of services in terms of cost and quality”. Such consumers are constructed as rational, utility-maximising individuals, negotiating the role of consumer in such a way as to support their private needs and wants. However, there are difficulties with some of the assumptions of this model in the relation to the public sector. There are usually problems of an asymmetry of information between providers and users. As Shackley and Ryan (1987: 524) observe, ‘an obvious consequence of this is that consumers would be vulnerable to exploitation by better informed providers’. Moreover, public services lack the ‘invisible hand’ that generally guides resource allocation in the private sector based on consumer preferences. As Potter (1994) points out, the resources of the public sector are finite and limited, and distributed as an act of political will. This creates a dilemma for the application of other consumer principles such as access and choice. For some commentators the market view of the producer-consumer relationship is therefore too one-dimensional, seeing public service provision as simply management and administration, and denying the role of politics (Bellamy and Greenaway, 1995).
The influence of market-based approaches has been far-reaching, with extensive ‘agencification’ of service provision as previous monolithic hierarchies have been broken down (Pollitt et al, 2005) and the introduction of competition as a central theme of public administration (Boyne, 1999). However, we share with Clarke & Newman (1997: xiv) a distaste for linear, ‘from-to’ dualisms, such as ‘from hierarchies to markets’. Continuities and discontinuities, tensions and ambiguities are evident in accounts of change emerging from different public service locations. For example, while some institutional theorists describe how the ‘redesign’ of institutional rules and incentives/payoffs help create desired outcomes, others suggest that institutions are largely immutable except in terms of crisis or severe external challenge (Peters, 1998). Hence, new opportunities presented by the above changes were sometimes grasped, but likewise old patterns of behaviour were often defended (Pollitt, Birchall & Putman, 1998). Even on a political level, while there was a strong push for marketisation under the Conservatives, there was also evidence of resistance to change and backpedalling. Their neo-liberal values did not translate straight into policy, but were mediated through electoral strategies and complicated by the policy-making process. The picture is then one of flux and complexity rather than direct, controlled change. This has remained the case under New Labour since 1997 (Stoker, 2001). There is some evidence for a rejection of the market, for example in the scrapping of the quasi-market in the NHS. However, there has been continued pressure to transfer council housing to the housing association sector, and the encouraging of NHS purchasers to contract with private hospitals for surgery. More subtly, the market is being used as a threat to under-performing providers, as in the use of private (but so far non-profit) providers in failing schools. These continuities fit well with Labour’s philosophy that ‘what matters is what works’. However, the pragmatism of this philosophy also admits the possibility of alternative models of organising.

Mutuality/Egalitarianism

Alongside the aggressive rhetoric used to promote the market/individualism approach, it is possible to trace a second persistent set of challenges. Usually associated with more left-leaning political viewpoints, these challenges are also critical of ‘big government’ and the monolithic hierarchical bureaucracies that developed in the immediate post-war period. However, the prescription differs in important ways. As Birchall (2001) points out, mutuality/egalitarianism connects up with communitarian arguments about society being organic and individual potential being dependent on connection to a community. Values such as social solidarity, equity, fellowship, and association, and processes such as decentralisation, democratisation, community participation and empowerment therefore come to the fore.

The challenge from communities to the large, rigid bureaucracies of the post-war welfare state can be traced to the forced, mass break up of working class communities through slum clearance (Birchall & Simmons, 2004). Between 1955 and 1975, millions of households were displaced from poor quality housing in high quality communities to council estates on the edge of cities or in new satellite towns. A combination of social dislocation, poor estate design and shoddy construction meant that these planned ‘communities’ never became real communities (without the quotation marks). By the mid-1960s, resistance to this policy began to grow and for the first time the assumption of bureau-professional power was questioned. Some communities whose residents resisted the ‘bulldozer’ (sometimes literally, by sitting in front of it), set up independent, more mutual, forms of organisation to rehabilitate rather than demolish their homes. Enlisting the help of sympathetic experts who began to put the word ‘community’ in front of their specialism (community planners, architects, workers), they turned naturally to forms such as community housing associations and co-operatives that would guarantee them a stake in governance. Yet while the 1960s an early 1970s saw increased mobilisation by community and tenants’ groups, a move towards more mutualistic relationships was slow, and resistance to change amongst professionals was deeply entrenched. It was a similar story elsewhere in the ‘people-working’ professions. In health, patient involvement began in 1974 with the establishment of community health councils. However, they were outside the body of the NHS, with no powers, and with members appointed from local authorities and voluntary organisations; there was no challenge to bureau-professional values here. In education, most schools began to encourage parent governors during the 1970s. By 1979 90 percent had parents on the board, and it was due to parental pressure that in 1980 that they gained the statutory right to be represented. In other sectors participation was largely resisted. Interest in participation continued to decline in the 1980s at the height of the New Right agenda. As Stoker (1997) observes, reform ‘was more a matter of introducing market forces or market-like mechanisms into public services than promoting citizen participation as such’. 

However, as the welfare state was ‘dismantled’, some of the service agencies that were created provided new, localised opportunities for service users to participate directly in governance. In this sense, reform of the public sector adapted itself to the shape of the environment. For example, in education parents replaced local councillors in the driving seat of school government and were given a much larger share of the budget to spend. In housing financial pressures led to the transfer of housing stock to new agencies that opened up opportunities for tenants to become board members (although not commonly to tenant-controlled co-operatives and associations that more closely resemble the pure mutual type). The attempt to create a market in social care also led to a more pluralist system in which providers became keen to demonstrate a ‘partnership’ with service users, with some mental health and disability self-help groups beginning to be seen as co-producers. Users had therefore begun to be empowered collectively as well as individually (Gyford, 1991). This led to the development of ‘new’ forms of participation in public services, such as user groups, forums and committees (Stewart, 1996). These were backed up by what McGarvey (1997: 625) has termed a ‘new local democracy coalition’ in local government politics, within which some saw ‘a need for the reinvention of the local democratic polity’. In contrast with New Public Management approaches, this was an attempt to avoid the danger of “confusing the prospect of customer satisfaction with the requirements of public accountability” (Stewart & Stoker, 1995: 207). From this perspective, the role of public service consumers is more complex than individualistic images of the ‘good consumer’ portray. It is claimed that public services are distinctive in the extent to which they provide a collective as well as individual benefit. Concepts such as equity, accountability and the public good are therefore recognised to have specific meanings for public service consumers which are more limited in pure market settings (Jenkins & Gray, 1992).
With the public sector in flux, it was a patchy, unsatisfactory and ambiguous situation that was inherited by the incoming New Labour government in 1997. In the new conditions of ‘local governance’ and partnerships, the range and diversity of institutions involved in the provision of public services has continued to expand. As this process has developed, mutualistic/egalitarian relationships have begun to regain their place on the agenda. As Reddel (2002: 50) observes:

‘In recent times, international and national academic writings and government policy pronouncements have utilised various terms such as ‘social capital’, ‘community engagement’, ‘community regeneration and renewal’, ‘community capacity building’, ‘social partnerships’, ‘social entrepreneurship’ and ‘place management and planning’ to describe a new configuration of state/market/civil society relations. Notwithstanding the lack of clarity and consensus of meaning, these notions reflect a growing re-emergence in academic and policy discourse of the ideas and values of community, localism and citizen participation.’

Government policies, and the local reactions to them, are creating opportunities for mutuality to be built into the fabric of the service delivery agency. As yet, the extent to which these organisations, and the opportunities for new participatory practices that go with them, signal a significant change in the values that underpin service provision is unclear. However, if individualism has added values to the public service repertoire, mutuality has the potential to do the same. For Birchall (2001: 3):

‘Kellner (1998: 9) suggests that mutuality mediates between the three basic principles of liberty, equality and fraternity: they can be achieved only if we develop a culture of mutual responsibility’. More exactly, it might be used as a (gender neutral) synonym for fraternity…It is a kind of honest broker between the claims of liberty and equality, supplying the goodwill needed to secure people’s assent to political decisions that are not in their individual short term interest’. 
Summary

The growth of the welfare state added social rights to other citizenship rights within the ‘social contract’. However, the move towards equity and universalism under bureau-professionalism also served to undermine other key values, such as freedom of choice and solidarity. As discontent grew with this situation, the above challenges were issued. Yet to some extent, bureau-professionalism has successfully resisted attempts to reduce its influence - there have been counter-movements from supporters of bureaucracy, and a restatement of hierarchy as a necessary component in the public management ‘mix’ (Du Gay, 2000; Schofield, 2001; Hill & Lynn, 2004). Furthermore, tensions between these different approaches have been experienced differently in different contexts. The broad direction of change in public services since the late 1960s/early 1970s is therefore hard to unravel – the story is one of continuities and discontinuities, resistance and compliance. What becomes clear is that a simple dichotomy between state and market, public and private, is not adequate to the task of understanding these changes. We need a framework that, at least, also includes mutual/egalitarian ways of organising. For this framework we use grid-group cultural theory, as outlined below. This framework is both broad enough to take in the dimensions of change we have outlined above, and flexible enough to apply at a number of different levels of scale. Our application of this theory to the public service environment enables us to take a more holistic view of these changes, and the emerging tensions they have created. 

The grid-group framework and public services

Grid-group cultural theory (Douglas, 1970; 1992) was developed as a tool for understanding cultural diversity. Originally conceived as a theoretical framework/heuristic device/classification scheme, it has since been promoted by some as a full explanatory theory (Mamadouh, 1999; see Appendix). Grid-group has its roots in Durkheim’s (1951 [1897]; 1961 [1925]) two basic dimensions of forms of social organization: social regulation (corresponding with ‘grid’) and social integration (corresponding with ‘group’). It works by plotting these two dimensions against each other to create a four-fold field space (see Figure 1). ‘Grid’ refers to the extent to which cultural environments are structured by rules and ascribed behaviour. ‘High grid’ cultures are heavily constrained by such rules, ‘low grid’ cultures much less so. ‘Group’ refers to the extent to which individuals are members of groups with well-defined boundaries. In ‘high group’ cultures, the bonding between group members is strong. In ‘low group’ cultures it is much weaker.

	
	Low Group
	High Group

	High Grid
	‘Fatalism’: ‘randomness/uncertainty’
	‘Hierarchy’: 

‘bureaucracy’

	Low Grid
	‘Individualism’: 

‘market-based’
	‘Egalitarianism’: 

’mutuality’


Figure 1: The Grid-Group Matrix 

Grid-group theory serves as a means of framing the context for observation (James & Prout, 1995), allowing us to construct an analysis of the public service environment. There is evidence that this service context plays an important role in establishing the conditions and patterns of relations between producers and consumers, both in different types of service (Hood et al, 1996), and different types of provider within the same service (Baldock & Ungerson, 1996).

Hood (1998) uses the grid-group heuristic to describe four ideal-type cultures of public service ‘production’, establishing the differences between such cultures as ‘Weberian bureaucracy’ (hierarchy); ‘government by the market’ (individualism); ‘mutuality’ (egalitarianism) and ‘contrived randomness’ (fatalism). These ideal-types each describe different patterns of relationship between service providers and service users. Hierarchy is represented by the bureau-professional approach to public service organisation. Bureau-professionalism sums up a traditional, hierarchical relationship in which service users have no say in what services they receive or how they are delivered. Users are dependent on experts to define their needs, and on administrators to make sure the service is delivered according to strict rules of eligibility. The service is overseen and regulated by local or central government politicians. Service users may be consulted, but at the discretion of the provider. Individualism is represented by market-based forms of organisation. A market-based relationship is one in which service users are seen as customers of an organisation that has contracted with government to provide services. The contract is awarded within a competitive market in which there is a strict separation between the purchaser (usually government) and the provider of services (an independent or arms-length organisation). Individual service users may be consulted through marketing techniques such as opinion surveys and customer panels. They may have rights to information about the provider’s performance, and rights to complain and seek redress. However, users’ influence on the service depends mainly on their ability to affect the price and to choose between suppliers; unless they purchase the service directly with a grant or voucher, their reliance on public funding makes them fairly powerless. Egalitarianism is represented by mutualistic forms of organisation. A mutual relationship is one in which the relationship between service provider and user is transcended, through the users collectively delivering the service themselves, effectively doing away with the concept of service provider. They relate to their own provider organisation through being members of it, and membership automatically confers the right to ownership and control. As a group, they may choose to produce the service themselves or to hire their own staff and buy in expertise as and when they need it. The final position in grid-group theory is fatalism. This position is not generally considered conducive to organisational structures – fatalists see social relations as imposed by external structures, and the pressures on them to conform with any social group are weak. However, fatalism can have important effects on user-provider relationships within the service system. Hence, as Hood (1998: 9) observes, ‘a fatalist approach to public management will arise in conditions where co-operation is rejected, distrust widespread, and apathy reigns – a state of affairs which will be far from unfamiliar to many readers’. Fatalism tends to leave individuals within the system isolated and withdrawn. In these conditions, any kind of meaningful relationship with service users may become more dependent on Hood’s (1998) concept of ‘contrived randomness’ – perhaps through the distribution of large-scale random surveys to establish users’ views.   
Cultural tensions

As we attempted to show in our analysis of the changing shape of the welfare state, the different ways of life (or ‘cultural biases’) exist in constant tension with one another. Even as one becomes dominant (e.g. hierarchy), its existence is mediated by ‘external’ pressures from the others (e.g. individualism, egalitarianism). As a consequence, we tend towards a continuist view of each of the cultural biases (cf. 6 et al, 2002), whereby the extent to which a service is hierarchical, individualistic, egalitarian or fatalistic can vary on a continuum. Moreover, in line with the ‘requisite variety condition’ associated with grid-group theory (Wildavsky, 1987; Thompson et al, 1990), we would expect elements of all four ways of life to be present within the service delivery system at any time (however attenuated any of them might be in any particular given context). For example, bureau-professionals may use marketing methods for measuring user satisfaction; market-based providers may sometimes offer users a quasi-membership in order to increase customer loyalty; mutual organisations may have to submit to regulation by government agencies in order to secure public subsidy. However, because most public services incorporate elements of all four types, there is scope for service users to become confused about what kind of relationship is on offer. 
Recognising the presence of all four cultural biases has potential advantages. As Thompson et al (1990: 96) put it, ‘those regimes that have largely excluded a cultural bias lose the wisdom attached to that bias’. Hence, in line with the ‘compatibility condition’ of grid-group theory, each of the cultural biases has something to offer each of the others, while also representing a potential threat (see Figure 2). However, while such recognition may help to maintain the viability of the system through creativity and technical progress, accommodating the claims and counter-claims of each of the biases is difficult. The result is a state of permanent disequilibrium, tension and flux (Thompson et al, 1990). This leads to the question of how to analyse and understand the influence of each of the cultural biases on the ‘totality’. As 6 (2003) points out, a central challenge is for the system to secure viability, or the capacity to sustain itself, in the face of the ‘rivalrous plurality of social pressures’ within the grid-group model. In relation to public services, 6 et al (2002: 83) assert that:

‘the most viable forms of organisation are those that give some recognition to each of the [four cultural biases], but without conceding wholly to any of them…The conflict between them must be, to some degree, contained, but cannot be avoided altogether if the overarching system of public management is to maintain itself…The most sensible intellectual and practical strategy is to identify settlements between these basic rival solidarities and their conceptions of how organisational relationships work, that acknowledge something of what each offers and claims, while recognising that none holds more than a portion of truth, and any settlement can only be temporary’. 

	From
	To
	Positive/Compatible
	Negative/Incompatible

	
	
	
	

	Hierarchy
	Egalitarianism
	Facilitation
	Repression

	
	Individualism
	Regulation
	Suffocation

	
	Fatalism
	Protection
	Domination

	
	
	
	

	Egalitarianism
	Hierarchy
	‘Co-operative advantage’

Horizontal integration
	Process loss

System incoherence

	
	Individualism
	Aggregation/

Strength in numbers
	Assimilation/

Tyranny of the group

	
	Fatalism
	Rallying point
	Caught up/Lost in the crowd

	
	
	
	

	Individualism
	Hierarchy
	Deregulation/

Cutting red tape
	Game playing/

Challenge to authority

	
	Egalitarianism
	Exit/Choice
	Free Riding

	
	Fatalism
	Confidence
	Isolation

	
	
	
	

	Fatalism
	Hierarchy
	Acceptance/

Governability
	Apathy/alienation (undermines legitimacy)

	
	Egalitarianism
	Pool of uncommitted 

potential recruits
	Apathy/alienation (undermines group effort)

	
	Individualism
	Uncomplaining consumers
	Unpredictability (undermines rational calculation)


Figure 2: ‘Cultural tensions’: compatibilities and incompatibilities

6 (2003) develops these arguments, asserting that solutions, which will only ever be partial, contingent and provisional, depend on some process that might moderate the violence of the oscillations within the ‘disequilibrium system’: ‘the challenge here is not an optimisation problem, but a coping problem in an institutional order of punctuated disequilibrium and mutual disorganisation by rival solidarities’ (6, 2003: 410). He asserts that the task is to create arrangements that will ‘give adequate or sufficient articulation to all four solidarities’, but ‘will limit the destructive potential of the inevitable and desirable inconsistency, tension and conflict’ (6, 2003: 402). He calls these arrangements ‘settlements’, of which he identifies four types (6, 2003: 404-7; see Figure 3):

(i) Toleration: The commitments of each cultural bias are given some recognition, or at least the commitments of none are violated.

(ii) Separation: The establishment of empirical institutions that allow more or less distinct sectors, within which each of the four biases can operate, more or less with a local hegemony.

(iii) Exchange/Mutual dependency: Efforts for the institutionalisation of key reciprocal support, emphasising the positive interdependence of the four biases.  

(iv) Compromise/Hybridity: The acceptance of restraint by each bias in the making of claims, integrating them in a true four-way hybrid.


Figure 3: ‘Institutional settlements’ between the four grid-group cultural biases (6, 2003: 409)
According to 6 (2004: 17), ‘each of these forms of settlement provide enough to sustain sufficient pluralism for creativity innovation and release of necessary tension in a social system, while also constraining incoherence to a degree sufficient for the viability of institutions’. This contribution provides a promising way forward. However, as 6 himself points out, it is very difficult to know how to determine where the thresholds of adequacy or sufficiency in the ‘articulation’ of the four solidarities might lie: ‘this will have to be an area for future research and theory development’ (6, 2003: 402). 

‘Congruence’

Dilemmas as to where such thresholds might lie are repeated at the organisational level. Here, the ‘theory of congruence’ suggested by Quinn & Hall (1983) provides a helpful perspective. Using the ‘competing values’ framework developed by Quinn and his colleagues (e.g. Quinn, 1988; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1981; 1983; Quinn & McGrath, 1985), they identify four organisational forms that share similarities with those associated with grid-group. Quinn and Hall (1983) assess the level of congruence between the four different organisational forms, four different leadership styles associated with them, and the external environment. They suggest that when these different factors are aligned (or ‘congruent’) with one another, conflict will be minimised. However, as they point out:

‘One could argue that at a given point in time the most effective condition, from the point of view of a given constituency, would be maximum incongruency…It is clear from the view of certain constituencies that the non-congruent condition and resulting conflict are an effective and desirable state’.

The dilemma therefore arises as to just how much incongruency between their four positions should be admitted, both in terms of quantity (i.e. ‘how much’ of each position should be included in the organisational ‘mix’), and in terms of the way the different positions relate to each other (i.e. what the mixture becomes as the proportions change). Hence, as Cameron and Freeman (1991: 53) argue, ‘successful managers should not emphasize cultural congruence so much as they should manage the contradictions and incongruencies in their organizations’. Similar arguments can be applied to the four cultural biases in grid-group cultural theory. We have therefore applied the concept of congruency to our analysis. In the next section we link the four cultural biases with different components of organizational culture to assess the congruence (or incongruence) of different aspects of organisational culture. 

Cultural concerns in public service organisations

There is a huge literature on the composite construct of organizational culture, and no fixed agreement as to its constituent components. However, many commentators agree that there are ‘less visible’ components such as values, beliefs and attitudes, and ‘more visible’ components such as technologies, means of co-ordination, systems and policy and practice (see Figures 4A and B). 

‘Less visible’ components

Figure 4A considers the less visible aspects of organisational culture. Service providers have values that provide direction to their work and help them to make sense of what they are doing. Service users do, too, but their values only count when they are able to put them into practice. Such values include the famous trilogy of liberty, equality and solidarity, but also less abstract values such as representation, freedom of choice and so on. They lead to deeply held, more or less articulate, beliefs about what is important and how we should measure success. Drawing on the work of Thompson et al (1990) and Stoker (2001), we identify different sets of beliefs that are associated with each of the four cultural biases. These lead to a range of attitudes. In line with the focus of this paper, we have highlighted the key attitudes of each bias to user involvement in public service organisations. In this way, traditional, hierarchical attitudes to user involvement tend to focus on its value as a tool for ‘testing the water’ about and/or gaining user commitment to the implementation of centralised policies. Involvement therefore provides a way to legitimise the decisions and smooth the path of the central planners. Market-based attitudes to user involvement tend to focus on its value as ‘free market research’, helping to identify trends in user demand and/or service deficiencies without recourse to more expensive measures. In this view, customer feedback is also valued as a means for retaining customers that might otherwise exit
. Mutualistic attitudes to user involvement place the user voice at the heart of the organisation as a means of encouraging and promoting the kind of co-operative patterns of relations that define the organisation’s purpose. In this perspective, processes of involvement often serve as much as an expressive activity as an instrumental one. Fatalistic attitudes to user involvement downplay the value to be gained from involving service users. In this view, it is assumed that people are fickle and unpredictable, and that ongoing involvement processes will have little or no effect on what happens. At best, a one-off ‘snapshot’ survey could be undertaken to see what information came back. These attitudes link well with empirical findings from previous user involvement research (see e.g. Simmons & Birchall, 2005), and provide a continuing focus in our current research. 

‘More visible’ components

Figure 4B describes some of the ‘more visible’ aspects of organisational culture. Here, values, beliefs and attitudes tend to find their expression in different organising ‘technologies’ and means of coordination such as hierarchy-regulation, competition-steering by the ’hidden hand’ of the market, or co-production-peer review. Organisational systems tend to be guided by the prevailing technology/mode of co-ordination, governing various ‘flows’ through the organisational structure (Handy, 1985). They include:

· operating systems (concerned with the routine daily activities of the organisation)

· information systems (concerned with monitoring and evaluating organisational processes)

· communications systems (concerned with connecting the ‘nerve centre’ of the organisation to its periphery)

· maintenance systems (concerned with keeping the organisation healthy and effective)

· reward systems (concerned with distributing benefits according to specified criteria)

Their reach in the organisation is extensive, making them potentially important cultural ‘transmitters’. They are supported by the policies and practices of the organisation. It is at these levels that the relationship between provider and user becomes more tangible. ‘Policies’ provide the means for communicating information about what is important within the organization. They codify principal goals, work methods and behaviour, and include such things as ‘service charters’ and equal opportunities policies. Practices include actual actions and behaviours. They often occur in interactions between providers and users at what is referred to as the ‘front line’. Again, in line with the focus of this paper we have highlighted how the different biases vary in their practices in relation to consumer involvement. 

	
	Institutional form
	Hierarchical
	Market-based
	Mutualistic


	Fatalistic

	A
	Values
	Equity, Need 
	Freedom to choose,   Demand led 
	Solidarity, 

Mutual aid,

Participation 
	Acceptance, Personal withdrawal 

	
	Beliefs

(fundamental assumptions)
	Social systems should be regulated and under central control to prevent system disorder
	Effective social systems emerge spontaneously from competition and entrepreneurial action
	Co-operation adds value to social systems, dispensing with/counteracting coercion and self-interest
	Social systems are unpredictable and all ongoing attempts to control them are futile 

	
	Attitudes to User Involvement 
	Valuable as a ‘reality check’ for and to legitimise centralised policies  
	Valuable as ‘free market research’ and a tool for rectifying service deficiencies/retaining customers
	Valuable as an expression of and means of encouraging co-operative patterns of relations
	Ongoing/regular involvement is of little or no value as users are fickle/it will have little or no effect anyway


	B
	‘Technologies’
	Hierarchy/

Expertise/ Discretion
	Competition/

Entrepreneurialism 
	Self-provisioning/ Co-production 
	‘Contrived randomness’

	
	Means of     

Co-ordination
	Tight regulation/ Oversight 
	‘Hidden hand’ of the market
	Peer review/ pressure 
	Irregular/ Disjointed/

Chaotic 

	
	Systems
	Constrained –

flows regulated/ channelled to specialized units 
	Unconstrained - free flows to promote individual choice
	Unconstrained – free flows to reach as many group members as possible
	Constrained - flows channelled according to the ‘winds of fate’

	
	Policies
	Rules-based, 

Controlling
	Incentives-based, facilitative
	Morals-based, principled
	Chance-based, capricious

	
	Associated User Involvement

Practices
	Voting/Contacting elected officials

Official consultations
	Complaints procedures,

One-off focus groups
	User groups, forums, committees
	Randomised surveys


	C
	Organisational Forms
	Govt agency/ Arms-length agency
	Private contractor

Purchaser/ provider split
	Co-operative/ Self-help group
	N/a – suspicious of efficacy of any institutional design

	
	Nominal power/control resides with
	‘Experts’/

Political representatives
	Service commissioners/ Managers
	Members, via user reps on committees
	Whoever can claim/command fatalists’ support

	
	Status of service user
	‘Citizen’

Political client/

Beneficiary
	Customer/

‘Good consumer’
	Member/

Co-producer/ Co-learner
	Subject/ ‘Hard-to-reach’ consumer


Figure 4: Grid- Group Cultural Biases and Organisational Factors

In line with Quinn & Hall’s (1983) observations, it might be expected that the greater the extent to which these different components of organisational culture are ‘congruent’, the lower the conflict within the organisational system. However, as we have seen, too much congruence can end up undermining the system through the production of organisational ‘monocultures’. Monocultures are recognised in nature as being inherently unstable. As Flemming (2004: 72) puts it:

‘Nature abhors monocultures. Forests with only one species of trees are sitting targets for devastating diseases. Institutions are also threatened by a monocultural environment. When monocultures occur, natural forces usually conspire to cause diversity to come about’

It is therefore worth reiterating that some level of controlled conflict between the different cultural biases is to be welcomed and valued in the evolution, adaptation and renewal of public service organisations if ‘cultural clashes’ and ‘cultural blind spots’ are not to lead to cultural ‘surprises’ (Hood & Peters, 2004; see Thompson et al, 1990: 69-78). Hence, for 6 (2003: 400) an excess of either ’positive feedback’ (leading to reinforcement of one bias over another), or ‘negative feedback’ (leading to resistance by one institutional force against others), carries the risk of ‘institutional failure’ - that is, erosion of viability. 

Framing cultural tensions

The different components of organisational culture presented in Figures 4A and 4B represent different levels of abstraction - it is easier to talk concretely about practices than about the way the organisation turns behaviour into routines, or the way values underpin - or undermine - a common sense of purpose. Yet these different levels are all important. Perhaps we might suggest that they are ‘frames’ through which different aspects of the culture of public service organisations may be viewed. Framing refers to the mental structures and appreciations by which people construct their worlds. As Shmueli et al (2003) put it: ‘Because frames are built upon underlying structures of beliefs, values and experiences, people often construct frames that differ in significant ways’. We assume that different frames might be constructed, through the different fields of vision provided by grid-group, around the different aspects of organisational culture. Doing so may help observers to ‘reframe’ some of their original perceptions and interpretations, ‘identifying the taken-for-granted assumptions that underlie understandings and actions in problematic policy situations’ (Rein & Schon, 1991: 267). We argue that combining the four cultural biases with a breakdown of organisational culture provides some potentially useful insights into the different ‘frames’ through which these problems might be examined, and may help to identify possible cultural ‘levers’ that might be available to processes of institutional (re)design (Goodin, 1996; Weimer, 1995).

Moreover, breaking organisational cultures down in this way can help us to better understand how each acts to constrain or facilitate different approaches. In this respect, discontinuities are commonly evident within organisations. For example, it is common for organisations to espouse particular sets of values in rhetoric but not ‘follow through’ by putting them into practice (Newman, 1994); or, conversely, to ‘go through the motions’ of creating new policies and practices, but not value them. Langford (2004: 431) points out that discussions over administrative values in public services should be ‘prefaces to the proposal, construction or evaluation of institutional or procedural vehicles for ensuring the health of the value in question’. Coming from a different angle, we have ourselves observed that policies and practices associated with greater user involvement often fail to be supported with a rebalancing of organisational values (Birchall & Simmons, 2004). For 6 (2003: 410), ‘the aim of institutional crafting is to try and compensate for as many as possible of the organisational weaknesses of each of the biases at once, whilst recognising the inevitable instability of institutional settlements that attempt this’. Taking this view, it could be said that any attempt to redraw the institutional settlement (i.e. by bureaucratising, marketising or mutualising public service organisations) ought to consider both how far the priority given to the requisite cultural bias in each of the above frames should be adjusted, and the knock-on effects this might have on relationships between the four biases within the service system as a whole.

‘Structural’ concerns in public service organisations
A further set of issues relates to more structural than cultural concerns. In Figure 4C we concentrate on three such issues: how the four cultural biases find themselves reflected in organisational forms, the way that power/control is nominally allocated within these forms, and the status typically ascribed to service users.

Organisational Form

Different organisational forms, such as local authority social service departments, tenant management co-operatives, private nursing homes, self-help groups, primary care trusts, urban renewal partnerships, and so on, are often associated with one or other of the four cultural biases. However, as we have seen, organisations vary in the extent to which each of the four biases is institutionalised. The key questions do not therefore revolve around how best to characterise an organisation according to a single position within the grid-group framework, but how such organisations manage the inherent tensions between these positions. What modus operandum is to operate? What kind of settlement is appropriate? Whose priorities are to be given sovereignty? 

In answering these questions, the question arises as to what structural form to employ. Borrowing from Sah & Stiglitz (1986), Jackson (2001: 15) discusses organisational ‘architectures’, defining them as a structure of relationships: ‘Alternative forms of organisations arise from these relational configurations…Organisational architecture shapes organisational space and defines organisational context and can, therefore empower or constrain’. Birchall (2002) makes a similar point: ‘the importance of organisational form is in its ability to constrain certain types of behaviour and allow others’. From the perspective of this paper, organisational form matters, because some may be more open than others to the user voice. In this way, the type of relationship between providers and service users may promote some forms of involvement while constraining others.

Public service organisations have to be constituted in one legal/structural form or another. The ‘architecture’ is only one consideration, but it may be an important one, as it sets the context for further institutional settlements. Moreover, as Jackson (2001: 24) points out, ‘changing public sector architectures, once a specific design is chosen, is problematic’. As 6 (2003: 396) asserts:

‘Some aspects of most institutions are resistant to many kinds of change for precisely the reason that they are viable, and some kinds of design are threats to their viability…Setting aside or undermining an institution that seems to be viable will generally have to make reference to other institutions for which viability will have to be claimed’.

Taking this view, public service organisations are defined as sites of ‘struggle’ and claims-making between different constituencies. For example, in what Clarke (2004, following Foucault) has called the ‘knowledge/power knot’, he suggests that many modern-day public service organisations are left struggling with how to balance experience and expertise, or voice and authority’. Such struggles concern both the way that relationships are structured within organisational architectures, and the nature of the institutional settlements. In this sense, settlements must therefore be seen as achievements, not givens. They represent articulations of patterns of compliance and resistance, of claims and counter-claims. These processes are dynamic, as articulation theory itself suggests: ‘articulation is not just a connection but a process of creating connections, much in the same way that hegemony is not domination but the process of creating and maintaining consensus or of co-ordinating interests’ (Slack, 1996). We propose that the theoretical framework set out in this paper allows us to consider more carefully (i) what goes into ‘the mix’, (ii) in what way, and (iii) with what effect.  

While it is clear that such processes are dynamic, however, it is perhaps also important to express a watchword of caution as to the dynamism of different organisational environments – some will be more dynamic than others (Pollitt et al, 1998; Boyne et al, 2004). Hence, when it comes to the ‘discontinuous reinvention of institutions’ (Sennett, 1998), some settlements can prove to be more durable (and therefore less susceptible to ‘surprise’) than others. In this respect, it seems certain that the external context will provide another important factor. In their analysis of public policy environments, Quinn & Hall (1983) identify certain contextual conditions that make movements toward a settlement around one type of organisational form more likely than another. They suggest the key dimensions upon which this might rest to be uncertainty and competition. The different combinations, along with their associated prescriptions are shown in Figure 5.
	
	Low competition
	High competition 

	Low uncertainty 
	Hierarchical 
	Market-based

	High uncertainty
	Mutualistic (‘clan’)
	Fatalistic (‘adhocracy’) 


Figure 5: Contextual conditions and associated organizational prescriptions (Quinn & Hall, 1983)

There will be areas of the public sector where different contextual conditions may be seen to apply. In some areas (e.g. the delivery of social security) both uncertainty and competition will be low, and a settlement dominated by hierarchy more likely. In others (e.g. refuse collection), uncertainty will be low and competition high, tending towards a more market-based settlement. Mutualistic solutions are prescribed in conditions of low competition and high uncertainty. In a number of areas, the current public service context appears to be moving in both of these directions. It is clear that uncertainty is on the increase. For example, Talbot (2005) points out that ‘policy, governance and management in the public sphere is changing, certainly rhetorically and in many respects in practice…This creates processes of fusion, diffusion and flux which have yet, apparently, to settle into a definitive pattern’. Stoker (2001: 423) concurs, observing that the task of governance has become more complex and the range of institutions involved more diverse. He asserts that in New Labour’s reform programme, ‘the focus of policy attention and indeed priority appears to be subject to complex shifts and much uncertainty’. However, Stoker (2001: 423) goes on to suggest that both uncertainty and competition are high in New Labour’s approach: ‘a changing and competing set of networks among organisations working to the centre is actively encouraged. Individuals within such networks are uncertain who their next key partners will be and as such are kept on their best behaviour by their uncertainty of what lies around the corner’. This results in what he calls ‘a strategy of governance by lottery’. Here the settlement is based around a more ‘fatalistic’ set of arrangements. Again, this scenario may accurately describe the context in certain areas of public policy. Yet we would argue that, in many areas of public service delivery, the effects of competition are often balanced by other forces. As Dunleavy and Hood (1994) point out, legal or capital barriers often work to preclude extensive competition between providers. Furthermore, many authors have described a recent trend away from competition towards collaborative working in the public service environment (e.g. Entwistle & Martin, 2005; Kirkpatrick, 1999; Benson et al, 2001; Lowndes & Skelcher, 1998). 

Under these conditions the ‘mutualisation’ of public services is becoming more commonplace. In some cases this has even led users to move to a mutual form of organisation, and become their own providers (Birchall, 2004). Mutual organisational forms are membership-based organisations, in which the members are in control of service provision. The term ‘mutual’ does not automatically specify who is a member. Normally it is the user of a service. A clear example would be a housing co-operative in which tenants are responsible for the provision and management of their housing (Birchall, 1992; ODPM, 2002). But it can also include service providers in a multi-stakeholder mutual. Examples include foundation hospital trusts (essentially membership-based organisations governed by a mix of employees, patients and the public) (Walshe, 2003), new ‘leisure trusts’ (Simmons, 2003; 2004) and some elderly care co-ops that are now emerging in England (ICOM, 1998).
 Housing co-ops are a good example of a mutual organisational form that has consistently been shown to be more satisfying as well as being more efficient and effective than the traditional landlord-tenant relationship (Rodgers, 2001; ODPM, 2002). However, only a minority of tenants of social rented housing want to take on the burden of being collectively their own landlord. Similarly, while there is an enormous range of self-help groups in health care that have been shown to have clear, measurable health benefits (Halpern  et al, 2003), nobody is suggesting that they replace the traditional health services. Hence, the invocation of mutuality does not necessitate a movement to a new organisational form. Brugue & Gallego (2003: 440) suggest that change could occur at the level of systems in the ‘horizontalization of organigrams’. The objective here is ‘to promote inter-organisational dialogue by fostering (i) collaboration between the different segments of the organisational structure, and (ii) a holistic vision of the objectives of the organisation. However, as they recognise, ‘the presence of space for dialogue does not mean that dialogue will occur’. Hence, ‘mutualisation’ also requires that inclusive dialogue is facilitated - including processes of user participation and involvement (Simmons & Birchall, 2005). 

We have explored the current potential for more mutualistic approaches in detail as an example of how the organisational ‘settlement’ could be redrawn. It would be equally appropriate for the other possibilities (i.e. ‘more hierarchical’, ‘more individualistic’, ‘more fatalistic’) to be explored in similar detail. In doing so, it is important to emphasise that the arguments for institutional settlements to be made in the direction of one bias or another are not normative. Hence, as 6 (2003; 2004) puts it: ‘viability can only carry a provisional claim to normative status, which might well be overridden by other considerations, where good reasons can be provided’. Consonant with our earlier analysis, we are therefore neither arguing that (i) all public services should be mutualised, nor (ii) that where mutualisation takes place it is necessary to advocate wholesale adoption of the ‘mutual’ ideal-type. Yet conversely we do contend that there is also a danger of not going far enough. In this sense, the rhetoric of mutuality could be used in too limited a way, for example becoming merely a synonym for greater participation. A more expansive definition would take in some of the other components of organisational culture discussed above. In this way, as Birchall (2004) points out, it is important for policy-makers and service users ‘to be aware of the remarkable ability of public service managers and ambitious politicians to turn the idea of mutualisation into mere rhetoric that leaves existing power relations undisturbed’.
Power/control

Different organisational forms are built around different assumptions over which constituency or set of constituencies should hold sovereign power/control over decision making and/or resource allocation. This structurally-defined form of power is viewed as a force located in institutions/individuals, and it is generally thought to be an important factor in shaping organisations. Yet for many commentators, this represents too limited a view of power. For Foucault (1980; 1982) power achieves its effects through discourse. Individuals come to understand the world in terms of the discourse and social practices that reproduce this world-view as truth. Yet within public service organisations, various sources of expertise may lay claim to the ‘truth’. Power resources also vary amongst these stakeholders, creating interesting power-dependency relationships (Rhodes, 1981; 1997) – particularly in the more fluid and fragmented organisational forms found in today’s public sector. In this way, the social production of power may be seen as taking place in ‘networks of interactions’ (Latour, 1986):

‘Networked interaction is not something that takes place within a power structure, but instead is the process through which the power structure is created, reproduced and ultimately changed… Outcomes cannot, then, be structurally-determined as the structures themselves are created by contingent and mutable social practice. Or as Gibson-Graham (1996) argues, power configurations can only be provisionally hegemonic. Within every collectively performed interaction, there is the possibility for realignment, transformation and redefinition of the network and its outcomes.’  (McGuirk, 2000: 654)

That is not to say that some actors are not more powerful in practice than others. Indeed, reflecting the ‘power distance’ (Hofstede, 1980) between different actors, Mathur et al (2003: 39) suggest that public sector organisations ‘are structured through the discursive core (higher order values) of more powerful actors, and hence the participation of less powerful actors is sought only to fulfil the formal requirement of deliberation and more inclusive representation at lower orders of discourse’. Nevertheless, less powerful actors may still influence decision-making, for example using ‘veto power’ and the ability to use their resources to create stagnation or blockade (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2000a). Undoubtedly, certain power configurations may be conferred with durability as ‘structural forces’, due to the enrolment of actors to operate within specific institutional conditions (Latour, 1986). However, the nature of the control mechanism may vary in different situations. In this sense, ‘control’ does not always imply coercive control. Many systems have ‘self-steering’ mechanisms. Indeed, system self-control is acknowledged to be a necessary idea for homeostasis - the ability of a system to maintain itself in a steady state. For example, as Airaksinen and Haveri (2003:7) put it:

‘When in hierarchies the most important control mechanism is authority, in networks the most important attribute seems to be trust (Bradach & Eccles, 1991; 283). As a control mechanism, trust can be defined as an effective and important lubricant of social systems that helps people to rely on other people’s word.’ 

To differing degrees, power and control interactions can therefore be seen to either facilitate or constrain different patterns of organisational relations. This leads to further patterns of compliance and/or resistance from different actors as they seek to impose, negotiate or escape certain contingencies. Here it is important to note that compliance and resistance work in both directions in the relations between ostensibly more powerful actors and less powerful actors. Compliance from less powerful actors may reinforce the durability of certain power configurations, while from more powerful actors may lead to possibilities for realignment, transformation and redefinition of institutional settlements. Meanwhile resistance, arising from parochial self-interest, low tolerance for change, different assessments, misunderstanding or a lack of trust (Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979), can have similar effects. Hence, as with organisational form, different configurations of power/control have the ability to constrain some forms of behaviour while allowing others in the tension-bound system of many public service organisations. 

Status of service user

Service users may also be identified differently in different structural contexts. Much has been made of the terminology used for service users in the public sector - patient, customer, client, subject, recipient, citizen, consumer, user – and different terms may be perceived to carry ‘stereotypical’ meanings that may be accepted or rejected by different stakeholders. These contested and fluid meanings tend to limit their value as analytical categories. However, this has not prevented attempts to assign them with certain attributes that might lead to associations being made with one or other of the ideal types represented in Figure 4C. For example, Birchall (1992) argues for the recognition of a distinction between citizens and consumers in interactions between citizen, consumer and producer interests. Following Klein (1984) he accepts that citizen interests may be expressed either as contingent (potential future) users or as taxpayers. Consumer interests meanwhile are based on the dependence on the service to meet a real and present need, sometimes (e.g. in housing) backed up by direct payment for the service. In this sense, these roles are to some extent aggregative; citizens become consumers when their contingent need becomes real, however, they do not stop also being citizens. This might therefore be thought to be a fine distinction, yet it is a clear one. As Deakin and Wright (1990: 12) argue, “it is necessary to strengthen the position of both [citizens and consumers] in the public services without pretending that they are always and necessarily the same”. Importantly, in either case citizens and/or consumers may also see such interests in terms of themselves as individuals or as part of a collectivity to which they belong. Other commentators have suggested a difference between ‘consumer’ and ‘customer’. For example, Lusk (1997) argues that while a consumer may be an individual with a real and present need for a particular public service, a customer is someone who has a supply relationship with a particular supplier. Where there is a range of suppliers available, the individual customer is presented with the ability to exit in addition to the consumer’s ability to use voice. Again, in many public services this represents a fine distinction (and where there is little or no choice of supplier, a non-existent one). Although there may be some distinctions to be made between these terms within the context of ideal-types, we see the terms as fluid and porous in practical/common usage (e.g. ‘customer care’). In our current research we therefore treat their meanings as empirical entities, asking service users how they construct themselves, how they perceive themselves to be constructed by the service providers, and what meanings they associate with this.  

In terms of ideal types, Roberts (2004) sets out a useful typology of user status in relation to public administration (see Figure 6). Stereotypically, the status of ‘voter in a representative system’ and ‘client in an administrative state’ might be thought to fit with hierarchy, the status of ‘consumer/customer in a political/market economy’ with individualism, the status of ‘interest group advocate in a pluralist system’, ‘co-producer in civil society’ and ‘co-learner in a social learning process’ with mutuality and the status of ‘subject in an authority system’ with fatalism. 

	User status
	Meanings attached to status
	Associated with

	Voter in a representative system
	Users vote for candidates who will represent them in the legislature
	HIERARCHY

	Client in an administrative state
	Users respect and defer to the expertise and neutral competence of professional bureaucrats
	HIERARCHY

	Consumer/customer in a political/market economy
	If bureaus do not meet user needs, then users should be free to use other options in government or in the private and non-profit sectors
	INDIVIDUALISM



	Interest group advocate in a pluralist system
	Users support the creation and maintenance of interest groups to promote their interests through collective action
	MUTUALITY

	Co-producer in civil society
	Users co-operate with administrators to redesign and deliver government services and/or improve the quality and quantity of service outputs
	MUTUALITY

	Co-learner in a social learning process
	Users collaborate with officials to make value judgements and trade-offs among competing problem definitions and solutions
	MUTUALITY

	Subject in an authority system
	User obeys the whim of rulers and their administrative representatives
	FATALISM


Figure 6: User status and associated meanings (adapted from Roberts, 2004)
However, such stereotyping may neither be accurate nor benign in the context of public service delivery. Stereotypes are often inaccurate as service users often stand simultaneously in a number of different relationships with public service organisations (Hirschmann, 1999; Alford, 2002). Moreover, differences in terminology may also signify different attitudes from public service providers to service users (Needham, 2003). Where this relates to different processes for representing service users’ interests, an issue may arise concerning these different and competing constructions. Producers may routinely construct users according to their own perspective and interest, while users may accept these constructions, negotiate or contest them. Hence, status can be important as it sometimes reinforces the structural position of users in relation to producers. 

In this way, it is not always clear how good the fit is between the conceptions of user status held by producers and service users. Where the terminology has become loaded with meaning in a particular context, it can either support compliance (as with passive clients), or become a site of contestation and resistance. For example, Barnes and Shardlow (1996: 114) suggest that it is often fundamental for those people whose identity and ‘problems’ have been defined by professionals (e.g. users of mental health services) to claim the right to self definition: ‘reclaiming the right to define themselves and their problems is a prerequisite for attaining their objectives’. In the case of users of mental health services, this has resulted in the creation of new terminologies, such as ‘survivors’ of the mental health system, that challenge existing stereotypes. Similarly, Cook (2002: 523) quotes a recent Home Office-sponsored study that concluded that the term ‘hard to reach’ (commonly applied to a range of minority groups who are seen to have problematic relations with service providers), was stigmatizing, and that ‘in many cases ‘hard to reach’ actually meant ‘hard to engage with on a positive level’ (Jones & Newburn, 2001: 13)’. The disjuncture between service providers’ and service users’ views of the term is also made explicit in Cook’s own research: ‘In discussion with people within these groups, their response to our research team was a very firm “who says we are hard to reach?”’ (Cook, 2002: 523). 

Thompson et al (1990) show how the dimensions of compliance and resistance may be represented using grid-group theory. In the first dimension they distinguish between ‘allegiant’ and ‘alienated’ orientations, and in the second between ‘deferential’ and ‘participant’ orientations. The four polar positions they suggest are ‘allegiant-deferential’ (hierarchist); ‘allegiant-participant’ (individualist); ‘alienated-participant’ (egalitarian); and ‘alienated-deferential’ (fatalist). The positions in Thompson et al’s (1990) analysis usefully suggest a potential relationship between attitudes and behaviour. Hence, as Jensen (1999) suggests, if ways of life, images of democracy and practical governance are to become congruent then ‘intercultural communication’ (i.e. communication between the four cultural biases) may provide a constructive way forward. Mayo (2004) argues that ‘we all need a clearer conception of the public service user, differentiated for different services and able to drive models and techniques for better service’. Our analysis suggests that this presents no straightforward task. Certainly, ‘the way in which individuals negotiate the role of consumer is clearly relevant to their propensity to get involved’ (Lupton et al, 1997: 114). We would add that it may also affect the way in which they might go about getting involved. Such distinctions are crucial to an understanding of user involvement and representation in public service organisations. In the absence of exit opportunities for public service users, the way that they are able to best express their interests through the mechanisms of voice, involvement and representation are now moving to the centre of policy concerns.

Summary

Cultural tensions between the four biases in grid-group theory are reproduced at different levels of scale. This recursivity is one of the strengths of the grid-group model, allowing ‘each part of the heterogeneous mixture that constitutes a social pattern to be seen as recurring in the social structure, in organizations, groups and networks, in individual interaction and in the multi-subjectivity of agency’ (James and Prout, 1995). In our analysis so far, we have attempted to show how this framework can be applied at the ‘macro’ level of the welfare state, and the ‘meso’ level of public service organisations. Undoubtedly, fluctuations in the ‘settlements’ reached at these larger levels of scale are likely to have an impact on those achieved at smaller levels. However, this does not necessarily mean that the former are deterministic of the latter. In the next section we therefore move on to consider interactions on an even smaller scale – the ’micro’ interactions that take place between users and producers through processes of involvement, representation and voice.   

User involvement, representation and voice

As we established earlier, user involvement in public services has gone through a series of phases of development. In the post-war period, redress was available to individuals through their elected representatives. Anything more would have been regarded as undue influence, since the aim was to meet professionally-assessed needs through rule-bound allocation procedures that treated everyone the same. As market-based provision became more popular during the 1980s, charters began to set out standards and practices that service users could expect, and individualised forms of involvement such as formal procedures for complaint and redress became commonplace. However, more recently, in line with the emerging imperatives upon public service providers to ensure a more sophisticated approach is taken, these hierarchical and market-based methods for representing consumer interests have increasingly been joined in policy and practice by ‘egalitarian’ arrangements for the active involvement of consumers in collective participation within user groups, forums and committees (Simmons & Birchall, 2005) and ‘randomised’ arrangements to attempt to gather the views of more ‘fatalistic’ users, such as user surveys (Stewart, 1996). It is important to note that all four methods of involvement are now in common usage in many public service organisations. Hence, there are a number of ways in which service users are able to express their ‘voice’ (Hirschman, 1970; 1980) to service providers. The different methods of involvement reflect different cultural biases within grid-group theory. This shows that, while it is often associated with one or other of them, voice as a mechanism is not exclusive to any one of the four biases. Indeed, in line with the ‘requisite variety’ principle outlined earlier in this paper, it could be argued that it is important to ensure a balanced range of opportunities for consumer involvement if the wisdom from each of the four biases is not to be lost, tensions minimised and system ‘shock’ avoided. 

Drawing down on the relevant sections of Figure 4, the position of the different cultural biases to user involvement is characterised in Figure 7. As we stated earlier, the different attitudes to user involvement stem from variation in the values and beliefs associated with each cultural bias. In practice, this can be on occasion a key source of conflict between users and providers. To take a common example, when users get involved it may be that the attitudes they are confronted with from provider representatives are rule-bound and hierarchical, while their own attitudes are more market-based. In this situation many users get frustrated, failing to understand the need for the ‘red tape’ they encounter. In another common example, hierarchical provider attitudes may clash with more mutualistic user attitudes. Hence, while users may be keen to engage in collective effort as co-
	Cultural bias
	Hierarchical
	Market-based
	Mutualistic
	Fatalistic

	Attitudes to User Involvement 
	Valuable as a ‘reality check’ for and to legitimise centralised policies  
	Valuable as ‘free market research’ and a tool for rectifying service faults/retaining customers
	Valuable as an expression of and means of encouraging co-operative patterns of relations
	Ongoing/regular involvement is of little or no value as it will have little or no effect

	Associated User Involvement

Practices
	Voting, Contacting elected officials

Official consultations
	Complaints procedures,

One-off focus groups
	User groups, forums, committees
	Randomised surveys

	Status of service user
	‘Citizen’

Political client/

Beneficiary
	Customer/

‘Good consumer’
	Member/

Co-producer/ 

Co-learner
	Subject/ 

‘Hard-to-reach’ consumer


Figure 7: Cultural biases and user involvement

learners and/or co-producers of a service, provider representatives may have vaguer and more instrumental objectives, perhaps simply wishing to legitimise centralised policies (e.g. Simmons & Birchall, 2005). 

Many service users negotiate their interactions with providers in ways that are compatible with the prevailing ‘cultural settlement’. However, there is scope for confusion when the language they are speaking seems to differ from that of the providers. Where such ‘culture clashes’ occur, negotiation may prove difficult. Hence, for Brett (2000: 101):

‘When people from two different cultural perspectives negotiate, each brings to the table his or her way of thinking about the issues to be negotiated and the process of negotiation based on the ways in which issues are typically assessed and negotiations carried out within that cultural group… The same values that generate cultural differences in preferences may also act as cultural blinders. Members of one culture expect preferences to be compatible, and cannot understand the rationality of the other party, whose views on the same issue are at odds with their own’
This potential lack of understanding amongst stakeholders can lead in a number of directions. Klijn & Koppenjan (2000b: 378/380) offer an example of interactive decision-making’ in the public sector where two contrasting ‘worldviews’ clash – one more hierarchical (‘instrumental democracy’) and one more mutualistic (‘substantive democracy’):

‘One can rightly argue that through interactive decision-making, an institutional regime based on views of substantive democracy is introduced into a system dominated by instrumental democracy in which decision-making power is concentrated in elected representatives. This mix of different institutional regimes is not without problems. There are tensions between the rules of the game of instrumental democracy, with its emphasis on the passive role of citizens and the strong decision-making power of elected politicians, and the rules of the game of substantive democracy that are oriented much more towards interaction and communication…..‘The solution must be found at the level of institutional design: reconciling the practice of instrumental and substantive democracy by making agreements between the parties involved about rules and roles, which must subsequently be applied in practice’. 

In this way, the solution to culture clashes is proposed to lie at the level of institutional design – or, put another way, in the achievement of institutional ‘settlements’ (6, 2003) that reconcile the different perspectives. Here the relative power of service providers (deriving from resources such as formal authority) again comes to the fore. For example, Barnes et al (2003: 396) highlight ‘the power of public officials to constitute the public in particular ways that tend to privilege notions of a general public interest and that marginalize the voices of ‘counter-publics’ in the dialogic process’. As they observe, this enables providers to define the basis upon which people are able to speak, establishing the formal rules of dialogue and exercising control through agenda setting (Barnes et al, 2003). The ability to set the agenda means providers may reserve to themselves higher order issues at the ‘discursive core’ (e.g. values, beliefs, attitudes), including users (as less powerful actors) only at lower orders of discourse (e.g. organisational policy and practice) (cf. Mathur et al, 2003; Skelcher, 1993). This marginalisation of voices representing different cultural standpoints and control of the discursive agenda has the potential to lead to increasing levels of cultural conflict over time. This brings into focus the emerging ‘competition’ between different actors to represent the interests of the consumer (Clarke, 1996). As Williams (2000: 124) puts it:
‘Where relations of social and political inequality have long been structured along the lines of group identity, there is an inadequate foundation of trust between citizens who belong to marginalized groups and representatives who belong to privileged groups. Without this trust the flow of communication which is a precondition of effective representation is unlikely to exist. Moreover, these groups’ experience of marginalization yields an understanding of social practices and institutions which is not readily available to individuals who lack that experience. Membership in a marginalized group often brings with it a distinct political voice, and effective representation for such groups requires that this voice receive a hearing in the political process’.

Legitimacy in ‘speaking for’ public service users is therefore a key factor. While traditionally the hierarchical ‘politics-administration nexus’ (Hall, 1983) would have been considered the legitimate sphere of representation for service users, this legitimacy has been challenged both by market-based reforms and the rise of ‘consumerism’ on the one hand, and the rise of more mutualistic, identity-based group representation (such as that suggested by Williams, 2000) on the other. If anything, these issues have assumed even greater salience since the agencification of public service provision has brought about the break up of the public sector. As Corrigan & Joyce (1997: 421) observe, this has not only led to the fragmentation of service provision, but also to a ‘fragmentation of the public’. Such fragmentation has potentially created a more highly differentiated service user constituency, holding various normative values, commitments and expectations. In such conditions, the representation of consumer interests arguably becomes increasingly problematic. If we are to better understand the dynamics of how these issues are addressed in today’s public services, we need to understand more about the choices service users make about how they represent their views in this context, and why. 
Involvement and the agency of individuals: ‘choice about voice’

User involvement does not take place in a vacuum. When a service user makes a complaint, contacts their local elected representative, or attends a user group meeting, their choice of strategy will be conditioned to some extent by the context in which they find themselves. However, to some extent it will also be conditioned by the values they themselves hold dear, the level of commitment they have to this value set, and the expectations they have of particular involvement mechanisms as a result. As Parsons (1991: 40) observes:

‘From the point of view of the units of a system, hence at some level of the motivation of individuals, values imply what may be called ‘commitment’.…Looked at in social system terms, the level of commitment is what I have often referred to as ‘institutionalization’; the cognate conception in personality terms is ‘internalization’. The relation between the two is the primary focus of the problem of integration of social systems. Of course not only values but all other components of culture systems are both institutionalized in social systems and internalized in personalities.’ 

In this sense, the pattern of values in institutional settlements (6, 2003) may be thought of as both institutionalised in service organisations and internalised in individuals. Yet as Parsons (1991: 40) is quick to point out, in practice this level of ‘commitment’ may be variable: ‘It is inherent in the frame of reference that there should be a problem of conformity, and variations in degree of conformity; level of commitment is empirically problematical and favourableness of circumstances is also problematical’. In institutional terms, there is potentially a ‘logic of appropriateness’ that derives from the above patterns of commitment (March and Olsen, 1984) and leads service users to pursue one form of involvement rather than another. However, differences in the level of congruence between the institutionalisation of settlements in organisations and the internalisation of these settlements in individuals can bring variations in the degree of conformity of service users to this ‘logic’. This can potentially affect (i) the mechanism chosen to express voice, (ii) the language/rhetoric produced by service users when they do, and (iii) users’ expectations of subsequent action. 

	Hierarchy
	‘We are entitled to decide what they must do’

‘They are entitled to decide what we must do’

	Egalitarianism
	‘We decide what we want to do’

	Individualism
	‘I decide what I want to do’

	Fatalism
	‘They decide what I must do’


Figure 8: Ideal-typical perceptions of decision-making in public service organisations (Jensen, 1999)

Jensen (1999: 174; see Figure 8) uses the grid-group framework to show how individuals may hold different perceptions of decision-making in public service organisations. She uses this framework to give an account of how attempts to ‘democratise’ former hierarchical provision in Danish social housing fell foul of both centralised social policy that increased the number of tenants with fatalistic life experiences and expectations, and the ‘marketisation’ of the service in housing associations whose strategic focus was on individualising housing services. As she points out (Jensen, 1999: 180/184):

‘If there were only two possible states – hierarchy and egalitarianism – then these reforms might well succeed in tipping the system of governance into the desired state. Change on this view is simple: if there’s only A and B and you’re tipped out of one, you’ll end up in the other. But in Grid-Group theory, change is complex: if you’re tipped out of A, say, you can end up at any one of three destinations – B, C, or D – only one of which is the transition that is predicted by those theories that assume just A and B…This confirms the debilitating inadequacy of dualistic interpretations of social organisation.’   

Thus, the approach service users choose may be based on the extent to which they internalise different values in relation to a particular service, and the expectations that spring from this. This can become particularly visible when institutional change occurs independently of service users as a result of service reforms. In a further example of this, Baldock & Ungerson (1996) consider UK community care reforms. They show that just because the pattern of service provision has undergone change, this does not mean that patterns of consumption necessarily fall in neatly behind. Instead, service users’ reference points may be drawn from their ‘habits of the heart’, or the values, assumptions and expectations that are embedded in the social relationships and the wider social institutions that have hitherto formed the context of their lives (see Figure 9). Hence, while the institutional settlement had become more individualistic and market-based at the level of the organisation, they found resistance from many service users to this change, resulting in a more sophisticated range of strategies that again mirror the four positions within the grid-group framework: ‘clientalism’ (hierarchy), ‘welfarism’ (egalitarianism), ‘privatism’ (fatalism), and ‘consumerism’ (individualism).  
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Figure 9: ‘Habits of the heart’: modes of participation in the care market (Baldock & Ungerson, 1996)

In this way, while context is clearly important, service users do retain some agency in the way they negotiate the process of involvement. This is demonstrated in the ‘reflexive’ way they are able to frame the issues (e.g. Goodin & Niemeyer, 2001), in the involvement mechanisms through which they choose to communicate/negotiate with service providers and the language/rhetoric produced in such communications, and potentially in their ability to influence the subsequent action taken by service providers in relation to the issues raised. In each of these aspects, we contend that the subtleties in users’ standpoints and worldviews can be better understood with reference to the grid-group framework.     

At the boundary between users’ internal processes of ‘reflection’ about service issues and the decision whether or not to start ‘talking’ to providers about them, users’ motivations are important. As Simmons & Birchall (2005; Birchall & Simmons, 2004) have shown using Mutual Incentives Theory, users have a combination of individualistic and collectivistic motivations. In this paper, we expand our field of vision to consider the focus of these motivations. This raises some interesting questions. For example, in relation to hierarchy, is user involvement motivated by a sense that ‘we are entitled to decide what they must do’? In relation to egalitarianism, is it motivated by a sense that ‘we decide what we want to do’? Or in relation to individualism, is it motivated by a sense that ‘I decide what I want to do’? Of course, it may be that some users fail to cross the boundary between the spheres of ‘internal reflection’ and ‘talking’ about service issues. In this sense, the failure to speak may, at least in part, be explained by more fatalistic considerations.


NB:                       =  Point of decision to start talking to providers about service issue

Figure 10: Potential user strategies

Meanwhile, at the boundary between the spheres of ‘talking’ and ‘action’ (Brunsson, 1989), users’ expectations are important. Hence, while service providers may feel that they alone have the legitimacy to act in relation to a particular service issue, users may feel that they share a legitimacy to talk about it (Simmons, 2003: 42), both at the level of ‘issue framing’, and at the ‘social accounting level’ (Douglas, 1982: 201): ‘the level of justification and explanation’…at which people find it necessary to explain to each other why they behave as they do’. The criteria on which their expectations of involvement are based may therefore lead users to follow a range of strategies in relation to a particular service issue. Again, these strategies reflect the grid-group framework (see Figure 10). ‘Delegation’ refers to the hierarchically-based perception that ‘we are entitled to decide what they must do’. In return, as Jensen (1999) points out, there is a tacit acceptance that ‘they are entitled to decide what we must do’. To some extent, this reciprocal arrangement reflects the ‘rights and responsibilities’ of citizenship. ‘Participation’ refers to the egalitarian perception that ‘we decide what we want to do’. It can mean the representation of group interests in decision-making fora, or the willingness of an individual to co-operate on an equal basis with others to co-produce the service/engage in a co-learning process. Meanwhile, ‘separation’ refers to the individualistic perception that ‘I decide what I want to do’. Service providers are offered the opportunity to make amends for service failures under the threat of ‘exit’ (Hirschman, 1970; 1980). 

Each of these strategies may be regarded as ‘circuits’ (Clegg, 1989; 1990) in which users represent their views (or have their views represented by proxies). On the ‘upturn’ in the circuit, users may have high expectations that their chosen mechanism will achieve the objectives they have set out to achieve through communication. In this sense, their expectations of involvement may derive primarily from their status as citizens (in relation to hierarchical mechanisms), community members (in relation to egalitarian mechanisms) or consumers (in relation to market mechanisms). However, an additional level of complexity arises, both for providers and for users themselves, from the fact that users are no one of these things at any given time, but a combination of all three (with a degree of fatalism thrown in for good measure). This can have two main effects. First, on the ‘downturn’ within each circuit, the failure of involvement mechanisms to meet the expectations of service users may lead to review, and possible ‘strategy switching’. Second, users’ recognition of their multiple statuses in relation to the service may, in some instances, lead them to set more than one of the circuits in motion at the same time. Notwithstanding this, a further scenario presents itself in Figure 10. Here, as users consider their position in relation a particular service issue they may become more fatalistic. In these circumstances ‘withdrawal’ becomes more likely, based on expectations that commencing or continuing their involvement is not worthwhile as it will have little or no effect. For Jensen (1999: 185): 

‘An important lesson from grid-group theory is that fatalism can thrive as a response to any of the other solidarities. Individualists decry the ‘nanny state’, arguing that it produces fatalists marked by irresponsibility and passivity. Egalitarians hold that it is competitive market forces that fuel fatalism by driving the caring and the sharing into marginality. But it is important to note that even egalitarianism does not necessarily provide a warm and cosy refuge for people with fatalist life experiences. Egalitarianism is a demanding way of life: one that is prone to excluding [the uncommitted], or at least not automatically integrating them. Small wonder then that the engineering of change is seldom a straightforward business.’ 

Clearly, the way individuals negotiate the different roles and strategies available to them will be dependent on ‘what users want’ from their involvement (Farrell & Jones, 2000). However, grid-group theory predicts that there are likely to be tensions between different wants and expectations – and consequentially a need for these to be balanced effectively in involvement processes. Yet rarely have service users been asked what they want out of their involvement. Nor has there been a detailed assessment of the way users experience different processes of involvement. Shortly the authors will be reporting on the findings from a project that has attempted to investigate these issues directly, relating users’ perspectives back to the cultural contexts in which their involvement is located.

Conclusions: Implications for producer-consumer relationships
In this paper we have attempted to show how dualisms commonly used in relation to the public sector (e.g. state/market, public/private) are too simplistic to understand the complexity of interactions that define the production and consumption of public services. We suggest using grid-group cultural theory as a helpful framework for understanding some of this complexity. The cultural tensions suggested by grid-group are played out at different levels of scale in the public sector (e.g. the level of the welfare state, the level of individual public service organisations, and the level of producer-consumer interactions). At the organisational level, they are also played out within different components of organisational culture. In both cases, these different levels interact, so that each both produces and is produced by the others. If we are to consider the implications for producer-consumer relationships in general, and processes of user involvement in particular, it is therefore necessary to understand the processes at work at these different levels.

It has been widely suggested that user involvement can often be constrained by structural issues: impermeable organisational structures, the relative lack of power of service users, and patterns of stereotyping according to relative status. This has led to prescriptions of new organisational forms, processes of empowerment, and attempts to challenge stereotypical perspectives. Our analysis of the tensions between the four cultural biases in grid-group theory shows that consumer involvement has to overcome cultural as well as structural issues. It therefore suggests that attempts to ‘reinvent’ or ‘modernise’ producer-consumer relationships involves a need to rebalance the tension-bound organisational ‘settlement’ between the four cultural positions. This may necessitate addressing both the ‘lower order’ issues of organisational policy and practice and the ‘higher order’ issues of values and attitudes. In doing so, however, care has to be taken to neither ‘go too far’ as to disproportionately favour one cultural bias, nor to ‘not go far enough’ so as to have little or no impact on the dominant culture. In practice this may be a difficult balance to draw. Nevertheless, to allow the balance to tip decisively in either direction would be to undermine the viability of the institutional settlement (6, 2003). In our current research project we seek to establish how consumers and producers of public services work within these cultural boundaries, and how competing expectations may help or hinder the evolution of a common consumer/producer culture.

There is good evidence that public service users are generally able to negotiate their different roles in relation to public services relatively effectively. This indicates that user perspectives may be culturally congruent, or at least that an ‘overlapping consensus’ can often be achieved (whereby there is agreement on action even if individual stakeholders’ reasons for agreeing are different). However, it is also commonplace from time to time for users to find themselves in dispute with service providers. In this situation, culture clashes and cultural blind-spots can lead to an escalation of conflict in either the short or long term. To mitigate the potential for this to happen, we argue that at least two measures are appropriate. First, that service users be provided with a full range of mechanisms through which to represent their views. Admitting the user voice through a variety of channels that reflects the cultural variety within the grid-group framework provides a way to both avoid the accumulation of negative feedback between one cultural bias and another, and to gain from the wisdom that each distinctive bias can offer. Second, we argue that organisations need to be more reflective about their flexibility and responsiveness to the user voice. Many public service organisations with ostensibly elaborate user involvement processes still appear to remain remarkably impervious to the input from these processes. We therefore argue for a more careful consideration of the extent to which the settlement in producer-consumer relationships reflects ‘separation’, ‘toleration’, ‘exchange’ or ‘compromise’. 

Resolving the above issues is a complex process in public services, where a range of stakeholders can claim a legitimate voice (e.g. Peters & Pierre, 2000). However, it could be argued that the issues raised by this paper are not going to go away, and that the first step to facing up to them is to build greater understanding. There may be limits to the ways that institutional settlements can be purposively ‘designed’, but as 6 (2003: 396) asserts, ‘institutions do change (Scott, 2001), and sometimes in response to deliberate attempts to craft their characteristics by agency’. A more developed understanding of where the limits of institutional design lie may therefore allow for a more thoughtful approach to that scope which does exist.    

Appendix

Main Features of Grid-Group Cultural Theory

(see Mamadouh, 1999: 396-7)

In the ‘soft’ version of the theory, Grid-Group is conceived as a heuristic device in which the following claims are made: 

-
‘Culture matters’: Preferences and justifications shape the world of social relations. Everything human beings do or want is culturally biased

-
It is possible to distinguish a limited number of cultural types: This can be done by constructing a typology of cultures. This typology includes viable combinations of patterns of social relations of cultural biases. Combinations are viable when social relations and cultural biases reinforce each other, that is: the cultural bias justifies the social relations which confirm the expectations raised by the cultural bias.

-
The typology of viable combinations is universal: It can be applied anywhere because the two dimensions of sociality grasp the fundamental nature of the social being.

The ‘hard’ variant of the theory goes a few steps further:

-
‘The Compatibility Condition’: Social relations (patterns of impersonal relations) and cultural bias (shared values and beliefs) cannot be combined contrary to one another: they must be mutually supportive. 

-
‘The Impossibility Theorem’: There are five and only five ways of life (the ones deduced from the grid and group dimensions) that are viable combinations of bias and relations. (NB: the fifth way of life in grid-group theory, ‘The Hermit’ is not discussed in this paper)

-
‘The Requisite Variety Condition’: Ways of life need each other to be viable: because of its specific blind spots, each cultural bias leads to catastrophe if it is not ’corrected’ by the others. In addition, each way of life needs its rivals to define itself against. 

· ‘The Theory of Surprise’: Ways of life are resistant to change, and events that do not fit the expectations raised by a way of life are explained away. But the cumulative impact of successive anomalies or surprises (major, painful accidents) provoke a change of paradigm.
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� Even in the public sector, where exit from the actual service is often difficult, providers are usually aware that service users have the power to take up their complaint in another forum (e.g. government authorities/ombudsmen/representative groups; see Figure 10).


� Mutuality is now firmly on the political agenda, with widespread discussion over the merits of mutualisation of public services (Gosling, 2000; Hargreaves, 2001; Leadbeater & Christie, 1999; Mayo & Moore, 2001; Lea & Mayo, 2001; Co-operative Party, 2005; Birchall, 2004). 
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