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xi

PREFACE

An emerging approach to public administration is eclipsing both the traditional 
approach and what has come to be known as new public management. This new 
approach is part of the continuing evolution of thinking and practice in public 
administration. Just as the traditional approach (with its emphasis on effi ciency) 
was overshadowed in the 1980s and 1990s by new public management (with its 
emphasis on effi ciency and effectiveness) as the dominant view, we believe that 
this newer movement is likely to succeed new public management. The new ap-
proach highlights increased reliance on networked and collaborative governance 
in which governments, businesses, nonprofi t organizations, and civil society all 
play roles in addressing public challenges, creating public value, and honoring val-
ues beyond effi ciency and effectiveness— especially demo cratic values. The term 
“governance” in this case can go well beyond government and refers to collective 
direction setting and decision making about im por tant issues related to some aspect 
of public life.

Clearly, values- related questions are central to the emerging approach. These 
concerns are not new to public administration, but much about the contemporary 
context is. Key features of the context include the urgency, scope, and scale of public 
problems facing the world; the recognition that governments alone cannot effec-
tively address many of these problems; and a concern that public values have been 
and will be lost as a consequence of a power ful antigovernment rhe toric and a host 
of market-  and performance- based reforms (Bryson, Crosby, and Bloomberg 2014).

The emerging approach does not have a name that is agreed upon, though 
there are several contenders. We prefer to call it public value governance given the 
need for effective cross- sector, cross- level, multistakeholder governance in a shared- 
power world that can effectively address im por tant public problems while si mul-
ta neously attending to the creation of signifi cant public value and protecting and 
furthering desired public values.

Exploring questions of value can help public and nonprofi t managers, govern-
ment offi cials, and citizens participating in all sectors to think about what kind of 
society they seek to build and also to  counter the perception that value generation 
occurs almost exclusively in business enterprises and markets (Bozeman 2007). 
In Public Value and Public Administration, scholars from Australia, Eu rope, and 
the United States pre sent an overview of major issues and debates focused on the 
frameworks, skills, methods, mea sure ments, and pro cesses related to creating pub-
lic value. This book does not  settle the debates; instead it provides needed intellec-
tual order, helps clarify the issues, and demonstrates how the meaning of public 
value and public values is intimately related to how they are theorized and addressed 
by managers, elected offi cials, and other stakeholders.

The book has grown out of the editors’ and authors’ belief that time is right 
for a new approach to public administration and management that can align the 
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xii  PREFACE

values of effi ciency and effectiveness with other im por tant values— especially 
broadly demo cratic values. We believe that the new approach will be most robust 
and infl uential if it is infused appropriately with the language, concepts, and 
methodologies of public value. The public value conversation is growing rapidly, 
with contributions from across the globe, but especially Australia, New Zealand, 
the United Kingdom and Continental Eu rope, and the United States. Up to this 
point, however, scholars developing the concepts have often been working in 
 different camps and applications have been fairly limited, which has resulted in 
 different streams of understanding, very uneven application across policy fi elds, 
and occasionally inappropriate use of the concepts.

In order to make connections among these  different streams, foster deeper 
understanding of public value in practice, and advance the emerging new approach 
to public administration and management, the Center for Integrative Leadership at 
the University of Minnesota or ga nized a conference, “Creating Public Value,” in 
fall 2012 that brought together some of the leading public value scholars along 
with researchers who focus on how public value can be discerned and mea sured in 
practice. For three days conference participants engaged in lively cross- disciplinary 
exchanges of views about the nature of public value, its potential for revitalizing 
democracy, and the possi ble pitfalls of public value rhe toric.

Three main scholarly products have resulted from the conference. The fi rst was 
the symposium “Exploring the Value of Public Value,” published in Public Admin-
istration Review, volume 74, number 4 (2014), featuring a lengthy introductory lit-
erature review and foundation papers developed for the conference. The second is 
a book we edited titled Creating Public Value in Practice: Advancing the Common 
Good in a Multi- Sector, Shared- Power, No- One- Wholly- in- Charge World (Bryson, 
Crosby, and Bloomberg 2015) that contains sections on democracy and citizenship, 
institutional design, cross- sector collaboration, and cases in public value creation 
from the local to the global levels.

The third is the pre sent volume, Public Value and Public Administration, which 
represents an intellectual advance on the earlier two publications. This book intro-
duces scholars, prac ti tion ers, and students of public affairs to the main streams of 
public value scholarship and debates about public value’s relation to democracy. 
This book highlights six key practices by which public managers, public offi cials, 
and citizens can foster a wide range of public values and cope with some of the 
tensions and trade- offs among them: policy analy sis, design, and evaluation; lead-
ership; dialogue and deliberation; institutional design; formal and informal pro cesses 
of democracy; and strategic management, including per for mance mea sure ment and 
management. We try to capture some of this intellectual advance with the public 
value governance triangle (PVGT) that we pre sent in the introduction and pursue 
further in the conclusions at the end of the book. The PVGT and our discussions of 
it show in greater depth how the vari ous streams in the public value lit erature relate 
to one another and how the six key practices may be used to address public value 
and concerns about it. For scholars, prac ti tion ers, students, and citizens the book 
demonstrates ways in which public managers can create public value, mea sure and 
assess it, and use per for mance mea sure ment and management to promote it.

Our fond hope is that this book and the other publications resulting from the 
conference help scholars and prac ti tion ers to develop a stronger global learning 
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PREFACE  xiii

community focused on the creation of public value. Ultimately we hope that this 
book and its companion publications will contribute to better public value gover-
nance and strengthened democracies throughout the world.

John M. Bryson
Barbara C. Crosby
Laura Bloomberg
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AC KNOW LEDG MENTS

In September 2012, the Center for Integrative Leadership (CIL) at the University 
of Minnesota brought together many of the leading scholars of public value and 
other academics and prac ti tion ers to explore conceptions of public value from 
 different disciplinary perspectives, develop a comprehensive view of the  different 
streams of theorizing about public value, and consider how public value is enacted 
in communities, cross- sector collaborations, and public organizations.

The chapters in this book are drawn from papers fi rst prepared for that confer-
ence, “Creating Public Value,” and subsequently refi ned to sharpen their arguments 
and enhance links to the public value lit erature. Chapter 12, on per for mance infor-
mation, was commissioned  later. Since the time of the conference, virtually all of 
the chapters have gone through two sets of reviews and revisions. We wish to thank 
all of our authors for being such wonderful collaborators.

To gain a deeper understanding of the more philosophical  under pinnings of the 
debates, readers may consult a special symposium on public value that came out of 
the conference, as published in Public Administration Review, volume 74, number 
4 (2014). To understand more about practical applications of the public value ideas, 
see the fi rst book to come out of the conference: John  M. Bryson, Barbara  C. 
Crosby, and Laura Bloomberg, eds., Creating Public Value in Practice: Advancing 
the Common Good in a Multi- Sector, Shared- Power, No- One- Wholly- in- Charge 
World (2015).

The conference was cosponsored by the CIL and the University of Minneso-
ta’s Hubert H. Humphrey School of Public Affairs. The CIL is a joint venture 
of the Humphrey School and the university’s Curtis L. Carlson School of Man-
agement; we thank Dean Eric Schwartz of the Humphrey School and Dean Sri 
Zaheer of the Carlson School for their support. We also extend our deep appre-
ciation to then interim dean Greg Lindsey of the Humphrey School for his strong 
support. The CIL steering committee also deserves our thanks for its endorse-
ment and strengthening of the conference idea. Two CIL staff members, Angie 
Stehr and Girija Tulpule, provided marvelous help throughout the pro cess of put-
ting on the conference.

The conference was also cosponsored by the Minnesota Humanities Center, a 
state- sponsored nonprofi t or ga ni za tion focused on bringing the unique resources of 
the humanities to the challenges and opportunities of our times. David O’Fallon, 
president of the center, has been a wonderful partner.

The faculty and staff of the Humphrey School’s Public and Nonprofi t Leader-
ship Center  were strong supporters throughout the pro cess of putting on the con-
ference. We would especially like to thank Mary Maronde and Jodi Sandfort for 
their help.

The coeditors taught a seminar on creating public value during the fall 2012 
semester, and our dedicated students served as facilitators at the conference and 
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xvii

INTRODUCTION

J OHN M.  BRYSON,  BARBAR A C .  CROSBY, 
AND L AUR A B LOOMBERG

Public administration prac ti tion ers and scholars are paying considerable attention 
to the creation of public value, to public values more generally, and to the health of 
the public sphere within which public value is created and public values are 
achieved (Williams and Shearer 2011; Van der Wal, Nabatchi, and De Graaf 2013). 
This trend is part of the continuing evolution of thinking and practice in public 
administration. As noted in the preface, we anticipate that the public value approach 
may well displace new public management, the dominant view at the end of the 
twentieth  century.

Many authors, including ourselves (Bryson, Crosby, and Bloomberg 2014, 
2015), point to the need for a new approach and to aspects of its emergence in prac-
tice and theory (e.g., Moore 1995, 2013, 2014; Boyte 2005; Stoker 2006; Bozeman 
2007; Kettl 2008; Alford and Hughes 2008; Osborne 2010; Talbot 2010; Den-
hardt and Denhardt 2011). For example, Janet and Robert Denhardt’s excellent 
and widely cited book The New Public Ser vice (2011) captures much of the col-
laborative and demo cratic spirit, content, and governance focuses of the move-
ment, and values and governance are central to this new public ser vice.

Based on citations, “new public ser vice” appears to be the leading contender for 
the emerging approach’s name. We ourselves, however, prefer “public value gover-
nance” because of the emphasis on both public value and governance and be-
cause, to most  people, “public ser vice” typically refers to public employment or to 
a government- provided ser vice, both of which are narrower conceptions than that 
implied by the scope of the emerging multisector approach. Regardless of the name, 
a new approach to public administration clearly is in the offi ng, and the creation of 
public value in democracies is a central part of it.

While effi ciency was the main concern of traditional public administration, 
and effi ciency and effectiveness are the main concerns of new public management, 
values beyond effi ciency and effectiveness are pursued, debated, challenged, and 
evaluated in the emerging approach. In this regard the emerging approach reem-
phasizes and brings to the fore value- related concerns of previous eras that  were 
always pre sent but not dominant (Denhardt and Denhardt 2011; Rosenbloom and 
McCurdy 2006).

Exploring questions of value can help public and nonprofi t managers, govern-
ment offi cials, and citizens participating in all sectors to think about what kind of 
society they seek to build and also to  counter the perception that value generation 
occurs almost exclusively in business enterprises and markets (Bozeman 2007). 
In this book, scholars from the Australia, Eu rope, and the United States pre sent 
an overview of major issues and debates focused on the skills, methods, mea sure-
ments, and pro cesses related to creating public value. The book does not  settle 
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xviii  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

the debates; instead it helps clarify the issues and demonstrates how the meaning 
of public value and public values is intimately related to how they are theorized 
and addressed by managers, elected offi cials, and other stakeholders. Attention is 
devoted in par tic u lar to the two most dominant approaches to public value: Mark 
Moore’s (1995, 2013) managerial action- focused ideas about how to create public 
value and Barry Bozeman and his colleagues’ focus on public values embedded in 
public policy and supported by society, and to how these dominant approaches 
relate to each other.

This book is intended for scholars, students, refl ective prac ti tion ers, and citizen 
activists. For scholars teaching or conducting research focused on public and non-
profi t management, policy analy sis, leadership, per for mance mea sure ment and 
management, cross- sector collaboration, democracy and citizenship, or institutional 
design, the pre sent volume brings together theories, critiques, skills, mea sure ment 
approaches, and pro cesses that foster understanding of public value and public val-
ues. It also describes methods for assessing the worth of par tic u lar organizations, 
policies, programs, and projects designed to achieve public purposes. The book is 
also well- suited for students in public affairs, public administration, urban and re-
gional planning, education, and public health, as well as those studying corporate 
social responsibility and social entrepreneurship programs in business schools. For 
prac ti tion ers the book suggests practical tools for discerning what par tic u lar stake-
holders value and assessing  whether and how much public value is created. Citizen 
activists can employ this book’s ideas and tools to advocate for par tic u lar manage-
ment or policy changes; judge  whether par tic u lar laws, policies, and projects are 
likely to benefi t their communities; and hold their elected representatives account-
able for the creation of public value.

THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF THIS BOOK

A signifi cant contribution of Public Value and Public Administration is to broaden 
previous theorizing in the public value lit erature. The book offers language, frame-
works, and approaches for helping  people talk about the worth of what elected 
offi cials, leaders, managers, and citizens can achieve together. It reveals the po-
tential for discerning, mea sur ing, assessing, governing, and managing public value 
within and across multiple sectors and not just governments and markets. Instru-
mental and end- state values are encompassed. Elaborating and operationalizing 
the concepts of public value and public values seem especially im por tant at a time 
when scholars and prac ti tion ers alike recognize that many complex public chal-
lenges can only be solved through collaborations of business, nonprofi t, media, 
and/or community organizations in addition to government (Stoker 2006; Crosby 
and Bryson 2005, 2010; Forrer, Kee, and Boyer 2014). These collaborations, how-
ever, pose par tic u lar challenges to those who care about demo cratic accountability. 
We believe that public value discernment, mea sure ment, and assessment methods 
may be a way to help public managers and other stakeholders make informed deci-
sions about when collaborations should be pursued, restructured, or disbanded. 
Several chapters in the book offer explicit or implicit examples.

Following some background in John Bryson, Barbara C. Crosby, and Laura 
Bloomberg’s chapter 1, the book is or ga nized by sections focusing on three inter-
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INTRODUCTION  xix

related themes: helping managers focus on creating public value, ways of mea-
sur ing and assessing public value, and ways of mea sur ing and managing per for-
mance. Addressing these themes puts the book on the cutting edge of an im por tant 
and burgeoning new development in public administration— linking the vari ous 
strands of public value theorizing to the developing array of approaches, skills, 
methods, and techniques for creating, mea sur ing, and assessing public value.

HELPING MANAGERS FOCUS ON CREATING PUBLIC VALUE

Part I comprises fi ve chapters focused on helping public managers who are involved 
in the pro cess of creating public value. These chapters address po liti cal astuteness, 
facilitated dialogue and deliberation, system dynamics modeling, contingent deci-
sion frameworks, and the requirements for successful innovation— competencies 
that are very unevenly taught, if at all, in schools of public affairs and administra-
tion. The chapters focus mainly, though by no means exclusively, on capabilities and 
creating public value via integrative approaches (as represented in fi gure 1.2). The 
driving conception of public value is essentially Moore’s rather than Bozeman’s.

Chapter 2 highlights the need for po liti cal astuteness on the part of public 
managers if they are to help create public value in necessarily po liti cal environ-
ments. Authors John Alford, Jean Hartley, and Owen Hughes assert that public 
managers should be doubly  adept at dealing with their po liti cal environments by 
engaging in politics while at the same time appearing not to be so engaged. Draw-
ing on the results of their studies of se nior public servants in Australia, New 
Zealand, and the United Kingdom, the authors identify a number of ways in 
which public managers can use po liti cal astuteness to both discern and create 
public value; these include reading collective aspirations, securing a mandate, 
enlisting external parties to get things done, and knowing where the line between 
politics and administration is. Po liti cal astuteness most obviously should be part 
of effective policy analy sis, design, evaluation, and leadership, but it should also 
inform use of the other practical integrative approaches. Po liti cal astuteness is 
hard to overestimate as an im por tant competency public managers should have if 
they are to help create public value.

In chapter 3, Jodi Sandfort and Kathryn Quick analyze the work of facilita-
tors in three examples of the dialogical and deliberative pro cess known as the Art 
of Hosting and Harvesting Conversations that  Matter (http:// www . artofhosting 
. org / ). The Art of Hosting is an assembly of facilitated group engagement pro-
cesses that is rapidly gaining adherents and users across the globe; the approach 
fosters dialogue and deliberation among participants and offers innovative meth-
ods of gathering and summarizing the results of those conversations. Prime features 
of the pro cess are the sharing of power among participants and mutual learning 
about the pro cess itself, so that everyone is prepared to become a host of “conversa-
tions that  matter.” The chapter’s three case examples are all aimed at community 
prob lem solving. The authors fi nd that the par tic u lar design of events using the Art 
of Hosting and harvested information will affect the extent to which the events gen-
erate public value and build civic deliberative capacity. The Art of Hosting and other 
methods of facilitated dialogue and deliberation are im por tant approaches to 
exploring, revealing, and often integrating public values and creating public value; 
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skill at designing and facilitating such conversations is an im por tant capability pub-
lic managers and  others involved in public value creation should have.

Chapter  4, by George Richardson, David Andersen, and Luis Luna- Reyes, 
describes a facilitated computer- assisted dialogue and deliberation pro cess. The 
Art of Hosting techniques are not strong on sophisticated analy sis; in contrast, 
the pro cess profi led in this chapter includes system dynamics modeling and ana-
lytic capabilities that help participants identify and analyze im por tant systemic 
relationships— especially those involving feedback. The pro cess the authors de-
scribe is called system dynamics group model building (SDGMB), which involves 
key stakeholders, group facilitation, and formal computer simulations in order to 
“join minds” and help public managers and policymakers who are grappling with 
a complex prob lem achieve a policy consensus about means and ends for value 
creation. Like Art of Hosting, the SDGMB pro cess includes “conversations that 
 matter,” but the key differences include formal model building using system dy-
namics methodology; computer support to develop the system model and test 
policy options based on that model; and carefully scripted conversations aimed at 
helping participants draw on their expertise to build the model, understand the 
results of computer runs, and converge on desirable policy options. The authors 
illustrate the pro cess via a case in which SDGMB supported welfare reform ini-
tiatives in three county governments in New York State. These exercises generally 
resulted in policy prescriptions, or gan i za tional designs, and per for mance man-
agement regimes that  were very  different from those the participating experts 
initially thought would be best. Richardson, Andersen, and Luna- Reyes conclude 
with an assessment of SDGMB from the perspective of public value creation. 
Again, skill at designing and facilitating dialogue and deliberation pro cesses that 
include sophisticated analyses is an im por tant capability public managers and 
 others involved in public value creation should have.

In chapter  5, John Alford identifi es weaknesses in the current contingency 
framework used by public managers when making decisions about the “external-
ization” of government functions to nonprofi t and for- profi t organizations via con-
tracting. Contrary to the “one best way” stance of externalization’s proponents and 
opponents— that is,  either provide ser vices via external arrangements or provide 
them with internal staff— Alford argues that externalization is neither always 
valuable nor always problematic; its usefulness simply depends on  whether bene-
fi ts outweigh costs in specifi c circumstances. Based on the assertion that a conven-
tional contingency framework misses strategic costs and benefi ts related to the 
positioning and capabilities of a government or ga ni za tion within its environment, 
Alford provides a set of decision rules for weighing up the new public value likely 
to be created or not created by a given externalization effort. The ability to think 
contingently about policy options in a broad public- value context is clearly an im-
por tant management skill that can lead to very  different policy and or gan i za tional 
prescriptions and per for mance management regimes.

Chapter 6, by Jean Hartley, argues that public managers are typically called 
upon to “innovate” when that term signals continuous improvement. Less fre-
quently, but often enough, they are also called upon to help create step changes of 
some kind, which is how Hartley defi nes innovation—as disruptive rather than 

xx  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

534-61193_ch00_5P.indd   xx534-61193_ch00_5P.indd   xx 7/23/15   9:58 AM7/23/15   9:58 AM



INTRODUCTION  xxi

incremental change. She methodically contrasts government and business- sector 
innovation in relation to creating public value in each of the three phases of the 
innovation pro cess: innovation, implementation, and diffusion.

Hartley notes that studies of or gan i za tional innovation tend to focus on busi-
ness enterprises, and argues that this research may not apply to public- sector orga-
nizations because of the  different assumptions and demands that characterize them. 
For example, while both business and public administration literatures attend to in-
novations in terms of products, ser vices, pro cesses, strategies, and positions, gener-
ally only the public administration and po liti cal science literatures pay attention 
to policy, governance, and rhetorical innovations. She also notes that whereas the 
sources of innovations in any sector can be employees and managers, networks of 
practice, and users of products and ser vices, when it comes to public innovations 
elected politicians are often the sources and thus must be taken into account. In 
addition, where public innovations are concerned, users are typically also citizens. 
In short, the context of the public sphere “fundamentally affects aims, behaviors, 
and understanding.” As in chapter 5, the ability to think contingently about innova-
tion options in a broad public- value context is clearly an im por tant public manage-
ment skill that can lead to far- reaching effects in terms of policy, institutional and 
or gan i za tional designs, and strategic management regimes.

MEA SUR ING AND ASSESSING PUBLIC VALUE

Part II comprises fi ve chapters focused on the im por tant issue of how to mea sure 
and assess public value. Each author or group of authors pre sents an approach to 
systematizing the collection and assessment of public value information and pre-
senting it in relatively easy- to- understand form. The chapters thus address is-
sues in the use of policy analy sis, design, and evaluation— and the competencies 
needed for  doing so—in order to help create public value. Collectively the chap-
ters illustrate an array of approaches and techniques to mea sur ing and assessing 
public value that public managers and  others interested in creating public value 
should know about. The approaches and techniques can be helpful to leaders, in-
form dialogue and deliberation pro cesses, infl uence institutional and or gan i za tional 
designs, be useful as part of the formal and informal pro cesses of democracy, and 
serve as useful aids to strategic management pro cesses.

In chapter 7, Clive Belfi eld describes the role of cost- benefi t analy sis (CBA) in 
creating public value. CBA is perhaps the prototypical analytic technique in lib-
eral, market- oriented socie ties for determining  whether or not something creates 
public value on balance. Since the 1960s, when policy analy sis was developing as 
a fi eld, CBA has held something like pride of place, though many other techniques 
are now widely used as well (Radin 2013). Belfi eld takes a standard economics 
view when comparing and contrasting CBA and public value and then addresses 
specifi c theoretical and practical objections to the use of CBA in ascribing value. 
He asserts that CBA has far more potential than is typically recognized by non- 
economists to assist in the discernment, mea sure ment, and assessment of public 
value. Finally, Belfi eld illustrates how even a basic application of CBA can improve 
the policymaking pro cess by drawing on practical examples.
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In chapter 8, Mark Moore discusses the challenges public- sector agencies face 
in articulating a clear bottom line to mea sure the value of governmental activities 
and the per for mance of public- sector managers. He suggests that the challenge lies 
not on the cost side of the equation but instead on fi nding an appropriate analogue 
to the revenues earned by a business through sales of products or ser vices to will-
ing customers. As an alternative, Moore proposes both a public value account that 
outlines categories for assessing public value propositions and a public value score-
card that incorporates the public value account as a bottom line for government. 
The account includes, on the cost side of the ledger, the use of collectively owned 
assets and associated costs, including fi nancial costs, unintended negative conse-
quences, and the social costs of using state authority. On the benefi t side of the 
ledger (the analogue to business revenues) is the achievement of collectively val-
ued social outcomes; these include mission achievement, unintended positive 
consequences, client satisfaction (including ser vice recipients and obligates), and 
justice and fairness (at the individual level in operations and at the aggregate level 
in results). Cost- benefi t analy sis at least theoretically might produce a similar 
account, particularly on the cost side, but in practice it is hard to imagine that 
it would.

In chapter  9, Jennie Welch, Heather Rimes, and Barry Bozeman describe 
public value mapping (PVM), in which two dimensions are juxtaposed: market 
success or failure and public value success or failure. The result is a matrix that 
helps clarify the ways in which— and reasons why— public policies succeed or 
fail. The approach is case- based and includes the following steps: (1) identifying 
relevant public values; (2) assessing  whether public value successes and failures 
have occurred; (3) mapping relationships among values; and (4) graphically rep-
resenting the relationships between public value success and failure and market 
success and failure. PVM has been used to assess public policies in a variety of 
areas, including housing, science and technology, social policy, and  others. This 
chapter provides a summary of the approach’s rationale, the techniques used as 
part of PVM, the approach’s strengths and weaknesses, and major fi ndings from 
its application across fi elds. The mapping technique might be used to inform 
policy and managerial action to create more public value successes and fewer 
failures.

In chapter 10, Timo Meynhardt defi nes public value as fundamentally both 
value from and value for the public and provides a framework for understanding 
value creation as a deeply interactive pro cess in which actors contribute to and 
share both the benefi ts and the risks. Against this background Meynhardt intro-
duces a public value scorecard (PVSC) that is  different from Moore’s but is some-
what analogous to scorecards currently implemented in business, government, 
and nonprofi t organizations.

Meynhardt’s scorecard comprises fi ve dimensions, each of which is assessed 
by individuals using a questionnaire; the individual results are then aggregated 
to produce a collective view of the public value created by an or ga ni za tion or 
ser vice. The fi ve dimensions include four outlined in an earlier Meynhardt 
study (2009); the fi fth— a fi nancial measure—is theoretically a subdimension of 
instrumental- utilitarian values but, as Meynhardt notes, “prac ti tion ers are un-
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likely to accept a PVSC  unless it includes a fi nancial mea sure.” The fi ve dimen-
sions are:

1. “Is it useful?” (drawing on utilitarian- instrumental values)
2. “Is it decent?” (refl ecting moral and ethical values)
3. “Is it po liti cally acceptable?” (capturing po liti cal and social values)
4. “Does it allow for positive experiences?” (embodying hedonistic and aes-

thetic values)
5. “Is it fi nancially benefi cial?” (refl ecting utilitarian- instrumental values)

In chapter 11, John Thomas, Theodore Poister, and Min Su analyze survey and 
other feedback data received by the Georgia Department of Transportation 
(GDOT) from a variety of its stakeholders, including legislators, local government 
administrators, and partners. The authors explore a number of questions about 
stakeholder perspectives: What public values do  different constituent groups view 
as more or less im por tant relative to GDOT? How well do these values fi t stan-
dard categorizations of public values? And how do stakeholders view the relation-
ship between and among public values? The study highlights the importance as a 
public value of the quality of the working relationships with stakeholders through 
which public agencies achieve their outcomes. Thomas, Poister, and Su argue that 
the quality of working relationships should be added to the values inventory com-
piled by Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman (2007).

MEA SUR ING AND MANAGING PER FOR MANCE

Creating public value and assessing it are clearly crucial, but both also need to be 
incorporated into per for mance mea sure ment and management systems if public 
value is to be produced over time. The chapters in parts I and II for the most part 
do not  really consider this requirement for effective managerial action (in Moore’s 
terms), for achieving public value success (in Bozeman’s terms), or for creating a 
benefi cial experience for the public (in Benington and Meynhardt’s terms). The 
chapters in part III are helpful for thinking about mea sur ing and managing 
per for mance when public value is fully appreciated.

In chapter  12, Alexander Kroll and Donald Moynihan explore the role of 
per for mance information in identifying and creating public value. The chapter 
summarizes knowledge about factors affecting— and skills involved in— performance 
information use, and the authors emphasize that per for mance information should be 
relevant not just to the or ga ni za tion’s explicit mission but should also encompass im-
por tant non- mission- related and public- value- relevant information. Kroll and Moyni-
han identify four broad categories of per for mance information use: passive, po liti cal, 
perverse, and— ideally— purposeful use; they go on to identify a range of factors that 
infl uence  whether purposeful use is made of per for mance information and conclude 
with a set of lessons on per for mance management for public value.

In chapter 13, Anthony Cresswell, Meghan Cook, and Natalie Helbig address 
the practical problems government agencies and managers face when attempting to 
use public value creation as a guide for decision making and investment in new initia-
tives, especially when they are confronted with po liti cal polarization and competing 
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public values. The authors pre sent a relatively new decision support instrument 
known as the public value assessment tool (PVAT) and discuss how vari ous gov-
ernment agencies responded to the tool during a grant- funded pi lot pro ject.

The PVAT assesses public value against seven dimensions that can be tailored 
appropriately to fi t specifi c circumstances. The seven dimensions, along with ex-
amples of potential content, are:

1. Financial— including impacts on current or anticipated income, asset val-
ues, liabilities, entitlements, and other aspects of wealth or risks to any of 
the above.

2. Political— capturing impacts of personal or corporate infl uence on govern-
ment actions or policy, on government’s role in po liti cal affairs, or infl uence 
in po liti cal parties or prospects for current or  future public offi ce.

3. Social— refl ecting impacts on  family or community relationships, social 
mobility, status, and identity.

4. Strategic— focusing on impacts on economic or po liti cal advantage or 
opportunities, goals, and resources for innovation or planning.

5. Ideological— indicating impacts on beliefs; moral or ethical commitments; 
alignment of government actions, policies, or social outcomes with beliefs; 
and moral or ethical positions.

6. Stewardship— refl ecting impacts on the public’s view of government offi -
cials as faithful stewards or guardians of the value of the government itself 
in terms of public trust, integrity, and legitimacy.

7. Quality of life— capturing impacts on individual and  house hold health, 
security, satisfaction, and general well- being.

The dimensions are  different from— yet seemingly complementary to— Moore’s, 
Bozeman’s, and Meynhardt’s. Additional work would be required to clarify and 
reconcile the differences.

In chapter 14, Enrico Guarini explores how governments can shape policymak-
ing, per for mance mea sure ment, and reporting in order to account for the contribu-
tions of civil society, business, and government to public value. Guarini analyzes a 
multiyear experiment in boundary- crossing public value mea sure ment and reporting 
in the Italian region of Veneto. He describes the pro cess used for community engage-
ment and the extent to which public value mea sure ment and reporting are relevant 
for government, nonprofi t, and business leaders. In terms of what many of the au-
thors in this book assert, the designers and implementers of the Veneto pro cess did 
much that was right; unfortunately, the experiment ended when the elected regional 
government representatives changed. Reasonably analogous experiments are under-
way elsewhere and are likely to become more common as the emerging approach to 
public administration takes a fi rmer hold. For example, in the United States, there 
are the federally sponsored Partnership for Sustainable Communities (http:// www 
. sustainablecommunities . gov / mission / about - us); the State of  Virginia’s  Virginia Per-
forms (http:// vaperforms . virginia . gov / ); and the City of Portland, Oregon’s 2035 
Comprehensive Plan and the pro cess that created it (https:// www . portlandoregon 
. gov / bps / article / 497622). Each of these efforts works at building the legitimacy and 
authority to pursue the effort, invest in needed capabilities, and endeavor to create 
public value via the vari ous approaches to addressing public value concerns.
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CONCLUSIONS

The public value lit erature is thriving and is now a major focus of work in the 
public administration fi eld. Unfortunately, most of the work to date has occurred 
in disconnected streams, with public value scholars in one group, public values 
scholars in another, and scholars interested in the public sphere in yet another. 
While some cross- fertilization has occurred, the time has arrived to more explic-
itly link the conversations around creating public value, mea sur ing and assessing 
it, and per for mance mea sure ment and management. This book represents the 
fi rst attempt in that direction and thus contributes to the fi eld as a  whole.

While the book brings many im por tant scholars together and showcases a 
range of approaches, it is im por tant to keep the im por tant distinctions among 
public value, public values, and the public sphere in mind. We fi nd it helpful to 
view the public value achieved in any par tic u lar case as a summary assessment 
of the extent to which more specifi c public values have been achieved or real-
ized in practice. The summary may be achieved by drawing on many  different pro-
cesses, including policy analy sis, design, and evaluation; leadership; dialogue and 
deliberation; institutional and or gan i za tional design; formal and informal pro cesses 
of democracy; and strategic management, especially including per for mance mea-
sure ment and management. Since the public values that might enter into that 
assessment are potentially quite numerous, contested, and not necessarily compat-
ible, the pro cess of reaching agreements on which values will prevail and in which 
ways may well be messy. Who gets to be involved in that pro cess is yet another 
often- contested issue. These contests will take place in the public sphere seen as the 
occasions, settings, and context within which public values exist and public value 
might be created. That public sphere will  either be maintained, strengthened, or 
diminished depending on how the contest is settled.

Because of this volume’s focus, it does not give much attention to the barriers 
to creating public value. The challenges of addressing adverse politics and an ar-
ray of structural and other barriers are certainly attended to in vari ous ways, but 
the focus in the book is more on how public value creation, discernment, mea-
sure ment, assessment, management, and governance might be approached in a 
way that informs politics and decision making. In that regard the chapters offer a 
variety of approaches to improving government agency, nonprofi t, and cross- 
sector collaboration per for mance within the public sphere more generally. The 
book is thus part of, and helps point the way  toward, the public value lit erature’s 
promising  future and practical consequences.

NOTE
This introduction draws on Bryson, Crosby, and Bloomberg (2014, 2015).
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1

DISCERNING AND ASSESSING 
PUBLIC VALUE

MAJOR ISSUES AND NEW DIRECTIONS

JOHN M. BRYSON, BARBARA C . CROSBY, 
AND LAURA BLOOMBERG

This chapter explores the meaning of value, compares Moore’s and Bozeman’s 
views of public value, connects public value to concepts like the public interest, 

and suggests how  different public value approaches might be integrated. Because 
a workable public sphere is vital to conceptions of public value, we also consider 
the meaning of the public sphere.1

THE MEANING OF VALUE

For most readers, the term “value” is straightforward, meaning “relative worth, 
utility, or importance” (“Value” n.d.).2 This commonsense defi nition, however, 
begs a number of questions apparent in the current debate over public values, 
public value, and the public sphere (Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007; Rutgers 
2008). These questions concern at least the following: (1)  whether the objects of 
value are subjective psychological states or objective states of the world; (2)  whether 
value is intrinsic, extrinsic, or relational; (3)  whether something is valuable for its 
own sake or as a means to something  else; (4)  whether there are hierarchies of 
values; (5) who does the valuing; (6) how the valuing is done; and (7) against what 
criteria the object of value is mea sured. The chapters in this book demonstrate 
the variety of ways in which these questions can be addressed productively.

TWO CONTRASTING VIEWS OF PUBLIC VALUE

What we will call the public value lit erature includes the related themes of public 
value, public values, and the public sphere, in which the adjective “public” before 
value, values, and sphere extends well beyond government purview. This body of 
work has grown dramatically in recent years.

Based on an extensive review of the lit erature, Williams and Shearer (2011) 
fi nd an increasing popularity of the concept of public value (singular) within both 
academic and practice settings. Indeed, Stoker (2006) argues that a new paradigm 
he calls “public value management” is emerging to replace “traditional” public 
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administration and what has been called the new public management. Similarly, 
Van der Wal, Nabatchi, and de Graaf (2013) assert that “the study of public val-
ues [plural] is not only gaining in importance in our fi eld [but] might be one of 
the most im por tant themes.” Finally, scholars and prac ti tion ers have paid substan-
tial attention to the public sphere,  whether in terms of government’s proper role 
(e.g., Kettl 2002, 2008; Osborne and Hutchinson 2004; Goldsmith and Eggers 
2004), public engagement (Cooper, Bryer, and Meek 2006; Bryson et al. 2013; 
Nabatchi and Leighninger 2015), active citizenship (e.g., Boyte 2005, 2011), or the 
desire for strengthened democracy (e.g., Fung 2003; Nabatchi et al. 2012).

In this section we focus on the two main strands of the public value lit erature. 
The fi rst, developed by Mark Moore and his colleagues, is a managerial action- 
focused concept of creating public value, while the second is Barry Bozeman’s and 
his colleagues’ policy and societally focused conception of public values. In the 
next section we attend to the public sphere, the third main theme in the lit erature. 
In the section  after that we pre sent a conceptual framework that incorporates all 
three perspectives and discuss ways of integrating them in practice.

Mark Moore on Creating Public Value
Mark Moore’s 1995 landmark book Creating Public Value: Strategic Management 
in Government helped pop u lar ize the language of public value and suggested how 
it might be realized in practice. Moore explicitly offered the language of “creating 
public value” as a  counter to the more dominant language of creating share-
holder value and to the assumption that government is suspect and businesses 
are more legitimate. The book concentrated specifi cally on what US public 
managers— meaning in this case government managers— could do that would 
benefi t the public and that the public would value as well. The action focus was 
managerial, while the desired outcome was organizations that meet (or can ap-
propriately and legitimately change) their mandates; generate po liti cal support in 
such a way that they can deliver public value and what the public values; and do so 
effi ciently, effectively, accountably, justly, and fairly in the context of demo cratic 
governance. Public value is thus a summary term assessed and mea sured against 
the extent to which it achieves or realizes in practice more specifi c public values 
at reasonable cost.

Moore’s approach is a normative, doctrinal argument about what public 
managers should do and how they should develop appropriate strategies. For this 
latter task he directs attention to what he calls the strategic triangle (see fi gure 1.1), 
which involves fi nding appropriate ways of taking into account the “authorizing 
environment” of mandates and po liti cal support,  doing what is necessary to cre-
ate operational capability to produce results, and actually delivering public value 
to the citizenry at reasonable cost. The strategic triangle thus incorporates input, 
pro cess, output, and possi ble outcome mea sures, although the public value “point” 
to the triangle is essentially about outputs and outcomes. Moore’s work has had a 
signifi cant impact on public management thinking in the United States and has 
been particularly well received in the United Kingdom and Commonwealth coun-
tries. In more recent work Moore has related his public value theory more thor-
oughly to demo cratic values, institutions, and pro cesses (Moore 2013, 2014). He 
also has applied the strategic triangle to nonprofi t organizations (Moore 2000). 
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DISCERNING AND ASSESSING PUBLIC VALUE   3

In this book Moore makes a signifi cant contribution to answering the question of 
how to discern, mea sure, and assess public value in his chapter on public value 
accounting.

In terms of the questions about the meaning of value, for Moore public value 
generally refers to objective states of the world that can be mea sured. Moore also 
sees public value in a democracy as extrinsic, intrinsic, and relational. Something 
being evaluated may be deemed to hold inherent value or may be seen as a means to 
something  else, as refl ected in the criteria used to assess it. Moore does assume a 
hierarchy of values in which effectiveness, effi ciency, accountability, justness, and 
fairness are prime. For Moore, elected offi cials and the citizenry are the ultimate 
arbiters of value, but public managers also play an im por tant role in valuing. He pre-
sents the public value account and public value scorecard as aids for assessing value.

Moore’s approach has received sharp criticism, particularly from  R.A.W. 
Rhodes and John Wanna (2007). They note that at varying times its proponents 

Figure 1.1 The strategic triangle
Source: Reprinted by permission of the publisher from Mark H. Moore, Recognizing Public Value 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013), 103. Copyright © 2013 by the President and 

Fellows of Harvard College.
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4  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

view it as “a paradigm, a concept, a model, a heuristic device, or even a story. . . .  
[As a result,] it is all things to all  people” (408). Rhodes and Wanna also charge that 
Moore’s approach downplays the importance of politics and elected offi cials, over-
emphasizes the role of public managers, and trusts too much in public organiza-
tions, private- sector experience, and the virtues of public servants (409–12).

John Alford (2008; see also Alford and O’Flynn 2009) mounts a spirited 
defense of Moore and refutes each of Rhodes and Wanna’s points. He emphasizes 
Moore’s strategic triangle that gives the authorizing environment a crucial role to 
play in placing “a legitimate limit on the public  manager’s autonomy to shape what 
is meant by public value” (177). Alford believes Rhodes and Wanna operate out of 
an “old” public administration paradigm that draws a sharp distinction between 
politics and administration and do not recognize that po liti cal appointees and civil 
servants often have considerable justifi able leeway to infl uence policy and decisions 
in the face of unavoidable ambiguity and uncertainty.

Adam Dahl and Joe Soss (2014) also criticize Moore’s conception of creating 
public value. In their view, by posing public value as an analog to shareholder value, 
seeing demo cratic engagement in primarily instrumental terms, and viewing pub-
lic value as something that is produced, Moore and his followers mimic the very 
neoliberal rationality they seek to resist and run the risk of furthering neoliberal-
ism’s de- democratizing and market- enhancing consequences. Public managers 
might unwittingly be agents of “downsizing democracy” (Crenson and Ginsberg 
2002). The cautions Dahl and Soss raise are serious and should be addressed by 
those seeking to advance the public value lit erature; Moore himself addresses these 
concerns in chapter 8.

In addition, Lawrence Jacobs (2014) questions Moore’s hopeful view of public 
management in the United States, given sharply divided public opinion on many 
issues, intensely partisan politics, the power of or ga nized interests, and the many 
veto points built into governance arrangements. Clearly, public managers are con-
strained in a demo cratic society— and rightly so— but many examples of enterpris-
ing, public value- producing activities also demonstrate public managers can be 
active agents in creating public value. The public value lit erature thus should 
explore much further the conceptual, po liti cal, or gan i za tional, managerial, and 
other opportunities and limits on public managers’ seeking to create public value in 
par tic u lar circumstances. The chapters in this book contribute to this exploration.

Barry Bozeman on Public Values
In contrast to Moore’s managerial action focus, Barry Bozeman’s 2007 book, 
Public Values and Public Interest: Counterbalancing Economic Individualism, sig-
nifi cantly expanded the conversation to the policy or societal level and highlighted 
the intersection of market successes and failures with what he calls public value 
successes and failures. The action focus is thus broader than management, and 
the view of public value is even more emphatically normative as well as more spe-
cifi c than Moore’s. The book explicitly takes issue with the dominance, especially 
in the United States, of economic individualism and the neoliberal agenda embod-
ied in the new public management (Hood 1991; Pollitt and Bouckaert 2011). Boz-
eman’s work has had a signifi cant impact on public management thinking in the 
United States and abroad.
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Bozeman (2007, 17) begins by defi ning public values as “those providing nor-
mative consensus about the rights, benefi ts, and prerogatives to which citizens 
should (and should not) be entitled; the obligations of citizens to society, the state, 
and one another; and the principles on which governments and policies should be 
based.” Bozeman’s defi nition implies that public values in a democracy are typi-
cally contested, meaning the consensus on them is hardly ever complete. None-
theless, in operational terms one can discern relative consensus on public values 
from constitutions, legislative mandates, policies, lit erature reviews, opinion polls, 
and other sources (Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007).

What Bozeman terms public values “failure” occurs when neither the market 
nor the public sector provides goods, ser vices, or enabling institutions required to 
achieve public values. As a way of helping understand  whether public value suc-
cesses or failures have occurred, Bozeman and Japera Johnson (2014) propose 
a set of ten public values criteria, which are presented in  table 1.1 (Bozeman 
2002, 2007; Bozeman and Johnson 2014). The criteria in part mirror market fail-
ure criteria and combine input, pro cess, output, and outcome mea sures. Public value 
creation can be conceived as the extent to which public values criteria are met. Public 
values for Bozeman thus are measureable, although clearly there can be disagree-
ments about how the values are to be conceptualized and mea sured.

Bozeman has developed a “public value mapping pro cess” that juxtaposes pub-
lic value and market successes and failures in order to create a matrix onto which 
par tic u lar policies may be “mapped.” The pro cess produces a picture of the na-
ture and extent of public value created by a policy. In this book Bozeman and his 
coauthors Jennie Welch and Heather Rimes contribute a chapter detailing the pub-
lic value mapping (PVM) pro cess.

One implication of Bozeman’s approach is that analysts, citizens, and policy-
makers should focus on what public values are, and on ways in which institutions 
and pro cesses are necessary to forge agreement on and achieve public values in 
practice (Davis and West 2009; Jacobs 2014; Kalambokidis 2014).

Note that Bozeman’s approach is both positive, when he asks what the norma-
tive consensus on values is, and normative, when he argues that public values fail-
ures should be corrected. Bozeman (2007) is relatively  silent on the role of the 
nonprofi t sector; on the rights, responsibilities, or weights to be given to non-
citizens; and on the role and importance of power in contests about public 
values. Regarding the effects of po liti cal power, Jacobs (2014) believes that in the 
US context Bozeman in his 2007 book severely underestimates the extent of dis-
sensus, the disproportionate infl uence of affl uent citizens and or ga nized interests, 
and the extent to which governing structures  favor inaction and drift. More re-
cently, Bozeman has rectifi ed some of these concerns; he and Johnson have added 
as public value criteria the creation, maintenance, and enhancement of the public 
sphere and progressive opportunity, defi ned as addressing structural inequalities 
and historical differences in opportunity structures. The changes are refl ected in 
 table 1.1 (Bozeman and Johnson 2014).

In terms of the questions about value noted above, for Bozeman, like Moore, 
public values are objective states of the world that can be mea sured. Also like 
Moore, public value in a democracy is extrinsic, intrinsic, and relational. Again 
like Moore, a policy or other object being evaluated may hold inherent value or 
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 Table 1.1. Public values criteria

Criterion Defi nition
Illustration of Public Value Failure 
and Success

Creation, 
 maintenance, and 
enhancement of 
the public sphere

As a public value: open 
public communication 
and deliberation about 
public values and about 
collective action pertain-
ing to public values.

As a public value enabling 
institution: the space, 
physical or virtual, in which 
the realization of the 
public sphere value occurs.

Failure: An authoritarian regime 
seizes control of the Internet or other 
social media in an effort to exert 
control of protestors and thereby 
thwarts open public communication.

Success: A deliberative democracy 
group is established to bring together 
diverse stakeholders in a local 
environmental dispute and these 
stakeholders engage in  free and 
open public values– related 
communication.

Progressive 
opportunity

An “equal playing fi eld” 
is less desirable than 
collective actions and 
public policies addressing 
structural inequalities and 
historical differences in 
opportunity structures.

Failure: “Merit- based” policies that 
fail to distinguish the effects of 
opportunity structures on 
achievement.

Success: Compensatory education 
programs.

Mechanisms for 
values articulation 
and aggregation

Po liti cal pro cesses and 
social cohesion should be 
suffi cient to ensure 
effective communication 
and pro cessing of public 
values.

Failure: Combination of US Congress’ 
se niority system and noncompetitive 
districts leading, in the 1950s, to 
legislative bottlenecks imposed by 
just a few committee chairs who 
held extreme values on civil rights, 
national security, and other 
issues.

Success: The US Congress se niority 
system reforms taking into account such 
factors related to relevant 
subject  matter experience and 
expertise.

Legitimate 
monopolies

When goods and ser vices 
are deemed suitable for 
government mono poly, 
private provision of goods 
and ser vice is a violation 
of legitimate mono poly.

Failure: Private corporations negotiat-
ing  under- the- table agreements with 
foreign sovereigns.

Success: Uses of patent policy in 
allocating intellectual property 
rights.

text continues on page 8
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 Table 1.1. (continued)

Criterion Defi nition
Illustration of Public Value Failure 
and Success

Imperfect public 
information

Similar to the market 
failure criteria, public 
values may be thwarted 
when transparency is 
insuffi cient to permit 
citizens to make informed 
judgments.

Failure: Public offi cials developing 
national energy policies in secret with 
corporate leaders of energy 
companies.

Success: City councils’ widely adver-
tised and open hearings about 
proposed changes in zoning.

Distribution of 
benefi ts

Public commodities and 
ser vices should, ceteris 
paribus, be freely and 
equitably distributed. 
When “equity goods” 
have been captured by 
individuals or groups, 
“benefi t hoarding” occurs 
in violation of public 
value.

Failure: Restricting public access 
to designated public use land.

Success: Historical policies for the 
governance of national parks.

Provider 
availability

When there is a legiti-
mated recognition about 
the necessity of providing 
scarce goods and ser vices, 
providers need to be 
available. When a vital 
good or ser vice is not 
provided because of the 
unavailability of providers 
or because providers 
prefer to ignore public 
value goods, there is a 
public values failure due 
to unavailable providers.

Failure: Welfare checks are not 
provided due to a lack of public 
personnel or failures of technology 
for electronic checking transactions.

Success: Multiple avenues for rapid 
and secure delivery of income tax 
refunds.

Time horizon Public values are long- 
term values and require 
an appropriate time 
horizon. When actions are 
calculated on the basis of 
an inappropriate 
short- term time horizon 
there may be a failure of 
public values.

Failure: Policy for waterways that 
consider im por tant issues related to 
recreation and economic development 
but fail to consider long- term implica-
tions for changing habitat for 
wildlife.

Success: Mea sures taken to ensure 
long- term viability of pensions.

(continued)

7
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8  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

may be seen as a means to something  else; this will be refl ected in the specifi c 
criteria used to judge it. Unlike Moore, Bozeman posits no preordained hierarchies 
of values. Citizens, managers, public offi cials, and other groups can and do apply 
the market and public value success and failure criteria. Makers of a PVM iden-
tify im por tant values by assessing a variety of documents and other sources.

Bozeman joined with Torben Beck Jørgensen (Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 
2007) in developing an inventory of public values found in the public adminis-
tration lit erature (see  table 1.2). They identifi ed seven “constellations” of public 
values: (1) the public sector’s contribution to society, (2) transforming interests 
to decisions, (3) the relationship between public administrators and politicians, 
(4) the relationships between public administrators and their environment, (5) inter-
organizational aspects of public administration, (6) the be hav ior of public employ-
ees, and (7) the relationships between public administration and the citizens. 
A more complete list would also articulate the relationship between public offi -
cials and society and between citizens and society. (Thomas, Poister, and Su in 
chapter 11 add the quality of agency working relationships with legislators and 
 others.) The constellations of values touch on all three points of Moore’s strategic 
triangle.

Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman also made an im por tant distinction between “in-
strumental” and “prime” public values, meaning values that help achieve other 
values and values that are ends in themselves. Other scholars have taken  different 
approaches to cata loging public values; for example, Stephanie Moulton (2009) 

 Table 1.1. (continued)

Criterion Defi nition
Illustration of Public Value Failure 
and Success

Substitutability vs. 
conservation of 
resources

Actions pertaining to a 
distinctive, highly valued 
common resource should 
recognize the distinctive 
nature of the resource 
rather than treat the 
resource as substitutable 
or submit it to risk based 
on unsuitable 
indemnifi cation.

Failure: In privatization of public 
ser vices, contractors have to post 
bond- ensuring indemnifi cation but 
provide inadequate warrants for 
public safety.

Success: Fishing quotas or temporary 
bans allowing long- term sustainable 
populations of food fi sh.

Ensure subsistence 
and  human 
dignity

In accord with the widely 
legitimated Belmont 
Code,  human beings, 
especially the vulnerable, 
should be treated with 
dignity and, in par tic u lar, 
their subsistence should 
not be threatened.

Failure: Manmade famine, slave 
 labor, and po liti cal imprisonment.

Success: Institutional review boards’ 
protections of “vulnerable popula-
tions,” including children, prisoners, 
and the mentally ill.

Source: Barry Bozeman and Japera Johnson (2014), “The Po liti cal Economy of Public Values: A Case for 
the Public Sphere and Progressive Opportunity,” American Review of Public Administration 45 (1): 
7–8. Copyright 2014 by the authors. Reprinted with permission of the authors.
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 Table 1.2. Elicited public values, by category

Value Category Value Set Closely Related Values

Public sector’s contribution 
to society

Common Good

Altruism
Sustainability
Regime dignity

Public interest
Social cohesion
 Human dignity
Voice of the  future
Regime stability

Transformation of interests 
to decision

Majority rule

User democracy

Protection of 
minorities

Democracy
Will of the  people
Collective choice
Local governance
Citizen involvement
Protection of individual rights

Relationship between public 
administrators and 
politicians

Po liti cal loyalty Accountability
Responsiveness

Relationship between public 
administrators and their 
environments

Openness/secrecy

Advocacy/
neutrality
Competitiveness/
cooperativeness

Responsiveness
Listening to public opinion
Compromise
Balance of interests
Stakeholder or shareholder 
value

Intraor gan i za tional aspects 
of public administration

Robustness

Innovation

Productivity

Self- development 
of employees
Accountability

Adaptability
Stability
Reliability
Timeliness
Enthusiasm
Risk readiness
Effectiveness
Parsimony
Businesslike  approach
Good working environment

Professionalism
Honesty
Moral standards
Ethical consciousness
Integrity

Relationship between public 
administration and the 
citizens

Legality Protection of rights of the
individual
Equal treatment
Rule of law
Justice

(continued)
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10  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

ties sets of values to institutions and Lotte Andersen and colleagues (2012) assign 
 different values to archetypal forms of government organizations.

A Note on the Psychological Sources of Public Value
Timo Meynhardt (2009), in an im por tant though less widely cited approach, takes 
a very  different tack from the previous authors. He is particularly interested in the 
philosophical and psychological roots of valuing. He concludes that valuing is ul-
timately both psychological and relational and that public value is constructed out 
of “values characterizing the relationship between an individual and ‘society,’ de-
fi ning the quality of the relationship” (206). The relationship’s quality is assessed 
subjectively by individuals, but when there is intersubjective weight attached to 
these assessments, they become more objective and quantifi ed and might ultimately 
reach Bozeman’s requirement of a reasonable normative consensus. Meynhardt 
believes that public value is for the public when it concerns “evaluations about how 
basic needs of the individuals, groups, and the society as a  whole are infl uenced 
in relationships involving the public” (212). Public value is also about value from 
the public when it is “drawn from the experience of the public.” Public value for 
Meynhardt, too, can refer to what might be called input, pro cess, output, and out-
come mea sures linked to  different stages in the creation of public value.

Meynhardt posits four basic dimensions (or content categories) of public value 
closely connected to a widely cited psychological theory of basic needs (Epstein 
1989, 1993, 2003) and related to categories in traditional welfare economics. 
The categories are moral- ethical, political- social, utilitarian- instrumental, and 
hedonistic- aesthetical. (He adds a fi fth, fi nancial, in chapter 10, which is related 
to the utilitarian- instrumental category.) The “value” an individual attaches to an 
experience is based on how well the experience satisfi es his or her basic needs 
as assessed against these dimensions. Note that the assessment is a subjective, 
emotional- motivational, and valenced reaction to an experience involving the “public,” 
such as an encounter with a government program, an election, or visit to a public 
space. Intersubjectively equivalent assessments are a broad, reasonably objective 
mea sure of the extent to which public value has been created or diminished.

In contrast to Bozeman’s and Moore’s approaches, Meynhardt’s is nonnorma-
tive, in the sense of being nonprescriptive; is far more psychologically based; and 

 Table 1.2. (continued)

Value Category Value Set Closely Related Values

Equity

Dialogue

User orientation

Reasonableness 
Fairness
Professionalism
Responsiveness
User democracy
Citizen involvement
Citizen self- development
Timeliness
Friendliness

Source: Torben Beck Jørgensen and Barry Bozeman (2007), “Public Values: An Inventory,” Administra-
tion and Society 39 (3): 360–61. Copyright Sage Publications. Reprinted with permission of the authors.
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emphasizes more the interpenetration of public and private spheres. He also high-
lights far more the interrelatedness of the subjective and objective. Finally, unlike 
the other two authors, he pays  little attention to the institutions and supraindividual 
pro cesses involved in public value creation. However, like Bozeman and Moore, 
Meynhardt also sees public value as mea sur able, in his case against the dimensions 
he outlines.

HOW PUBLIC VALUE RELATES TO SIMILAR CONCEPTS

Public value is related to, but is not the same as, a number of other concepts. Part 
of public value’s importance is that it encompasses a number of related concepts. 
John Alford and Janine O’Flynn (2009, 175–76) point out that public value in-
cludes but is not limited to public goods, by which are meant nonexcludable and 
indivisible goods. Public value differs in three ways: First, it includes remedies to 
market failures beyond inadequate provision of public goods, such as addressing 
negative externalities, natu ral monopolies, and imperfect information, along with 
the institutional arrangements that make the remedies possi ble. This fi ts clearly 
with Bozeman’s (2007; Bozeman and Johnson 2014) view. Second, these authors 
assert that public goods are outputs and that public value includes the outcomes 
made possi ble by public goods. This fi ts well with Moore’s (1995, 2013) view. Fi-
nally, public value has value for the valuer, which accords well with Meynhardt’s 
(2009) psychological approach.

Public value is also not the same as the public interest, although there are again 
commonalities in that the public interest also includes a wide range of desired out-
comes, outputs, pro cesses, and even inputs (e.g., when early childhood education 
is described as in the public interest because it would produce better educated, 
law- abiding, and eco nom ically productive citizens). As Alford and O’Flynn (2009, 
176) note, however, “rather than being about value itself, interest is one of the 
reasons or reference points for which  people value things.” Beyond that, the term 
“public interest” originally was associated with the state, not with the public sphere 
more generally (Gunn 1969). The public interest thus typically refers to the rea-
sons for, or consequences of, government action. Ernest Alexander (2002, 226–
27) expands on this point in relation to urban and regional planning, a fi eld in 
which “the public interest has always remained relevant as a legitimating princi ple 
and a norm for practice, even while phi los o phers and po liti cal theorists debated its 
existence.” Specifi cally in relation to spatial or land- use planning, Alexander as-
serts that the public interest helps legitimate planning as a state activity, serves as 
a guiding norm for planning practice and prac ti tion ers, and is useful as a criterion 
for evaluating planning and its products (227). However, Alexander goes on to note 
that “the critics’ assertion that the public interest concept lacks any substantive 
content is irrefutable. Worse, their related contention— that the value- loaded na-
ture of decisions and their intrinsic complexity make the a priori identifi cation 
of any substantive public interest criterion impossible—is undeniable” (238). 
The public interest is clearly “an essentially contested concept” (Gallie 1956; Sorauf 
1957) and attempts to operationalize it have proved diffi cult (Mitnick 1976), al-
though not necessarily in the case of applying relatively clear public laws and 
regulations to specifi c decisions (Steiner 1970; Alexander 2002).
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Public value is also not the same as dimensional publicness, an approach to 
or gan i za tional analy sis championed by Bozeman (1987) and a number of col-
leagues (Walker and Bozeman 2011). The approach posits that publicness is best 
defi ned according to “the degree of po liti cal authority constraints and endowments 
affecting organizations” (Bozeman and Moulton 2011, 365). Privateness, in con-
trast, is the extent to which market authority constraints and endowments affect 
the or ga ni za tion. Juxtaposing the two dimensions indicates which organizations 
are more public and which are more private. Via the PVM model, dimensional 
publicness can be used as part of a strategy to see which public values are real-
ized in practice and the extent to which publicness and privateness affect those 
outcomes (see chapter 9).

“Public value” is clearly not the same as “social value” as the term is used in 
the business world. Michael Porter and Mark Kramer (2011), writing in the Har-
vard Business Review, are among the strongest advocates for having businesses 
create shared value, “which involves creating economic value in a way that also 
creates value for society by addressing its needs and challenges” (italics in origi-
nal). They go on to assert, “Businesses must reconnect com pany success with 
social progress” (64). In this view, “shared value is not social responsibility, phi-
lanthropy, or even sustainability, but a new way to achieve economic success. It is 
not on the margin of what companies do, but at the center” (64). Social value is 
thus narrower than public value, because it requires the creation of economic value, 
but it also helps open the way  toward more cross- sector collaboration. As Porter 
and Kramer note, “The princi ple of shared value cuts across the traditional divide 
between the responsibilities of business and those of the government or civil so-
ciety. From society’s perspective, it does not  matter what types of organizations 
created the value. What matters is that the benefi ts are delivered by those organi-
zations—or combinations of organizations— that are best positioned to achieve 
the most impact for the least cost” (72). Social value thus provides a conceptual 
bridge from those interested in public value to potential allies in the business world. 
Note, however, that Dahl and Soss (2014) would be deeply troubled by the neo-
liberal and antidemo cratic potentials of Porter and Kramer’s view and would take 
strong exception to their assertion that it does not  matter to society what types of 
organizations are involved in creating the value, given that businesses, for exam-
ple, cannot be expected to embrace some of society’s most im por tant demo cratic 
values.

The En glish noun “commonwealth” may come closest to capturing the meaning 
of public value in its broadest sense, although its meaning is also contested. (“Res 
publica” is a synonym; “public weal” and “common good” are the more frequently 
used terms  today.) As Harry Boyte (1989) points out, in what is now the United 
States, from the colonial era through the World War II era, commonwealth meant 
two things. First, it meant a republican or demo cratic government of equals con-
cerned with the general welfare and an active citizenry throughout the year. Sec-
ond, the term “brought to mind the touchstone, or common foundations, of public 
life— the  basic resources and public goods of a community over which citizens as-
sumed responsibility and authority” (4–5). The term had par tic u lar resonance for 
colonials with regard to property. Commonwealth implied a view of private prop-
erty and public goods that “highlighted their social nature” (17). These meanings 
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date from the fi fteenth  century and draw directly on joining the Old En glish words 
“common” and “weal,” meaning “public welfare” or “the general good” (oxforddic-
tionaries . com). Note as well that “weal” embodies an old meaning of wealth, which 
is well- being; “commonwealth” thus meant “common well- being.” In the seven-
teenth  century the defi nition of commonwealth expanded from its original sense of 
common well- being to include a republican or demo cratic government in which 
ultimate power rests with the  people (Boyte 1989, 16–17). The Commonwealths of 
Mas sa chu setts, Pennsylvania,  Virginia, and Kentucky are based on this idea. Thus, 
while similar to public value in meaning, commonwealth is also not the same; the 
identifi cation with demo cratic or republican government narrows the defi nition.

We believe that the idea of public value offers a way forward theoretically, 
philosophically, and practically beyond these other concepts (Bryson, Crosby, and 
Bloomberg 2014, 2015). The public interest and the common good, in par tic u lar, 
have a deep resonance in Western democracies— and especially in the United 
States— but both have become essentially scholarly dead ends, both because of 
their abstraction and vagueness and the related diffi culties in creating operational 
mea sures for each (Mitnick 1976; Alexander 2002). The public values conversation, 
by contrast, has strong philosophical foundations but also has spawned, explicitly 
or implicitly, operationalization efforts in a variety of fi elds internationally, including 
public economics, po liti cal science, public administration, nonprofi t manage-
ment, evaluation, education, urban and regional planning, journalism, and law. 
The discourse in these fi elds typically does not specifi cally reference the terms 
“public value,” “public values,” or “public sphere,” but nonetheless the ideas are 
clearly pre sent. A major purpose of this book is to bring together contributors 
to the emerging public value lit erature that other wise might not encounter 
one another’s work, thereby stimulating cross- fertilization and advancing the 
conversation.

INTEGRATING THE APPROACHES

The two main contrasting views of public value have not been formally integrated 
to date, but we believe they can be. Indeed, many of the chapters in this book do 
so, at least implicitly.

In terms of theory, the key challenge is articulating the connections between 
Moore’s managerial action- focused approach and Bozeman’s policy or societally 
oriented public values. Moore goes some way  toward  doing so when he argues that 
creating public value should involve such public values as effectiveness (especially in 
achieving collectively defi ned desired outcomes), effi ciency, justice, and fairness 
in the context of demo cratic governance at reasonable cost. Public value for Moore 
is thus, as noted previously, a summary term indexed against what is achieved or 
realized in practice in terms of more specifi c public values. Any assessment of net 
value created will take account of both costs and benefi ts broadly conceived and 
aligned with public values. A fuller integration simply requires that Moore’s ap-
proach incorporate a broader range of public values, such as those suggested by 
Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman (2007), Van Wart (1998), Rosenbloom (2007), 
Meynhardt (2009), Box (2014), and  others. The relevant values in any par tic u lar 
case will vary, but a broad range of public values should at least be considered, 
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14  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

including those related to inputs, pro cesses, outputs, and outcomes. Bozeman also 
goes some way  toward integration by explaining how to determine public values and 
by developing his public values criteria and public value mapping tool, which can be 
used by public managers to determine what, how, where, when, and why public 
value should be created, and often by whom, or at least by which organizations or 
institutions. Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman (2007) also make a conceptual contribu-
tion by outlining “constellations” of values that bridge from managers to the public 
and do include values related to inputs, pro cesses, outputs, and outcomes.

In terms of practice, the challenge of integrating managerial action with soci-
etal or policy values is more diffi cult, because public values are numerous, often 
contested, and indeed may be in confl ict or even contradictory. Again, however, 
there is  little mystery about ways to proceed, since managers, their overseers, 
and other stakeholders are engaged in the pro cess of deciding what to do all the 
time. We argue that at least six practices are available for addressing public value 
questions, besides avoiding or suppressing them. These include policy analy sis, 
design, and evaluation; leadership; dialogue and deliberation; institutional and 
or gan i za tional design, including cross- sector collaboration; the formal and infor-
mal pro cesses of democracy; and strategic management, including especially per-
for mance management regimes and models. Each of these is standard fare in public 
life. We believe that as public managers and  others engage in these key practices 
they should take more explicit account of a broader range of other public values 
beyond effi ciency and effectiveness, and especially those related to the effective 
functioning of a democracy.

As an initial step in showing how the strands of the public value lit erature re-
late, we offer fi gure 1.2, the public value governance triangle (PVGT), which is 
obviously adapted from Mark Moore’s strategic triangle. The PVGT expands 
Moore’s strategic triangle to the multisector, multilevel realm; incorporates a broad 
range of defi nitions of public value; highlights the role of public values in the cre-
ation of public value, as articulated, revealed, or realized through the six key prac-
tices for addressing public value questions listed above; and shows how each of 
these elements is embedded in the public sphere.

We rely on the strategic triangle as a base for several reasons. First, Moore 
developed it through intensive interactions with prac ti tion ers as a way of clarify-
ing how they approached their work. Second, though sparse, subsequent research 
has supported Moore’s conceptualization. For example, Laurence O’Toole, Ken-
neth Meir, and Sean Nicholson- Crotty (2005) found in a large- N study of Texas 
school superintendents that the superintendents did see the points of Moore’s tri-
angle as constitutive of their roles. And Meynhardt and Jörg Metelmann (2009) 
in a study of the German Federal  Labor Agency also found evidence that  middle 
managers think in much the same way as Moore’s public value entrepreneurs 
would. Based in part on this research support, and also other evidence of broad 
support that Moore’s approach fi nds among public managers (Rhodes and Wanna 
2007; Alford and O’Flynn 2009; Williams and Shearer 2011), we have offered the 
PVGT as a way of conceptualizing the move from Moore’s more narrow focus on 
managers of government agencies to the broader idea of managing for the creation 
of public value in a cross- sector, multilevel world in which the challenges of gov-
ernance have moved beyond government. In other words, we believe the PVGT is 
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16  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

better suited for the emerging approach to public administration in which govern-
ment is one vitally im por tant player among many.

The legitimacy and authority box includes legitimate decision bodies from all 
sectors (including cross- sector bodies), broad stakeholder support, and support 
from citizens and other individuals. For our purposes, we accept Mark Suchman’s 
(1995, 574) widely cited defi nition: “Legitimacy is a generalized perception or as-
sumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within 
some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and defi nitions.” We 
also accept the standard defi nition of authority as legitimate power.

The public value box includes the range of defi nitions of public value discussed 
so far, that is, those of Moore, Bozeman, Bozeman and Johnson, and Meynhardt. 
It also includes John Benington’s defi nition to be discussed  later and might include 
 others as well. The capabilities box includes capacities to create public value 
embedded in collectivities of many kinds, including those beyond government; 
individuals’ competencies; procedural legitimacy and procedural justice; and 
procedural and substantive rationality.

The latter two components are included because they clearly are relevant to the 
success of government initiatives in general (e.g., Van Ryzin 2011) and also to 
the success of cross- boundary, cross- sector, and cross- level situations that are typ-
ical of the emerging context of public administration (e.g., Bryson, Crosby, and 
Stone 2006). The procedural legitimacy of any undertaking rests on pro cesses that 
are fair, transparent, rational, and intentional (Blader and Tyler 2003; Majone 
1998). Procedural legitimacy helps generate public value by ensuring those involved 
in an initiative of some kind, their authorizers, and the public accept the results 
that it produces (Leach and Sabatier 2005), and it increases the likelihood the 
effort will be managed and implemented responsibly and effectively. Procedural 
justice refers to the extent to which a decision is seen as fair and transparent (Nabat-
chi 2012). Those affected by decisions will often accept decisions they dislike as 
long as they feel the decision procedures are fair (Susskind and Field 1996; Leach 
and Sabatier 2005). Procedural justice thus refl ects stakeholders’ perceptions of 
the fairness and openness of the pro cesses by which those involved in an initiative 
reach decisions.

Procedural rationality is “the extent to which [a] decision pro cess involves the 
collection of information relevant to the decision and the reliance upon analy sis 
of this information in making the choice” (Dean and Sharfman 1993, 1071). A 
procedurally rational pro cess thus embodies a reasonable and sound course of 
action that those involved can justify on technical, administrative,  legal, and ethical 
grounds (Simon 1996, 26–27). A procedurally rational pro cess can be expected 
to help produce decisions and, ideally, outputs and outcomes that are substantively 
rational, though there can be no guarantees that it will (Wildavsky 1979).

The central box in the PVGT refers to the public values involved as instru-
mental or ends in themselves in the creation of public value. These are where the 
work of integrating Moore’s and Bozeman’s (and  others’) conceptions of public 
value takes place via the six practical approaches to addressing public value ques-
tions. Beyond that, however, we also noted earlier that public value questions may 
be “addressed” by avoiding or suppressing them. Each of the six practices (or more 
precisely, sets of practices) may well do both.  Whether public value is created or 
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DISCERNING AND ASSESSING PUBLIC VALUE   17

destroyed in the pro cess would depend on the situation and who is  doing the judg-
ing. We now discuss the six key practices in more depth, but before  doing so we 
need to reemphasize that the boxes rest within the public sphere.

Policy Analy sis, Design, and Evaluation
Obviously policy analy sis, design, and evaluation can help address public value con-
cerns, although decision makers and the public may ignore them. Indeed, Radin 
(2013, viii) argues that because of  today’s highly partisan and fragmented deci-
sion environments, we live in “a period when reliance on any form of analytic 
approach has become an act of hope.” Analy sis, design, and evaluation thus are 
hardly panaceas, but they can be used to clarify values; sharpen understanding of 
the values served—or not—by organizations and institutions; and identify what val-
ues do and do not underlie, and will or will not be served by, existing or proposed 
policies, programs, and projects. They can identify value complementarities, con-
fl icts, contradictions, trade- offs, and so on (Weimer and Vining 2010; Bardach 2011; 
Wholey, Hatry, and Newcomer 2010). The broad fi eld of policy analy sis, design, and 
evaluation has expanded and matured to the point that it can be an im por tant input 
into the world of po liti cal, and often very politicized, networked, and collaborative 
governance in which, as noted, governments, businesses, nonprofi t organizations, 
and civil society all have roles to play in addressing public challenges and creating 
public value. The fi eld now provides a variety of analytic approaches and methods 
that enable “speaking truths to multiple powers” (Radin 2013, 225). Most chapters 
in this book may be viewed as contributions to the fi eld of policy analy sis, design, and 
evaluation.

Leadership
Addressing public value questions is intimately related to leadership (Burns 1978; 
Crosby and Bryson 2005). Because of their roles or personal commitments, citi-
zens, managers, elected offi cials, and journalists (among  others) may step forward 
to draw attention to public values or ensure that stakeholders in a public issue have 
opportunities to air competing public values and consider areas of agreement and 
divergence. Elected offi cials and government managers have par tic u lar responsi-
bility for defending the public sphere and inspiring and mobilizing fellow citizens 
to value public life and engage in demo cratic prob lem solving. Leaders and lead-
ership of many kinds are featured in the chapters of this book.

Dialogue and Deliberation
Thoughtful, often lengthy conversational engagement with  others is also an im-
por tant way that managers, offi cials, and citizens can address values concerns and 
what to do about them when the answers are not purely technical (Heifetz 1994; 
Heifetz and Linsky 2002). Through dialogue and deliberation, participants can 
clarify values and their relationships and agree on which values to prefer, which 
to trade off, and which to avoid or downplay. Dialogue around value- laden pub-
lic issues is actually surprisingly extensive in the United States, despite a sense 
that the citizenry is not engaged much in talking about those issues (Jacobs, Cook, 
and Delli Carpini 2009). Many authors in the public value lit erature make a case 
for the importance of dialogue and deliberation in discerning and assessing 
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18  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

public value and public values and how they might be achieved (e.g., Moore 1995; 
Bryson et al. 2013; Fisher 2014; Kalambokidis 2014).

When engaging in dialogue and deliberation, participants must take into ac-
count the “deliberative pathways” that are possi ble and available for use as part of 
mutual efforts at persuasion.3 The term was coined by Bryan Garsten (2006, 131) 
to describe Aristotle’s sense of “the landscape of thoughts and patterns” that might 
exist in an audience and thus “the pathways” that might exist from one belief to 
another. These pathways are the starting point for understanding how mutual un-
derstanding, learning, and judgment might proceed. The pathways will infl u-
ence a listener’s beliefs via the structure and logic of an argument (logos), trust 
in the judgment and good will of the speaker (ethos), and/or the emotion evoked 
(pathos). Analy sis can help illuminate these pathways. If attention to public value 
and public values is to occur more broadly, it will be through use of these pathways. 
This book may be viewed as an attempt to highlight and reinforce the paths along 
which the public value conversation may gain a broader hearing.

Institutional and Or gan i za tional Design, Including Designing 
and Implementing Cross- Sector Collaborations
Institutions— such as the  family, markets, demo cratic arenas, and primary, sec-
ondary, and higher education— embody public values and also channel public val-
ues. In more formal terms, Douglass North (1990, 3) defi nes institutions as “the 
rules of the game in society . . .  the humanly devised constraints that shape  human 
interaction . . .  complexes of norms and technologies that persist over time by serv-
ing collectively valued purposes . . .  some have an or gan i za tional form,  others exist 
as pervasive infl uences on be hav ior.”

Richard Scott and Søren Christensen (1995, xiii) defi ne institutions similarly 
broadly as “the cognitive, normative, and regulative structures and activities that 
provide stability and meaning to social be hav ior. Institutions are transported by 
vari ous carriers— culture, structures, and routines— and they operate at  different 
levels of jurisdiction.”

Institutional and or gan i za tional design are pro cesses of intentionally shaping 
institutions so that they embody par tic u lar public values and make it more likely 
that other par tic u lar values are realized in practice (Alexander 2015). For exam-
ple, developing and amending constitutions, developing and changing city char-
ters, and changing voting rules are all exercises in institutional design. The design 
of organizations and collaborations is more focused on shaping the way they are 
confi gured structurally and process- wise to do their work and achieve their goals 
(Bolman and Deal 2008; Bryson, Crosby, and Stone 2006). Several of this book’s 
chapters focus directly on designing (or choosing) structures and pro cesses so that 
varying public values are emphasized and public value is more likely to be created.

Formal and Informal Pro cesses of Democracy
The formal and informal pro cesses of democracy are also im por tant vehicles for 
making reasonable and acceptable, if not necessarily wise or good, decisions in-
volving public values (Moore 1995, 2014; Bozeman 2007). Policy analy sis, de-
sign, and evaluation; leadership; dialogue and deliberation; and institutional and 
or gan i za tional design can help as part of these pro cesses. More formal pro cesses 
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include at vari ous times and for vari ous purposes the following: constitution writ-
ing; campaigns and elections; direct and representative democracy; majority and 
supermajority voting; initiative, referendum, and recall; administrative procedures; 
public hearings; formal participation pro cesses; protection of minority rights; 
and administrative and other court action. More informal pro cesses include po-
liti cal activism of many kinds, lobbying, consensus- building efforts, and social 
movements. These formal and informal pro cesses are ways for  people with 
diverse values, interests, beliefs, and opinions to accommodate their differ-
ences and to make decisions about how to prioritize, compromise, trade off,  settle, 
manage, or other wise deal with value- related questions. The formal and informal 
pro cesses of democracy show up directly or indirectly in virtually every chapter in 
the book.

Strategic Management, Including Per for mance Management 
Regimes and Models
The fi nal key practice for integrating managerial public value and policy or so-
cietal public values is the use of strategic management, including per for mance 
management regimes and specifi c approaches to, or models for, per for mance 
management. A number of im por tant recent books have appeared on this theme, 
including Radin (2006, 2012), Moynihan (2008), and Van Dooren, Bouckaert, and 
Halligan (2010).

Colin Talbot (2010, 205–15) for example, in an im por tant synthesis of the 
per for mance lit erature, argues that a good theory of or gan i za tional and ser vice 
per for mance in the public domain should attend to three elements. They are public 
values, per for mance regimes, and specifi c per for mance models. The chapters in 
this book collectively contribute to knowledge about all three elements.

For Talbot, public values are the frame within which the other two elements 
sit. Talbot highlights four sets of broad categories of public values: solidarity (co-
production, re distribution, and social cohesion), equality and equity (standards, en-
titlements, and consultation), authority (regulation, reliability, and effi ciency), and 
autonomy (choice, competition, and personal benefi t).

Talbot defi nes the second ele ment, per for mance management regimes, as “a 
combination of the institutional context within which public agencies work, and 
the institutional actors that can seek to steer or shape their per for mance together 
with the  actual ways in which these actors exercise their powers (or do not)” (92). 
For governments, institutional stakeholders include the chief executive and line 
departments, along with their partners; the legislature, judiciary, and auditors and 
inspectors; and citizens, users, and the professions. Cross- sector collaborations 
would involve an expanded list. The third ele ment is per for mance management 
models, or multidimensional approaches to per for mance management that are 
more specifi c to organizations and programs. These would include the many spe-
cifi c models available to manage inputs, pro cesses, outputs, and outcomes. As 
examples, Talbot cites Total Quality Management, the Eu ro pean Union Common 
Assessment Framework, the second Bush administration’s Program Assessment 
and Rating Tool, and indeed John Bryson’s (2011) Strategy Change Cycle (169–
84). Bryson (2011) explicitly argues that a major purpose of good public strategic 
management is to create public value.
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Note that all six ways of integrating Moore’s and Bozeman’s approaches to pub-
lic value presume the importance of a workable public sphere. The public sphere 
is the space within which public values exist and public value might be created. 
The public sphere is the third key term in the public value lit erature and is the 
topic to which we now turn.

THE PUBLIC SPHERE

John Benington (2011, 32) sees the public sphere as “a demo cratic space” that in-
cludes the “web of values, places, organizations, rules, knowledge, and other cul-
tural resources held in common by  people through their everyday commitments 
and behaviors, and held in trust by government and public institutions.” The space 
is thus psychological, social, po liti cal, institutional, and physical. It is “what pro-
vides a society with some sense of belonging, meaning, purpose and continuity, 
and which enables  people to thrive and strive amid uncertainty” (43). He believes 
that the public is not given, but made—it has to be continuously created and con-
structed. He also agrees that public value is necessarily contested and is often es-
tablished through a continuous pro cess of dialogue.

Benington draws on deep philosophical roots, including the Greek notion 
of the polis, and modern phi los o phers such as Jürgen Habermas, to argue for the 
importance of maintaining and enhancing the public sphere and of recognizing 
public value creation as producing what the public values and what enhances the 
public sphere. Of course, those interested in fostering a more demo cratic public 
sphere certainly have their work cut out for them in the United States. In the United 
States sharply divergent public beliefs and opinions are easily exploited for partisan 
ends by or ga nized interests and siloed information channels, wherein affl uent indi-
viduals and business and professional interests exercise disproportionate infl uence 
and the governing structures  favor inaction and drift (Jacobs 2014). In such circum-
stances, pushes by public managers to create public value may well stall, fail, or 
even worse, reinforce rather than ameliorate the highly fl awed or even antidemo-
cratic forces in the system (Dahl and Soss 2014).

Note that Bozeman and Johnson (2014) have recently incorporated the 
creation, maintenance, and enhancement of the public sphere into their public val-
ues criteria (see  table 1.1), but they argue that Benington’s conception actually 
includes two components. The fi rst is the public value of “open public communi-
cation and deliberation about public values and about collective action pertaining 
to public values.” The second is the importance of “public value enabling institu-
tions” or “the space, physical or virtual, in which the realization of the public sphere 
value occurs.”

CONCLUSIONS

This book focuses, fi rst of all, on the worth, utility, and importance of the idea of 
public value, along with the public values that might compose it in specifi c situa-
tions. Second, it attends to the frameworks, skills, methods, mea sure ments, and 
pro cesses needed to create public value and to assess values. This chapter has ex-
plored key questions about public value and described some of the most im por-
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tant public value scholarship. We have contrasted two main strands of the public 
value lit erature— Mark Moore and colleagues’ focus on public managers’ creation 
of public value and Barry Bozeman and colleagues’ exploration of public values 
held, at least implicitly, by citizens and their representatives. We offered a frame-
work, the PVGT, which incorporates both of these views and can apply to cross- 
sector as well as government initiatives at multiple levels, from local to global. The 
PVGT also includes six key practices for addressing public value questions. We 
believe the framework is a helpful way of viewing the chapters to come; it also 
suggests  future directions in public value research and practice.

NOTES
1. Chapter 1 draws on Bryson, Crosby, and Bloomberg (2014, 2015).
2. In philosophy, “value theory” is an umbrella term for the broad subfi elds that emphasize 

making evaluations (e.g., moral philosophy, social and po liti cal philosophy) and in par tic-
u lar are concerned with the study of value or, more generally, goodness. The narrower 
fi eld of axiology “can be thought of as primarily concerned with classifying what things 
are good, and how good they are” (Schroeder 2012).

3. This paragraph and the following two are drawn from Bryson (2011, 7–10).
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PART I

HELPING MANAGERS FOCUS ON 
CREATING PUBLIC VALUE
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2

PO LITI CAL ASTUTENESS AS AN AID 
TO DISCERNING AND CREATING 

PUBLIC VALUE

J EAN HARTLEY, JOHN ALFORD, AND OWEN HUGHES

Most public managers subscribe si mul ta neously to two quite contradictory 
beliefs. On the one hand, they affi rm the po liti cal neutrality of appointed 

managers like themselves, placing their professional competence at the disposal 
of the elected government of the day without fear or  favor. This means that they 
should stay out of their elected masters’ domain of politics. On the other hand, 
they know full well that it is very diffi cult to secure mandates from their elected 
masters, and to get things done in government, without dealing with politics. In-
deed, former Australian cabinet minister Sir Paul Hasluck has observed that “the 
public ser vice cannot avoid politics any more than fi sh can avoid the  water in which 
they swim” (Keating 1999, 444). Many public managers lament this state of 
affairs, but pro cesses of “reading” situations, framing issues, presenting arguments, 
negotiating, maneuvering, and exercising infl uence are a necessary part of life as 
a public  manager (Bryson 2004b); this is po liti cal activity even if it is not party poli-
tics (Crick 1993). Public managers need to be doubly  adept in dealing with their 
po liti cal environments: engaging in politics, but si mul ta neously not appearing to 
cross the line into overtly partisan be hav ior.

There is a substantial public administration lit erature about the po liti cal di-
mension of public managers’ jobs. But surprisingly  little of it has explored what 
that dimension requires on the part of those managers— how they see politics, what 
their po liti cal skills are, what uses they put those skills to, where and how they 
acquire them, and how im por tant they are to their work. One purpose of this chap-
ter is to help fi ll this gap in the lit erature, setting out the ways in which managers’ 
po liti cal astuteness can contribute to the practical enterprise of discerning and 
creating public value.

That practical enterprise is burdened with normative challenges, however. 
Much of the public value lit erature has centered on debate about the legitimacy or 
other wise of public managers engaging in politics, or at least about how far they 
should do so (Rhodes and Wanna 2007; Alford 2008; Williams and Shearer 2011). 
This debate harks back to a presumed dichotomy between politics and administra-
tion: the princi ple advanced by Woodrow Wilson (1887) and Max Weber (1922) that 
there should be a separation between the realm of politics (the domain of 

534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   25534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   25 7/23/15   9:56 AM7/23/15   9:56 AM



26  HARTLEY, ALFORD, AND HUGHES

elected politicians) and administration (the domain of appointed bureaucrats). Em-
pirically, the weight of the evidence indicates that the pure dichotomy rarely holds 
in practice, and the line between the two domains is at the least rather blurred 
and often crossed by politicians and/or bureaucrats in the course of their work 
(Waldo [1948] 1984; Svara 2001; Hughes 2012). In par tic u lar, the research 
shows that public managers vary in the extent to which they venture into the po-
liti cal realm, but that those who do so are more prevalent (Aberbach, Putnam, 
and Rockman 1981; Peters 1987); that while politicians tended to dominate the 
setting of the policy agenda,  career public servants exercise predominant infl uence 
in generating alternative options and in modifying policies in light of operational 
feedback (Kingdon 2011); and that ministers prefer their se nior bureaucrats to 
exercise po liti cal sensitivity in their policy advice and implementation (’t Hart and 
Wille 2006).

Peters offers a likely reason for the per sis tence of the debate: the dichotomy 
serves as a “useful fi ction” (2001, 82). For public managers, the alleged separa-
tion of politics and administration allows them to engage in or gan i za tional if not 
partisan politics “without the bother of being held accountable po liti cally for the 
outcomes of their actions” (2001, 82). Thus the dichotomy is a poor description 
of  actual circumstances but a valuable normative ideal to which politicians and 
bureaucrats fi nd it con ve nient to point when there are questions about problem-
atic issues. However, it means that public managers must juggle the contending 
imperatives of stretching their roles po liti cally to create value, and recognizing how 
far it is acceptable for them to do so.

This relates to the second purpose of this chapter: to explore the limits of po-
liti cal astuteness, and in par tic u lar to enhance awareness of the “line” beyond 
which it is inappropriate to engage in politics. It turns out that, paradoxically, 
these limits are best understood and negotiated through the exercise of po liti cal 
astuteness.

In this chapter we set forward the case that po liti cal astuteness may enable 
public managers to do their jobs better in a variety of ways while still loyally serv-
ing the government. Precisely because we focus on the work of public managers, 
our conceptual framework primarily derives from Moore’s (1995) concept of the 
public value triangle (see chapter 1 of the pre sent volume) rather than Bozeman’s 
conception of “public values” (2007). Moore offers a way of theorizing and op-
erationalizing the key concepts in terms useful both to academics and to public 
managers in practice. To the extent that Bozeman understands the objects of value 
as objective states of the world, his analy sis is partly germane to Moore’s approach. 
But his use of the plural term tends to oscillate between understanding “values” 
as objective phenomena ( different kinds of worth or utility) and seeing them as 
subjectively held norms. By contrast, we consider how po liti cal astuteness may 
assist managers to perform their key strategic tasks: to better discern what is valu-
able to the public, especially through public deliberative pro cesses; to obtain con-
sent for par tic u lar value propositions from the key players in their authorizing 
environment, especially elected politicians; and/or to elicit contributions of time, 
effort, and resources from internal or external actors. At the same time, po liti cal 
astuteness can help managers delineate the boundaries beyond which their wield-
ing of po liti cal infl uence is inappropriate.
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It should be acknowledged that criticism of Moore’s work has not yet taken 
account of his most recent writings— notably, Recognizing Public Value (2013) and 
related papers about the philosophical  under pinnings of his framework (Moore 
and Fung 2012). These publications challenge claims that Moore is merely about 
“management improvement” (Bozeman and Johnson 2014); that his approach lacks 
a coherent underpinning theory (Rhodes and Wanna 2007); or that he is in effect 
prosecuting a neoliberal agenda aimed at embedding market logic into the ma-
chinery of the state, as well as “downsizing democracy” (Dahl and Soss 2014). For 
instance, Moore writes that

public management cannot be a purely utilitarian enterprise. Managers occupy 
a par tic u lar fi duciary role in a demo cratic system that requires them to be-
have in certain ways regardless of the consequences for themselves and  others. 
They are entrusted with both public authority and with money raised through 
public authority. This obliges them to use the assets entrusted to them fairly 
and equitably, as well as effi ciently and effectively. Consequently, utilitarian 
values alone cannot guide the value they seek to produce and refl ect in the 
operations of their organisations. They also need to rely on deontological ideas 
about their own proper role, right relationships between government and citi-
zens, and what makes a society not only good but just. (2013, 57)

PUBLIC VALUE AND THE AUTHORIZING ENVIRONMENT

Moore (1995) argues that a strategy for effectively creating public value must 
address three key challenges, each of them diffi cult. First, the strategy must be 
directed  toward achieving publicly valuable purposes. Second, it must attract suf-
fi cient legitimacy and support from the or ga ni za tion’s authorizing environment. 
This authorization comes from formal po liti cal stakeholders and institutions as 
well as other stakeholders, with due recognition of their differential legitimacy and 
power. It is likely that elected politicians will have the dominant say in this envi-
ronment. Third, it must be operationally feasible— that is, achievable with available 
or gan i za tional and external capabilities. A valuable strategy is one where there is an 
alignment among these three sets of factors (Benington and Moore 2011a; Alford 
and O’Flynn 2009). Moore argues that the  manager’s job is to bring them into 
some degree of congruence.

That task is beset by the challenges inherent in each corner of the triangle as 
well as the tensions between them. First, discerning a purpose that is valuable to the 
public sphere can be diffi cult because citizens have varied and sometimes confl ict-
ing interests. Moreover, their differing interests register in po liti cal decision making 
in complex ways.

Then there is the authorizing environment, from which the  manager needs 
legitimacy and support in order to pursue a par tic u lar “value proposition” (Moore 
1995). Some of the key  people in that environment have formal authority over the 
 manager— that is, they are empowered by legislation or an or gan i za tional chart 
to direct the  manager. Most signifi cant  here are politicians, who have the most 
direct say about what policies and actions the  manager should undertake, as do 
legislatures and courts.
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Other stakeholders amplifi ed by the media, such as lobby groups, businesses, 
other public organizations, and communities, have no formal authority over the 
 manager. In strict  legal terms, a  manager can ignore their demands or criticisms. 
But this would be risky because these stakeholders can infl uence those who have 
formal authority and because, in a shared power world, those with informal au-
thority can provide or withdraw their consent (and their resources) to par tic u lar 
proposals, making implementation more or less diffi cult (Crosby and Bryson 2005). 
The  manager needs to consider the variety of actors in the  whole authorizing 
environment.

A signifi cant implication of the strategic triangle is that sometimes what 
the  manager judges as the most valuable thing to do is also po liti cally unpalat-
able. In other words, there is misalignment between the value proposition and 
the more dominant infl uences within the authorizing environment. In this situ-
ation the  manager has to determine how far to advocate for the value proposition 
in the face of adverse reactions from ministers and vari ous other stakeholders. If 
she pushes too far, the value proposition might be overturned, or she could lose her 
credibility or even her job. If she  doesn’t push far enough, some potential value to 
the public could be left uncreated.

The third corner of the triangle is operational capacity, which is prone to the 
prob lem that the public  manager may have  little or no formal managerial author-
ity over the  people or organizations who provide that capacity— either because they 
sit outside the or ga ni za tion in question or because other agencies (such as person-
nel commissions or fi nance departments) have formal authority over resourcing 
issues such as staff employment or the reallocation of monies. In these circum-
stances the public  manager is less able to command and must rely on persuasion 
or other techniques to bring about cooperation.

For our purposes, which concern managerial action, Moore’s framework is 
more strategic than Bozeman’s in both theoretical and practical terms. It takes into 
consideration both the big picture and the long term, and the interconnections 
among those factors, in a way that is conceptually grounded but makes sense to 
public managers in their work.

Moreover, Moore offers a rigorous way to operationalize the distinction be-
tween “what is” and “what ought to be”: the strategic triangle can be used both 
positively, to diagnose where an or ga ni za tion or program currently sits (i.e., what 
value it is producing, how much support it has for that value, and  whether it has 
adequate capabilities to deliver), and normatively, to consider where it should 
sit (i.e., what value it should produce, what level of authorization is necessary to 
support that, and the capabilities it requires). Thus, value is a norm or aspiration 
tempered by the realities of the environment and by capabilities. By contrast, 
Bozeman frames public values as those providing  either normative consensus or 
content- specifi c preferences about citizens’ rights and obligations and principles 
for government (2007, 13–14). While Bozeman considers value primarily in nor-
mative terms, Moore’s framework encompasses both positive and normative value 
and establishes a coherent relationship between them.

This is not to say that normative values lack standing in this analy sis but in-
stead that their meanings register indirectly. Where they do have signifi cance, they 
can act as power ful shapers of government policies and actions. In other words, 
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subjective norms can be as real in their impact as features of objective reality. For 
instance, there is a very power ful subjective norm in most socie ties that it is wrong 
to harm children. That norm has signifi cant impact on the range of policy options 
open to those dealing with children’s ser vices.

THE CONCEPT OF PO LITI CAL ASTUTENESS

Po liti cal astuteness is increasingly recognized as a valuable ele ment in managerial 
work across all sectors due to the presence of diverse interests inside and outside 
an or ga ni za tion (Hartley and Fletcher 2008). This is particularly salient for those 
in se nior or leadership positions where their role is to infl uence  others, and even 
more so for  middle and se nior managers working in or with government and pub-
lic ser vices (Hartley, Fletcher, and Ungemach 2011; Gandz and Murray 1980).

Po liti cal astuteness as defi ned  here, following an extensive lit erature review 
(Hartley et al. 2011), can be used to pursue personal or sectional interests as well as 
or gan i za tional or societal ones. The lit erature covers both types of interests. Po liti-
cal astuteness is conceptualized as a set of skills and judgments exercised in con-
text for a range of legitimate or illegitimate purposes where there are divergent 
or potentially divergent interests.

This defi nition of po liti cal astuteness can cover a range of circumstances where 
there is contention over purposes, priorities, and resources. Thus, “po liti cal” is not 
solely about formal institutions and actors. It encompasses “small p” as well as 
“big P” politics— the informal as well as the formal— that can take place among 
the larger group of citizens, employees, and other stakeholders who may also form 
part of the authorizing environment. Finally, it includes the machinations of cliques 
and factions operating within, across, and outside organizations.

Attempts to identify and assess the po liti cal skills of managers have been sparse 
(see Buchanan 2008; Silvester 2008). The extensive work of Ferris and his col-
leagues (e.g., Ferris et al. 2005; Ferris and Treadway 2012; and many  others) focuses 
on the skills of any employee regardless of level or sector, and thus tends to be 
focused on  career- based, small group, or dyadic infl uence.

From empirical research with UK managers across all sectors, Hartley and 
Fletcher (2008) identifi ed the key skills of po liti cal astuteness as given by the man-
agers themselves across a range of contexts. A conceptual framework of the skills 
of po liti cal astuteness was then created and tested (see  table 2.1), then subjected to 
statistical analy sis for the robustness of its domains and of the overall framework 
(Hartley et al. 2011).

LINKING PO LITI CAL ASTUTENESS WITH PUBLIC VALUE

We can now link the concepts of public value and po liti cal astuteness. We propose 
that effective public managers need to be po liti cally astute on several fronts, for 
the  simple reason that they operate in both formal and informal po liti cal environ-
ments, where there are complex, varied, and sometimes competing interests. It is 
diffi cult for them to do their job (helping to defi ne what is valuable, engendering 
ac cep tance of that defi nition, and making it happen)  unless they have the skills of 
understanding  people’s interests, reading situations, fashioning workable solutions, 
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 Table 2.1. The framework of po liti cal astuteness skills

Dimension Elements

Strategic direction 
and scanning

•  Strategic thinking and action 
in relation to or gan i za tional 
purpose.

•  Thinking in the long term and 
having a road map for the 
journey.

•  Not diverted by short- term 
pressures.

•  Scanning: thinking about 
longer- term issues in the 
environment that may 
potentially have an impact on 
the or ga ni za tion.

•  Attention to what is on the 
horizon.

•  Analytical capacity to think 
through scenarios of possi ble 
futures.

•  Noticing small changes that 
may herald bigger shifts in 
society.

•  Analyzing and managing 
uncertainty.

•  Keeping options open rather 
than reaching for a decision 
prematurely.

Building alignment 
and alliances

•  Detailed appreciation of 
context, players, and objec-
tives of stakeholders in 
relation to the alignment goal.

•  Recognizing difference and 
plurality and forging them 
into collaborative action even 
where there are substantial 
differences in outlook or 
emphasis.

•  Working with difference and 
confl icts of interest, not just 
fi nding consensus and 
commonality.

•  Actively seeking out alliances 
and partnerships rather than 
relying on those already in 
existence.

•  Ability to bring diffi cult issues 
into the open and deal with 
differences between 
stakeholders.

•  Knowing when to exclude 
par tic u lar interests. Creating 
useful and realistic consensus, 
not a common denominator.

Reading  people 
and situations

•  Analyzing or intuiting the 
dynamics that can or might 
occur when stakeholders and 
agendas come together.

•  Recognition of  different 
interests and agendas of both 
 people and their 
organizations.

•  Discerning the  under lying 
(not just espoused) agendas.

•  Thinking through the likely 
standpoints of vari ous interest 
groups in advance.

•  Using knowledge of institu-
tions, pro cesses, and social 
systems to understand what is 
or what might happen.

•  Recognizing when you may be 
seen as a threat to  others. 
Understanding power 
relations.

Interpersonal skills •  “Soft” skills: ability to 
infl uence the thinking and 
be hav ior of  others.

•  Getting buy-in from those 
over whom one has no direct 
authority.

•  Making  people feel valued.

•  “Hard” skills: ability to negotiate, 
stand up to pressures from other 
 people,  handle confl ict in order 
to achieve constructive 
outcomes.

•  Coaching and mentoring 
individuals to develop their 
own po liti cal skills.
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and infl uencing  others. Sophisticated po liti cal skills are required to foster delib-
erative pro cesses in which diverse actors grapple with complex issues and arrive 
at understandings that allow valuable purposes to be accepted and pursued.

DISCERNING PUBLIC VALUE: READING COLLECTIVE ASPIRATIONS

If we take a traditional administrative view of the role of public managers, their task 
of reading the “public value proposition” is relatively  simple, because the manage-
rial purpose is set by politicians, with the managers merely executing that policy. 
The research lit erature and our own studies show that the real picture is more 
complex, however.

For a start, sometimes a politician does not have a clear idea of the policy or 
purpose— especially if, as is often the case, incumbency in a par tic u lar portfolio 
changes frequently (Campbell and Wilson 1995, 23–24). Vari ous factors— technical 
complexity, emergent po liti cal ramifi cations, fear of being held to account, wishing 
to avoid taking sides on a hotly contested issue— can deter a minister from handing 
down a clear mandate to bureaucrats. Alternatively, a minister may have a clear 
outcome in mind but not be sure of which policy might best lead to that outcome. 
 Either way, the politician may procrastinate or prevaricate, even at a time when the 
public interest dictates that a decision be made. In this context the public  manager 
has a responsibility to try to catalyze a decision. As one  manager in a study by Jean 
Hartley and Stella Manzie stated, “we  were trying . . .  not to take their decisions for 
them, but to understand the pressures that  were on them, that might make some of 
the decisions they  were trying to take harder for them. . . .  So it’s about trying to 
open back up the full range of judgments and decisions for politicians, rather than 
about saying why don’t you do the thing we want you to do” (2013, 21).

One relatively passive approach public managers can take in dealing with this 
is to try to “read” or “divine” (Page 2012) the minister’s position,  either by having 
developed a sense of his or her broad policy approach or by talking with the politi-
cian’s personal staff. Where a slightly more active approach is necessary, the public 
servant may seek in good faith to assist, enable, encourage, or even  gently push the 
minister into articulating what he or she wants.

Occasionally, public managers fi nd themselves in disagreement with 
politicians— for example, when a minister’s preference skates close to the edge of 

 Table 2.1. (continued)

Dimension Elements

Personal skills •  Self- awareness of one’s own 
motives and behaviors.

•  Ability to exercise self- control, 
being open to the views of 
 others, ability to listen to 
 others and refl ect on and be 
curious about their views.

•  Having a proactive disposition 
(initiating rather than passively 
waiting for things to happen).

Source: Hartley et al. (2007); Hartley and Fletcher (2008).
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propriety or good policy. If the issue is im por tant enough, one technique Page 
has observed is “mobilizing force majeure: using a third party within the structure 
of the state to persuade politicians to change their minds” (2012, 166). But this is 
very rare.

Interaction with formal po liti cal systems and pro cesses is not the only way in 
which politics affects public managers’ roles; because politicians seek support from 
(and therefore listen to) citizens, public managers must also understand what citizens 
need and desire.

The most authoritative indications of citizens’ desires are, of course, demo-
cratic elections. Election results are often hard to read in aggregate, however, 
because citizens have  different and often confl icting preferences about  different 
issues. Elections are therefore “too rare and too crude” to provide the level of detailed 
guidance needed for most government activities (Moore and Fung 2012, 182); or 
societal and/or environmental conditions may change so that commitments made 
before elections seem less convincing over time. Moreover, citizens’ preferences 
can change in time. Therefore, understanding what is valuable to the collective 
citizenry is a challenge for public managers.

It follows that managers can deepen the demo cratic pro cess and increase the 
value of their advice by “reading” (sensing, discerning, analyzing) society’s vari-
ous and collective aspirations, especially as they change with the passing of time. 
Managers need to have a sense about what a sustainable plurality of citizens wants 
regarding a given issue, and must be able to shape it into a value proposition— not 
to supplant politicians’ views and policies but to supplement and enhance them 
or to provide an alternative perspective that politicians may fi nd helpful.

On a practical level, managers can (and do) use vari ous techniques for read-
ing collective aspirations, including public comment or consultation periods, pub-
lic meetings, citizens’ advisory committees, citizen juries, and deliberative polling 
(Thomas 2012; Williamson and Fung 2004). A key component of more recent civic 
innovations in public deliberation is improvement in the representativeness of par-
ticipants, reducing the participation bias (wealthier and better- educated citizens 
self- selecting for participation) made likely in more traditional forms of engage-
ment such as town hall meetings (Williamson and Fung 2004). Tools required for 
successfully negotiating public engagement include “ people” skills (a tolerance for 
ambiguity, the ability to get along with a variety of  people from  different back-
grounds, and the fl exibility to move smoothly between them) and enablement skills 
(facilitation, knowing which actors to bring to the  table, knowing how to mobi-
lize them to solve problems, and knowing how to convert the suggested solutions 
into po liti cal realities; Thomas 2012).

Reading collective aspirations is about discerning rather than creating public 
value, and it entails observation, analy sis, and intuition. The requisite capabilities 
(see  table 2.1) go beyond implementation skills because they include the po liti cal 
astuteness skills of strategic direction and scanning (sensing what the key priori-
ties are and how they may be infl uenced by context and  future developments) and 
reading  people and situations to understand the nuances of their positions. They 
are reinforced by certain personal skills (particularly curiosity and openness about 
the views of  others), and also by the interpersonal skill of making  others feel val-
ued so that they will share their priorities and concerns.
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SECURING LEGITIMACY FROM THE AUTHORIZING ENVIRONMENT

To the extent that public managers seek to articulate conceptions of what is publicly 
valuable and press for action, they must obtain permission from their authorizing 
environment to have the public value proposition(s) adopted and enacted. In short, 
they must secure consent from those in a position to provide legitimacy, support, and 
resources.

A public value proposition is not simply tested against the authorizing envi-
ronment; it is negotiated, adapted, and sometimes bartered in attempts to get a 
suffi cient degree of alignment among  different stakeholders to get things done. 
This involves reading how well aligned the value proposition is with the balance 
of forces in the authorizing environment— that is,  whether it is acceptable to key 
actors. Where it appears that there is misalignment the  manager has to work to 
reframe the value proposition, persuade key players to come on board, or both. 
Securing consent requires skills about discerning differences among those in the 
authorizing environment, negotiating trade- offs, crafting propositions that appeal 
across stakeholders, getting permission and support, and outmaneuvering opposi-
tion. Traditionally this has been seen as the domain of the elected politician, and of 
course this continues to be so, but public managers of all levels also engage in these 
activities, though not necessarily as the fi nal arbiters (Campbell and Wilson 1995; 
Page 2012; Kingdon 2011; Peters 2001; Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman 1981). 
For example, Moore and Fung (2012, chap. 9) describe the efforts of a captain in 
the US Coast Guard to bolster security of US ports. Lacking formal authority over 
matters of port security, she designed a consultation pro cess to determine the best 
way to both enhance security and build stakeholder commitment to the goal.

An im por tant determinant of public managers’ infl uence on policy is their per-
ceived expertise and effectiveness (Nicholson- Crotty and Miller 2012; ’t Hart and 
Wille 2006). The more im por tant their capabilities are to key tasks such as craft-
ing policy advice and implementation, the more the po liti cal sphere is likely to take 
notice of what they have to say.

On occasion the situation calls for the public  manager to exercise po liti cal skill 
to persuade politicians not to pursue a par tic u lar path. As Campbell and Wilson 
note, “Ministers need to be talked out of impracticable plans with which they have 
become infatuated during weekends in their constituencies. Yet fulfi lling this task 
requires skill. Too  little determination in emphasizing the diffi culties of ministers’ 
favourite but unworkable projects may mean those ministers will stumble into di-
saster; too much determination shades into obstructionism, which ministers may 
believe refl ects a po liti cal hostility to their policies” (1995, 24).

In the United States, evidence shows that by innovating and then mobilizing 
interests in support of innovations, agencies can infl uence other po liti cal actors to 
change their positions in response to this support (Krause 1996). Some agencies 
use recruitment and mobilization of clientele to infl uence policy; by building and 
maintaining effective constituency relationships, agencies can remain im por tant 
players in the “policy subsystem” and ultimately produce outcomes close to their 
preferences (Clarke and McCool 1996). Even street- level managers are regularly 
concerned with how to build legitimacy and support from the public for efforts 
consistent with their demo cratic mandate (Mashaw 1983; Lipsky 1980).
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Securing permission is a dynamic, interactive pro cess not fully captured by the 
static fi gure of Moore’s (1995) strategic triangle. Many managers believe that they 
can best support their po liti cal masters— who,  after all, have the formal mandate—
by being alert to the kaleidoscope of interests, crosscurrents, and goals of the vari-
ous stakeholders, many of whom are trying to infl uence outcomes. These skills are 
the daily bread and butter of public management. But they see them as an addition 
to, rather than a substitute for, their technical and professional skills.

In order to do these things managers draw on a range of skills outlined in the 
po liti cal astuteness framework (see  table 2.1). Understanding the overall strategic 
context is im por tant, as is being alert to changes and weak signals in the strategic 
environment: this is the domain of strategic direction and scanning. Particularly 
im por tant is the domain of building alignment and alliances—it is a real skill to 
create alignment out of  different interests, timescales, priorities, and aspirations. 
A skill for reading  people and situations is also crucial; it is a dynamic activity 
given the fl uid nature of the authorizing environment. Interpersonal skills are cen-
tral, both the “soft” relational skills of making other  people feel valued, and the 
“hard” skills of  handling negotiation and confl ict.

ENLISTING OTHER PARTIES TO GET THINGS DONE

Implementing government policies is, of course, a legitimate and signifi cant role 
of public managers and squarely on the administrative side of the dichotomy. In 
certain senses, however, managers have to cross to the po liti cal side simply to get 
their jobs done. They not only need to garner permission; just as im por tant is the 
need to induce contributions of resources, time, and effort from  people inside and 
outside their own organizations, without which they fi nd at best that they lack the 
means to carry out their roles, or at worst that power ful  others block them from 
their task. A telling example was Diana Gale, head of the Seattle Solid Waste Utility, 
who turned herself into a “garbage goddess” for the media in order to boost the 
use of recycling ser vices, making Seattle the recycling capital of the United States 
(Moore 2013, chap. 5).

The reality of modern governance is that many of the more pressing (or 
“wicked”) problems that governments seek to solve now span or gan i za tional 
boundaries: “the existing structures do not fi t,” and the resources required to act on 
a prob lem are not contained within a coherent operational structure (Moore and 
Fung 2012, 194). It is often argued that solutions to these problems (e.g., poverty, 
crime, and climate change) can only come via collaborative discussion and action 
through networks of government and community actors (Crosby and Bryson 2005; 
Weber and Khademian 2008; Head and Alford 2013). In fact, network collabora-
tion models now operate in nearly every area of government, from workplace 
safety insurance to crisis management to welfare- to- work programs (Eggers 2008).

There has also been a shift in public management theories, away from those 
that positioned citizens as individualized consumers at the end of a long supply 
chain and  toward a more empowering conceptualization of citizen participation 
and coproduction, where they contribute time and effort to the delivery of ser-
vices (Ryan 2012; Alford and O’Flynn 2009). Managers’ po liti cal astuteness can 
help them to not only navigate the potentially fraught cultural space of convinc-
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ing stakeholders to collaborate on the development of governance arrangements 
but also to know when and how much to “let go” of the process—to observe and 
assist when necessary but allow the stakeholders enough autonomy to “own” the 
outcomes within an overall governance framework. For instance, as a UK  manager 
talking about own ership argues,

You can corral [ people] through the party po liti cal pro cess, but at the end of 
the day the better they understand it, the more they own it. I remember a poli-
tician saying “I don’t want own ership, I just want  people to get on and do it”. 
And me trying to say, “well  people won’t get on and do it  unless they believe 
in it”. We depend on the knowledge and abilities of the  people out there, and 
our job is to catalyze it and to harness it and to focus it, not to actually just tell 
 people what to do, because it won’t happen. (Hartley et al. 2013)

If mobilizing capabilities and resources means eliciting contributions from 
other parties such as staff, other government agencies, private contractors, non-
governmental organizations, volunteers, or client coproducers, managers need 
to be able to understand what makes them tick and how to infl uence them. All 
strategies— both coercive and cooperative ones– aimed at enlisting external actors 
to help get things done require more than offi cial authorization from ministers, 
bureaucratic superiors, or legislation. Thus po liti cal astuteness in reading and 
infl uencing informal stakeholders to assist in implementing policies also neces-
sitates po liti cal astuteness in understanding and securing formal authority and 
in managing what may sometimes be divergent interests.

RECOGNIZING THE LINE BETWEEN POLITICS AND ADMINISTRATION

The discussion thus far indicates that po liti cal astuteness is a very useful skill for 
public managers. But there is also a question of  whether using po liti cal skills is 
legitimate in a demo cratic po liti cal system. This brings us back to the dichotomy 
of politics versus administration.

To the extent that the dichotomy has normative weight, it is seen as inappro-
priate for the line between the two domains to be breached (Rhodes and Wanna 
2007). Yet at the same time we have seen that public servants do engage in po liti-
cal interactions of one kind or another in order to do their jobs. So a key issue for 
managers is how far they can deploy their po liti cal astuteness skills without com-
promising the legitimacy of their decisions and actions.

We do not argue that public servants should engage in partisan politics or usurp 
the decision- making role of politicians. If a policy or strategy is not acceptable to 
po liti cal overseers, the  manager ought to abandon or modify it to take account of 
that opposition. Where managers can play an im por tant role is in fi nding integra-
tive solutions to these kinds of problems by shaping policies or strategies that 
maximize public value while remaining acceptable to the po liti cal decision makers 
(Alford and Hughes 2008). In short, managers need to be particularly cognizant of 
where the line between politics and administration is.

Mainly this is a  matter of judgment, about governmental structures and 
pro cesses in a broader sense and about the politicians in question. It involves 
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building up a detailed understanding of their values, thinking styles, attitudes 
 toward risk, and par tic u lar pet policy loves and hates. Effective public managers 
also seek to build trusting relationships with politicians, and this calls for demon-
strated loyalty, perceived effectiveness, and po liti cal sensitivity (’t Hart and Wille 
2006). The greater the accumulated trustworthiness of the  manager, the more li-
cense to engage in po liti cal activities he or she is likely to have. Of course, en-
croaching into the po liti cal sphere also runs the risk of diminishing trust, so the 
 manager needs to make subtle judgments about when to “spend” accumulated 
trust and when to invest in building it up.

Campbell (2012) found that lower-  and midlevel public managers often have a 
strong sense of the  under lying policy intent or fundamental values  behind directives 
from higher up, but that some of these directives impede local implementation and 
goal attainment. In such cases their sense of the value potentially created by the 
broad policy goals can lead them to use evasive tactics or work- arounds to help 
them comply with the spirit—if not the letter—of the policy. For example, Kathleen 
Ahearn and her colleagues report that child welfare teams in a US state agency share 
practical advice for “fi nessing” the bureaucracies of other states, or information 
about the quirks of power ful  people in their authorizing environment (Ahearn et al. 
2004, 317). Strong personal skills, such as self- awareness of one’s own motives and 
behaviors, can assist managers to use such tactics in pursuit of public value goals.

From a normative point of view it is potentially risky to assign to the public 
 manager the task of determining where the line is: the  manager may abuse that 
authority,  either from insuffi cient competence or dishonorable intent. One response 
to this is to rely on the “public ser vice motivations” of civil servants (Perry 2000)— 
the hope that their ingrained values will incline them to do the right thing and 
res pect the authority of the elected politician. Although there is considerable em-
pirical evidence demonstrating the salience of such motivations in many public 
ser vices (Perry, Hondeghem, and Wise 2010), it would be naive to rely on them 
and, in any case, this relies on value rather than competence. More telling is their 
perceived self- identity— especially their desire to be regarded as capable in the so-
cial context, which forays into po liti cally risky areas are likely to undermine. As 
Page puts it, “Where the written rules do not tell bureaucrats what to do, a range 
of generalized rules, norms, and expectations not only prevents them from  doing 
as they please, but makes the  whole notion of ‘ doing as they please’ problematic. . . .  
[A] bureaucrat might feel it is desirable . . .  to abolish a par tic u lar regulatory 
scheme and is perfectly  free to suggest it, but if it has no chance of gaining po liti cal 
approval, all the civil servant stands to achieve is the prospect of being regarded as 
someone without any po liti cal sensitivity” (2012, 167).

The calculus to be followed by a public  manager in deciding  whether or not to 
intervene in a po liti cal  matter is complex, but it is unrealistic to assume that it 
does not take place.

CONCLUSION

The “moving part” of the po liti cal job of the public  manager is to deploy po liti cal 
astuteness in identifying what is valuable, in eliciting consent from po liti cal mas-
ters and the public, and in persuading actors to contribute time, effort, and re-
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 Table 2.2. Managerial activities potentially harnessing po liti cal astuteness

Activities
Discerning 
Public Value

Creating 
Public Value

1.  “Reading” collective aspirations: having a sense of what a sustainable majority of  people want as regards a given 
issue/situation and shaping it into a value proposition (i.e., discerning what is valuable to citizens).

¸

2.  Securing a mandate (obtain-
ing permission).

a.  “Reading” degree of (mis)alignment between authorizing environment (AE) 
and value- proposition (i.e., discerning  whether value proposition is po liti cally 
acceptable to key actors).

¸

b.  Eliciting permission (1): discerning a value proposition that will attract enough 
support to be sustainable (i.e., shifting the value circle).

¸ ¸

c.  Eliciting permission (2): seeking to infl uence key players in the authorizing 
environment to support or at least not oppose the value proposition 
(i.e., shifting the AE circle).

¸

d.  Orchestrating countervailing power to outmaneuver/overwhelm key players 
opposed to the value proposition (also shifting the AE circle).

¸

3.  Enlisting capabilities to get 
things done (e.g., externaliz-
ing, coproducing, collaborat-
ing,  etc.).

a.  Eliciting work (1): representing a purpose that attracts support from potential 
contributors of time and effort (i.e., shifting the value circle).

¸

b.  Eliciting work (2): persuading, enabling, incentivizing, putting on peer pressure, 
obliging, or collaborating with key players to get them to contribute time and 
effort in implementing/delivering the value proposition (shifting the productive 
capabilities circle).

¸

4. Knowing the limits of po liti cal astuteness: “reading” AE for sense of how far a public servant can “be po liti cal.” ¸
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38  HARTLEY, ALFORD, AND HUGHES

sources to creating what is deemed valuable. The seemingly stationary constraint 
is the line between politics and administration, which must be treated with po liti-
cal insight and circumspection. For both aspects, public management entails ex-
ercising sophisticated po liti cal insight in the public interest. More dauntingly, it 
entails judging the appropriate balance between the two.  Table 2.2 summarizes 
the managerial activities described  here, and shows how the theory of public value 
relies on a theory about po liti cal astuteness.

What  table 2.2 indicates is that the existence of a dichotomy is questionable. 
In reality, politics exists on both sides— for managers and for politicians. This is 
likely to increasingly become the case over time as the complexity and interde-
pen dency of public- sector functions deepen even further. Public managers’ con-
texts will become even more fl uid and dynamic, putting a premium on their 
po liti cal astuteness— their skill, judgment, and wisdom in interpreting the views 
of players whose interests sometimes converge with their own and at other times 
are in opposition. The po liti cal astuteness of public managers needs to be seen 
as an asset in creating public value and as a substantive skill in its own right.

This chapter has aimed to fulfi ll three goals. First, it used a conceptual frame-
work derived from earlier research (Hartley and Fletcher 2008) to identify the po-
liti cal astuteness skills public managers might use. Second, it has mapped these 
skills onto the key aspects of public- sector strategy making articulated by Moore 
(1995): defi ning value, securing consent, and mobilizing capabilities. In the pro-
cess, it has elucidated some of the differences and similarities between Moore’s 
(1995) and Bozeman’s (2007) models of public value. Third, it has explored both 
empirical and theoretical research to address the diffi cult question that inevitably 
arises when we start talking about public managers engaging in po liti cal processes— 
namely, that they risk breaching the dichotomy between politics and administra-
tion. The answer emerging from this chapter is that po liti cal astuteness enables 
managers to not only push the boundary between the two realms but also to bet-
ter appreciate how far they can do so to create public value.
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BUILDING DELIBERATIVE CAPACITY 
TO CREATE PUBLIC VALUE

THE PRACTICES AND ARTIFACTS 

OF THE ART OF HOSTING

JODI SANDFORT AND KATHRYN S . QUICK

In the second de cade of the twenty- fi rst  century, polarization in American poli-
tics is undermining civility in the public sphere (Jacobs 2014). Amid the acri-

monious debates surrounding much policymaking, it is hard to sustain the core 
practices of our democracy: the ideal of engaging citizens and their representa-
tives in articulating goals for government policies and programs. Public manage-
ment practice has taken a turn  toward market- based principles of per for mance 
mea sure ment and competition (Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004; Moynihan 2008; Soss, 
Fording, and Schram 2011), thereby reinforcing a framework attending to custom-
ers who demand to be served rather than citizens working with their representatives 
to cocreate public policy (Dahl and Soss 2014).

Yet, as public affairs scholars, we take a  different tack of studying public 
engagement initiatives as potential mechanisms for exercising and creating public 
value rather than customer ser vice. Our notion is consistent with  others (Alford 
2008; Benington and Moore 2011b) in that we believe public value can be created 
by the actions of public affairs professionals, by what they do and how they do it. 
In this view, a central princi ple of modern democracy is citizens’ abilities to delib-
erate with each other about social values and public policy, a pro cess described 
by Reich (1990) as the “civic discovery” of public interests. Capacity for and enact-
ment of democracy through deliberation have inherent public value as expressions 
of a demo cratic state (Benhabib 1996; Young 2000; Cooke 2000; Dryzek 2002; 
Gutmann and Thompson 2004) and forms of public work (Boyte 2012). When 
public affairs professionals build deliberative capacity, they create public value in 
two ways: deliberative capacity both advances demo cratic participation in gover-
nance and provides a means to produce effective and effi cient policy solutions.

Our arguments about the contribution of deliberative capacity to public value 
are grounded in the emerging construct of public value governance (Bryson, 
Crosby, and Bloomberg 2014). This idea emphasizes that deliberation and other 
forms of demo cratic participation are themselves public values, defi ned as inher-
ently desirable features of good governance. Thus deliberative capacity can advance 
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some of the par tic u lar public values identifi ed by Bozeman (2007) relating to the 
rights and obligations of citizens to be accounted to and responsible for good 
governance. It also suggests that deliberative capacity supports the production of 
other kinds of public value in that these decision- making pro cesses help to gener-
ate policy outcomes that more strongly refl ect what it is that the public values. In 
this res pect, deliberative capacity can advance what Moore (1995) means by 
creating public value— namely, that good governance produces policies and social 
outcomes that refl ect values about justice, effi ciency, or equity. Deliberative pro-
cesses move citizens beyond a role as  either consumers or recipients of policy 
decisions to being active partners in both defi ning public issues and developing 
strategies to solve shared problems.

Yet, to assure public engagement efforts contribute to creating public value by 
building deliberative capacity— and not merely add fuel to cynicism about public 
institutions—we must learn more about what occurs when deliberative demo cratic 
projects are implemented. Moore (1995) asserts that public managers, through their 
practices, infl uence  whether and how public value is created. And, often, delibera-
tion is advocated as a practice for engaging diverse perspectives in policymaking and 
bringing a variety of ways of knowing into policy decisions (Young 2000; Nabatchi 
et al. 2012). This chapter provides guidance on how public managers, other policy-
makers, and citizen activists might or ga nize and use deliberative pro cesses to create 
public value. We look at a wider domain of actors because there are many potential 
leaders and sites beyond the formal boundaries of government institutions (Bryson 
et al. 2014). Indeed, national groups have developed many formats for exercising and 
building deliberative capacity, such as citizen panels, national issue forums, polling, 
and twenty- fi rst- century town meetings. However, there is wide variety among 
the consequences of these models and, as we point out in this chapter, signifi cant 
differences among par tic u lar uses of any one model in  actual implementation.

In this chapter we provide ethnographic analy sis of facilitators applying an 
international body of engagement practice, the Art of Hosting and Harvesting 
Conversations that  Matter (hereafter, “Art of Hosting”; Block 2009; Holman 
2010; Wheatley and Frieze 2011), which highlights the  actual pro cess of building 
deliberative capacity as a public value. Compared to common demo cratic participa-
tion mea sures, such as Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of citizen participation, Roberts’s 
(2004) typology of types of participation, or the spectrum of public participation 
developed by the International Association for Public Participation, the Art of Host-
ing approach is highly deliberative. Our examination of what facilitators actually 
say and do can shine new light on the ways in which deliberative pro cesses both 
contribute to and/or deplete the creation of public value. The analy sis highlights 
the dynamic and fl uid pro cess of public value creation, showcasing how the prac-
ticalities of public deliberation can enhance or reduce it in par tic u lar applications 
and settings. It is not an intervention guaranteed to deliver public value creation.

RESOURCING PUBLIC VALUE THROUGH DELIBERATIVE PRO CESSES

Deliberative theorists and pragmatists argue that communication is the fabric of 
demo cratic life (Forester 1998; Innes and Booher 2010). By talking together, citizens 
learn about opposing views and develop shared understanding of issues, building 
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what Jacobs, Cook, and Delli Carpini (2009) term “discursive capital.” Such capital 
can be invested in the development and deployment of civil society organizations 
that increase citizens’ motivations to engage in electoral politics. Yet deliberation 
is a distinct form of po liti cal participation. Through conversations that examine a 
range of problems and solutions,  people learn how to participate in a polis (Dewey 
1927). This conception sees democracy— and by extension, public value creation—
as a never- ending pro ject accomplished through the pro cess of engaging with 
 others (Young 2000; Dryzek 2002).

Deliberative theory scholars also articulate certain ideal conditions that must 
be met to realize deliberation’s potential to invigorate au then tic democracy. Pro-
cesses must be inclusive and involve  people being affected by decisions, assuring 
that all voices can be heard (Young 2000). Additionally, they must support the 
engagement of reason and the consideration of vari ous forms of evidence in 
coming to conclusions (Mendelberg 2002; Gastil and Dillard 2006; Rosenberg 
2007). Finally, the overall pro cess should ultimately yield shared understandings 
and enable broader po liti cal engagement (Fischer and Forester 1993). Carried 
out in these ways, deliberative pro cesses infl uence both how citizens understand 
substantive issues and how they understand their agency in developing or acting 
on solutions (Sirianni and Friedland 2001; Gutmann and Thompson 2004; Fung 
2004, 2006).

Amid a general recognition that these ideals are desirable, many scholars 
challenge the prevalence and potential of their implementation in practice. Prag-
matists suggest the emphasis on reason is artifi cial, stressing the social construc-
tion of problems and solutions (Briggs 2008).  Others worry about ideological 
capture and stress the importance of content- neutral pro cess experts to facili-
tate deliberation (Schwarz 2002; Nabatchi et al. 2012). At the same time, there 
is concern that public and nonprofi t managers frequently do not possess the 
skills necessary to foster au then tic engagement in practice (Escobar 2011). 
However, this lit erature has a tendency to valorize facilitators, expecting them 
to wade into knotty and complex community settings and render miracles through 
the exercise of pro cess expertise. Ironically, this frame centralizes responsibility 
for deliberation not in the participants but in the facilitator of dialogue, thereby 
decreasing the experience of practicing deliberation among equal citizens in a 
polis.

All demo cratic pro cesses do not inherently produce public value; it is a resource 
that must be generated and activated.1 There are many choices available for de-
signing and implementing deliberation (Bryson et al. 2014). Depending on how 
and how well they are or ga nized, ostensibly demo cratic pro cesses may enhance 
or reduce public value. Public participation pro cesses may endogenously create 
results, such as improved understanding of problems, discovery of innovative so-
lutions, or improved connections and commitments for implementation (Feldman 
and Quick 2009). They may also create the opposite dynamic— diminishing capac-
ity and willingness to deliberate—if the public feels the invitation to participate is 
inauthentic or the outcomes have been predetermined (Arnstein 1969; Flyvberg 
1998). The extant lit erature suggests choices are highly consequential for public 
value, as they generate or diminish the individual and collective capacity of the 
participants to deliberate and articulate public interests and goals (Reich 1990; 
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Mansbridge 1999; Quick and Feldman 2011; Nabatchi et al. 2012). Yet, few studies 
enable controlled comparison across cases.

RESEARCH CONTEXT AND METHOD

To systematically explore the ways in which deliberative pro cesses are designed 
and implemented, we exploit facilitators’ common training in a par tic u lar facilita-
tion method and natu ral variation in pro ject implementation in a statewide, 
foundation- supported initiative, InCommons (Sandfort and Bloomberg 2012). The 
InCommons pro ject focused on building opportunities for community engagement 
that addresses complex problems across diverse geographic areas, socioeconomic 
groups, and topical issues in the state of Minnesota. While the initiative deployed 
a range of strategies, early on its managers identifi ed a need to enhance citizens’ 
capacity to effectively facilitate challenging community conversations. As its name 
suggests, InCommons was explicitly focused on public value creation across di-
verse communities.

The Art of Hosting was identifi ed as a potent tool for building capacity to 
facilitate uncommon conversations. The Art of Hosting is an international com-
munity of prac ti tion ers working in diverse contexts, focusing on youth employ-
ment, economic development, indigenous  people’s rights, and governance in the 
Eu ro pean Commission.2 For example, Columbus, Ohio, is using Art of Hosting 
practices to reenvision health care, higher education, business networks, and social 
ser vices in that community (Wheatley and Frieze 2011). The Art of Hosting train-
ing workshop functions as an immersive practicum in the hosting approach, con-
centrating on a number of engagement techniques, theories, and practical design 
frameworks. All enable facilitators to coproduce participatory engagement pro-
cesses within complex social systems (Holman 2010; Wheatley 2006; Success 
Works 2011). While the Art of Hosting resembles other approaches to  whole 
systems change (Holman, Devane, and Cady 2007; Wheatley and Frieze 2011) 
and deliberative democracy (Creighton 2005; Kaner 2007; Escobar 2011), there 
are several distinctive features that are relevant to our discussion of its potential 
for generating public value.

First, the Art of Hosting brings together a range of engagement techniques that 
 were developed and are used by  others outside the Art of Hosting into an overall 
collection. Peer circle pro cess (Baldwin and Linnea 2010; Baldwin 1998), Open 
Space Technology (Owen 1997), the World Café (Brown and Isaacs 2005), and 
appreciative inquiry (Cooperrider and Srivastva 1987) are taught as techniques 
for enabling deep dialogue and high- quality conversations, spurring collective 
analy sis of external trends, and motivating action planning. As the Art of Hosting 
website (www . artofhosting . org) explains, “The Art of Hosting training is an expe-
rience for deepening competency and confi dence in hosting group processes— 
Circle, World Café, Open Space, and other forms. Each of these pro cesses generates 
connection and releases wisdom within groups of  people.” The training work-
shop also focuses on a set of practical frameworks to support implementation 
of these techniques in community engagement pro cesses. Some frameworks— such 
as one for understanding divergence and convergence in group processes— assist 
with design, helping facilitators systematically explore how vari ous techniques can 
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be applied to par tic u lar issues. Additionally, the workshop showcases “harvest-
ing,” a word that transforms conventional note-taking into creating artifacts that 
allow meeting participants to make meaning and share it with  others. In the 
workshop, trainers stress that harvesting can take many forms: personal journal 
writing, visual artifacts (such as photographs and drawings), video, song, or more 
conventional formal proceedings. As we will see, attention to creating and using 
artifacts is signifi cant, as in the cases we examine they seem to fuel or deplete pub-
lic value creation.

Second, the engagement techniques and practical frameworks embody a fre-
quently asserted normative public value (Bozeman 2007)— namely that they are 
public: they are freely available and accessible to anyone who would like to use 
them. What is presented in the training workshop is not owned by an institution 
or copyrighted but, like code shared by open- source computer programmers, seen 
as a public resource by the international Art of Hosting community. Through ap-
plication, members in the community of prac ti tion ers make additional refi nements 
to both techniques and frameworks that they subsequently share online, in train-
ing workshops, or in reference workbooks. For example, in the course of this re-
search, two new engagement techniques— Pro Action Café (which combines other 
techniques and enables more refi ned action planning) and Storytelling Harvest 
(which uses the age- old power of storytelling and focused listening to impart 
insight)— were developed, refi ned, and incorporated into the Art of Hosting suite 
of techniques.

Third, the workshop itself produces public value as an experience in delibera-
tion and opportunity to build the trainees’ deliberative capacities. It is an experi-
ential practicum in which trainers and participants just being introduced to the 
Art of Hosting are encouraged to “practice” the techniques and to “colearn.” One 
dimension of this is deepening relationships among the diverse participants. Satis-
faction surveys of those who have participated in the training in Minnesota, found 
99  percent (n = 89) agreed they had formed deeper relationships during the train-
ing. Yet, more fundamentally, learning to host— acquiring the skill to convene 
meaningful conversations that situate knowledge in context- appropriate ways— 
involves devolving authority from a centralized, heroic facilitator role to copro-
ducing the means and ends of deliberative pro cesses with the  people being hosted 
(Quick and Sandfort 2014). Coproduction, in which authority for content and 
pro cess is shared (Bovaird 2007; Quick and Feldman 2011), happens in the 
workshop. The experience teaches  people to facilitate by practicing— namely, by 
facilitating their own workshop (Sandfort, Stuber, and Quick 2012). Thus the 
workshop is not a simulation of deliberation or merely a way to build partici-
pants’ capacities to support public value creation in other venues. Rather, it is it-
self an emergent demo cratic space and a pro ject of building community (Quick and 
Sandfort 2014). The training refl ects the deep commitment of the hosting model’s 
ongoing collective learning through practice, making it a potentially power ful 
means and ends of generating public value.

In sum, the Art of Hosting model is ambitious about generating public value. 
There are now enough  people trained in it to begin to analyze  whether or how 
it accomplishes the outcomes it claims, a pro ject we take on through studying 
the population of individuals trained in Minnesota. Previously analyzed data is 
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promising, but speaks primarily to the quality of the training and what participants 
learned.3 Herein we analyze  whether or how the workshops and Art of Hosting 
model have produced public value as the model is carried out in community set-
tings. InCommons created and supported the expectation that Art of Hosting train-
ing participants would use this approach to facilitate deliberative pro cesses in vari-
ous contexts.  After participating in the  free workshop, participants  were asked to 
devote an equivalent of three days, pro bono, to designing and implementing proj-
ects focused on enhancing public value. The data is drawn from these projects.

We particularly focus on three cases to delve into the means and results of pur-
poseful attempts to engage in public value creation. Each of these cases highlights 
instances in which professionals and citizens from diverse regions and points of 
view  were invited into a deliberative pro cess about signifi cant public ser vices re-
design. Each involved a team of hosts trained in the Art of Hosting to design and 
implement the engagement efforts. Each drew upon public or philanthropic re-
sources to support the pro ject costs. Each had sponsors willing to enter into a 
deliberative pro cess that did not have predetermined outcomes but instead focused 
on improving both substantive content issues and relationships among participants. 
As described in  table 3.1, however, the cases varied in terms of their intensity and 
size; hosting team confi guration; intent of involving participants in defi ning the 
prob lem, pro cess, and outcomes; and primary sources of participant diversity.

We utilized multi- sited ethnographic methods (Marcus 1995; Gupta and Fer-
guson 1997) for data collection and analy sis. Extended participant observation has 

 Table 3.1. Variation in cases

Local Government 
Innovation

HIV/AIDS Field 
Realignment Resilient Region

Engagement 
 intensity

Three- hour dinner 
forum, 6 distinct 
audiences

Three full days 
over 2 weeks

Five 4- hour meetings 
of large consortium, 
4 additional sessions 
for working groups, 
all over 18 months

Total participants 400+ 26 484

Hosting team 
confi guration

One core host, plus 
22 trained Art of 
Hosting volunteers, 
who assisted single 
sessions

Three core hosts Four core hosts, 
working together 
and in distinct work 
groups

Intent Generating 
commitment to local 
government 
innovation

Coproducing 
topics, delibera-
tive pro cess, and 
fi eld change

Coproducing insights 
and shared plan 
through deliberation

Dimension of 
participant diversity

Geography, jurisdic-
tion, po liti cal party

Geography, 
demographic

Jurisdiction, 
profession, po liti cal 
party
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allowed us to learn the practices and become members of the community of prac-
tice (Dewalt and Dewalt 2002). We  were participant observers in the InCommons- 
sponsored training and in two of the subsequent engagement cases we analyze 
 here. In the third case, we reviewed videotapes taken of community gatherings. 
In addition, we conducted and analyzed semistructured interviews with sixty- nine 
 people, comprising 100  percent of the participants in January and April 2011 Art 
of Hosting training cohorts and members of the training team in the InCommons 
pro ject. We interviewed them six to eight months  after the workshops. To analyze 
the three engagement cases, we conducted thirty additional interviews with their 
core hosts, sponsors of community sessions, and participants. In these interviews 
we probed the nature of the engagement design and implementation. For each in-
terview we consulted materials developed before, during, and  after the engage-
ment pro cesses. We analyzed all of these data inductively with qualitative analy sis 
software, Nvivo, using iterative rounds of data collection, data analy sis, and the-
matic coding in a grounded theory development pro cess (Glaser and Strauss 1967).

HOSTING AS A METHOD OF BUILDING DELIBERATIVE CAPACITY 
FOR CREATING PUBLIC VALUE

In our interviews we explicitly asked training participants, as well as the spon-
sors and participants involved in the cases, to consider how the use of the Art of 
Hosting approach creates results, particularly when compared to traditional 
meetings and conferences. Facilitators believe the approach has impact. The 
training workshop acquaints  people with techniques and conceptual frameworks 
side by side in a complete package that enables them to understand the strengths 
and limitations of each par tic u lar tool and provide theories and language that 
describe other wise ambiguous group dynamics. The workshop also describes the 
development of the Art of Hosting approach and its use around the world. Invok-
ing the reach and impact of the approach increases its legitimacy with workshop 
participants and sponsors. Overall, interviewees believed these dimensions im-
proved the effi ciency and effectiveness of planning and implementing deliberative 
events.

When interviewed, facilitators and participants also stated that— compared to 
traditional formats for meeting— people experiencing these deliberative pro cesses 
are more satisfi ed. They describe this partly in terms of cocreation. As one facili-
tator said about her use of these techniques, “ People always say, ‘That is the best 
meeting I’ve ever had.’ When I ask them to say more, they tell me, ‘The [way you 
or ga nize it] provides a space for everyone in the room to be heard. There are  people 
who have gone to fi fteen meetings and have not been able to say anything. To 
be heard and seen, through the Post-it notes and graphics around the room, is to 
be honored.’ ” Another seasoned facilitator explained, “By participating in the pro-
cess, they own what comes out of the pro cess. It is cocreation. What comes out is 
a result of what they brought . . .  and what they are willing to do together.” In other 
words, the  people we interviewed saw participation as the fi rst step to enthusiasm, 
buy-in, and own ership for decisions. The hosting approach ideally provides a way 
for participants to “own” what develops, even if it is not necessarily what they—as 
individuals— would have created or planned.
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Art of Hosting gatherings also create opportunities for  people to develop rela-
tionships based on unpredictable connections. Because these connections arise 
from sharing and listening to stories, many participants saw this learning, and po-
tential new relationships, as a unique result of the Art of Hosting approach. Our 
interviewees also believe deliberative techniques lead to higher- quality decision 
outcomes. Some stressed that engaging  people more deeply and removing any ex-
cuses for detachment generate a pool of ideas that are both of higher quality and 
more comprehensive. Art of Hosting techniques can help a group confronting a 
“big thorny issue” to explore signifi cant questions that get to the heart of the  matter. 
Through delving more deeply, participants better understand the challenge and 
see a range of potential solutions better than mere content experts’ pre sen ta tions.

These interviews suggest potential in the Art of Hosting model for creating 
effi ciency and effectiveness in pro ject implementation, and a number of potential 
mechanisms through which public value might be created. As we will see through 
our in- depth analy sis of cases, however, there is variation in how this possibility 
is realized in practice.

REALIZING DELIBERATIVE CAPACITY: AN ANALY SIS OF IMPLEMENTATION

We now turn our analytical eye to three cases of community engagement under-
taken by teams of hosts trained in this approach. Before delving into what we can 
learn across these cases, we fi rst describe the origins and ambitions of each. At 
the beginning of this chapter we asserted that pro cess design and implementation 
create the capacity for public value creation. We now focus our account and analy-
sis on certain hosting frameworks and artifacts to showcase how this capacity is 
or is not realized in these par tic u lar projects.

The Local Government Innovation Pro cess
Our fi rst case engaged local elected offi cials from counties, cities, and school dis-
tricts to consider government ser vices redesign. Undertaken during signifi cant 
state- level bud get shortfalls, facilitators trained in the Art of Hosting designed and 
implemented meetings to spark dialogue and engagement around promising solu-
tions to operational problems. State legislators had come together to create the 
bipartisan Redesign Caucus, a volunteer body charged to solicit, review, and sup-
port implementation of innovative changes in public ser vice redesign. One of the 
strategies they identifi ed was to bring together local government offi cials in “lis-
tening sessions” for legislators traveling around the state to hear from local con-
stituents. The Redesign Caucus cochair secured funding from a local foundation 
interested in using deliberative forums to inspire public- sector redesign and en-
gaged three membership associations: the state’s League of Cities, the school boards 
association, and the counties association. Together the groups identifi ed several 
goals for the proposed meetings: enabling the exchange of ideas among grassroots 
managers; generating po liti cal momentum for local government funding from the 
state; and strengthening relationships and trust among elected offi cials from all 
kinds of local government.

The planning group began to hear about a growing number of local facilita-
tors being trained in the Art of Hosting approach. They engaged one, who led a 
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design that incorporated extensive outreach to invite participants, a shared meal, 
a brief informational pre sen ta tion, and what was initially described as an “adapted 
World Café.” In the end, six meetings  were held throughout the state in November 
2011, bringing out more than four hundred agency staff and elected offi cials. Par-
ticipants attended a single meeting that lasted about three hours. Each meeting 
followed the same agenda.  After a welcome and brief pre sen ta tion about economic 
and demographic changes,  people  were encouraged to introduce themselves by de-
scribing their own pathway to public ser vice to highlight the urgency and signifi -
cance of the eve ning’s work. The groups then began dialogues in small groups. A 
facilitator supported each  table. Because of time and logistic constraints, several 
typical features of the World Café engagement technique  were modifi ed for these 
small group discussions. Participants  were preassigned to tables and stayed in 
one group for the  whole session. They fi rst brainstormed ser vices or programs that 
could be redesigned and then explored opportunities for implementing change. 
Each  table assigned a note taker to document the conversation using written tem-
plates provided by the hosting team, although participants  were also encouraged 
to informally jot down or draw on large paper with markers. A representative from 
each  table reported a short overview of what was discussed.

The major output of the forums was the fi nal, glossy summary report, which 
provided an overview of the pro cess, summarized the need for signifi cant changes 
in local government, and shared key principles offered at the forums for effective 
redesign and high- level lessons learned about barriers to change and innovation 
ideas. The report’s recommendations  were aimed at local and state leaders, with 
a par tic u lar emphasis on changes coming from legislative and statewide action. It 
was presented publicly at a press conference by the head of the Redesign Caucus, 
and copies  were shared with the twenty- two Art of Hosting trained facilitators who 
had volunteered as  table hosts.

In our follow-up interviews, participants and facilitators hungered for next 
steps or more opportunities to engage in similar conversations. The pro cess was 
new to them, and most reported  really enjoying having smaller groups walk through 
a structured conversation. Yet many participants  were not completely clear about 
the desired outcome of the gatherings. Some expressed pessimism about the re-
port, believing it would not be used by the legislature in spite of the press confer-
ence fanfare. In addition, while an expressed purpose was to build relationships 
and trust across jurisdictional boundaries, many noted that building more dura-
ble relationships takes time beyond merely a shared meal and conversation. One 
participant refl ected a sentiment expressed by  others: “I don’t think they realized 
what the turf issue was and how strong it is.  People say we should work together, 
but it just never happens.”

HIV/AIDS Field Realignment
Our second case also involved the sustainability and redesign of public ser vices. 
When HIV/AIDS erupted as a public health crisis in the United States in the early 
1980s, nonprofi t agencies providing food, supportive housing, and health care de-
veloped to help  people die with dignity and advocate for more effective and 
responsive action. In recent de cades, advances in prevention and treatment have 
signifi cantly reduced disease transmission and enhanced survival, changing the 
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ser vice needs of HIV- infected  people. When a statewide council of nonprofi ts 
offered resources for groups to use the Art of Hosting deliberative pro cess to ex-
plore opportunities to improve and realign ser vices in their fi eld, four leaders 
stepped forward and invited  people from their fi eld to a three- day gathering.

To prepare for the gathering, staff members conducted background research, 
highlighting critical policy and fi scal issues in briefi ng documents. A three- person 
team, all trained in Art of Hosting practices, designed the gathering in an itera-
tive pro cess, working with the four fi eld leaders to shape signifi cant questions that 
would bring content to the more general circle practice, World Café and Open 
Space Technology techniques were deployed. The agenda for the three days was 
represented on a visual landscape learned in the Art of Hosting training workshop.

The fi rst two days focused on building relationships among this diverse group 
and planting ideas for change. Participants shared stories of their motivation for 
this diffi cult work, learned more about the fi eld through a cocreated timeline of 
key historical events, and worked in triads to analyze briefi ng documents. Facili-
tators also sat on the fl oor and taught three theories from the Art of Hosting work-
shop, focusing on helping participants understand the intent to diverge in views 
before converging around some common understandings or action steps at the end 
of the third day. Through an Open Space Technology pro cess, participants also 
generated conversation topics about issues relevant to the  future of HIV/AIDS 
ser vices.

The fi nal day, held two weeks  later, began with a pre sen ta tion by one of the 
sponsors about a realignment spectrum. This set the tone for focusing the day 
more explicitly on realignment and restructuring. While the facilitators used the 
same Open Space Technology pro cess as in the prior session, a few features of its 
implementation  were notable. First, the facilitators explicitly wanted to create more 
convergence among participants, so they entitled the work period “Considering 
Realignment Possibilities” rather than “Open Space” in the agenda. Second, even 
though participants  were encouraged throughout the three days to help direct how 
the sessions unfolded, this part of the pro cess revealed that they  were not always 
willing or able to do so. When the participants  were asked to consider the ques-
tion “How could we realign ourselves to achieve more effective user- centered 
ser vices?,” nonprofi t leaders hesitated. Public- sector leaders proposed the majority 
of the conversations convened that day, even though they comprised a minority of 
the attendees. Although the sessions  were well attended and  people engaged deeply 
in dialogue, nonprofi t leaders  were unwilling to lead conversations about strategic 
realignment in front of their peers.

A month  after the gatherings, a fi ve- page, colorful newsletter was sent to all 
participants. As facilitators related in interviews, this was intended to evoke the 
spirit of the gathering and inspire further action; it shared content discussed and 
also provided photos of activities. Participants pointed to its signifi cance in recon-
necting them to the feeling of the gathering and their intentions for fi eld realign-
ment. The background briefi ng documents, a realignment spectrum offered by the 
sponsor, and visual documentation of the conversations also helped orient them 
to the work at hand. Some results  were already becoming visible as of the third 
meeting day—in the opening circle, one public  manager reported her efforts to 
start implementation of the centralized intake pro cess they desired; a statewide 
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advocacy or ga ni za tion invited  others to develop a shared policy agenda; and an-
other participant opened up a training she had developed for her own agency to 
 others. Nonetheless, there  were not ultimately huge results in relation to the ambi-
tious goal of fi eld redesign. While those interviewed reported improved commu-
nication and plans to convene in the  future, the deliberative pro cess did not yield 
signifi cant systems change.

The Resilient Region Pro ject
The fi nal case explores a regional planning pro cess taking place over eigh teen 
months that generated a plan to chart economic, environmental, and social sus-
tainable development. A fi ve- county region in rural Minnesota began to consider 
how to purposively prosper in the wake of the economic recession, elevated un-
employment, eroded natu ral resources, and outmigration.  After seeing a federal 
government call for proposals, the executive director of the regional development 
commission engaged  others and successfully applied for a federal government grant 
that enabled them to develop a pro cess to create a strategic and implementation 
plan for long- term development.

The Resilient Region Pro ject was structured around four work groups— 
housing, land use, transportation, and economic development— and larger con-
sortium meetings of all 220 participants, including the work groups. Most work 
groups involved thirty  people who  were intentionally recruited to include diverse 
backgrounds and areas of expertise. Information developed by these groups was 
brought to the larger consortium meetings’ participants to garner feedback and con-
nect the work of the  different groups. Additionally, other key stakeholders in the 
region, such as utility companies, educational institutions, and alternative energy 
groups,  were consulted.

Initially leaders imagined a typical planning pro cess, but just as the grant was 
being fi nalized, four leaders attended the Art of Hosting training workshop and 
deci ded to adapt their approach. The facilitators heavily used a World Café tech-
nique in the work group and full group consortium meetings to inspire  people 
to engage in dialogue with  others who might not share their point of view. They 
combined the technique with  others to help the participants identify key issues, de-
velop recommendations to address them, and identify action steps. As in the HIV/
AIDS case, facilitators shared theories from the Art of Hosting approach with 
participants— for example, noting the natu ral tendencies for groups to diverge and 
enter the “groan zone” before converging on areas of resolution. They also used 
techniques from outside their Art of Hosting training, such as the nominal group 
pro cess, when it helped advance the purpose of a par tic u lar meeting. They used 
information technology to share results and be transparent, although facilitators 
noted that sharing electronically was not a substitute for personal connections and 
relationships.

When interviewed, facilitators and participants identifi ed a number of results. 
Some shared stories about participants engaging in new relationships, using in-
sights developed, and their own heightened attention to listening in other arenas 
of their lives. As one person suggested, “Because everyone got to go around the 
 table and offer their opinion, there was more even chance for everyone to hear from 
 others.” A host shared a similar observation about the work group he assisted, 
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noting, “Using Open Space Technology and World Café is helping  people under-
stand they are not as far apart as they seem to think they are [or] as you’ve been 
told; they start to understand that there is more commonality. That has been the 
benefi t in facilitating conversations and letting them talk to each other, and solve 
their own problems, and work through some of these issues, and create recom-
mendations together. In a typical approach, where we just did lecturing and 
nobody spoke to each other, they  wouldn’t see how close together they  were.” To 
document how  people engaged across their differences, the facilitators deci ded to 
create a video testimony of six ideologically diverse participants. In our interviews, 
 people emphasized the importance of civility and including diverse opinions, 
suggesting that the deliberative methods used strongly contributed to a civil and 
inclusive pro cess. Facilitators and participants also expressed their long- term com-
mitment to the region and indicated they had discovered, strengthened, or honed 
it through the inclusive pro cess. The Resilient Region Plan summed up the pro-
ject’s work into themes, goals, recommendations, and action, and implementation 
began immediately. The fi rst small but signifi cant changes implemented so far 
include private employers, pooling resources to build a homeless shelter, the cre-
ation of trail projects developed at military training facilities, and technical and 
fi nancial resources for wastewater treatment.

BUILDING DELIBERATIVE CAPACITY TO CREATE PUBLIC VALUE

These data indicate how engagement pro cesses may build deliberative capacity for 
creating public value. They reveal that the mechanisms through which this occurs 
are neither static nor determined by use of a par tic u lar deliberative model. In the 
three cases, the Art of Hosting model provided a consistent group of techniques, 
theories, and practical design frameworks that enabled facilitators to more ef-
fi ciently design and implement deliberative pro cess. Hosts’ experience in the 
immersive training workshop provided them a common palette from which to 
create the deliberative projects, as well as experience as participants in cocreating 
agendas and visual artifacts. The Local Government Innovation forums benefi ted 
from many volunteer facilitators who, having been trained in the Art of Hosting 
method,  were  eager to contribute their time to honor their commitment to the In-
Commons initiatives. In the HIV/AIDS realignment and Resilient Region conver-
sations, the facilitator teams  were made up of groups trained in the model who 
used it more extensively— for example, by employing a wider variety of techniques 
and by introducing participants to the convergence- divergence Art of Hosting 
practical framework, which participants said helped them to orient themselves 
and accept the sometimes uncomfortable or meandering pro cess of public 
deliberation.

Yet these cases also showcase the signifi cance of both facilitator choices and 
participant engagement in generating or undermining public value in deliberative 
projects. They point to two kinds of public value that may potentially be built by 
deliberative pro cesses. The fi rst is to incorporate publicly held values into outcomes 
aimed at addressing public problems. This is accomplished through enhanced par-
ticipant involvement in understanding and developing better- informed actions on 
substantive policy issues and public program  delivery systems. The second involves 

534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   50534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   50 7/23/15   9:56 AM7/23/15   9:56 AM



enhancing  under lying deliberative capacity to work on not only the issue at hand 
but also potential  other issues as an essential public value of good governance. 
Building this kind of public value— deliberative capacity— involves not only design 
and skill, but also how the participants understand their agency in developing or 
acting on solutions.

Although an espoused goal in the Local Government Innovation pro cess was 
to build relationships among participants, facilitators did not pursue relationship- 
building pro cesses in a sustainable way. In fact, rather than enabling spontaneous 
connection, the pro cess limited opportunities by preassigned seating throughout 
the event and offering participants no opportunity to coor ga nize discussion top-
ics. While the material collected ultimately appeared in the glossy report, it did 
not build a collective sense of value from the deliberation because it was not “har-
vested” in a coproduced manner with the participants. Created by con sul tants 
to advance a state- level policy goal rather than to document shared understandings 
among participants, the Local Government Innovation pro cess created cynicism 
among some participants who, while enjoying the conversations, knew it  wasn’t 
so easy to work together across jurisdictional boundaries because “it just never 
happens.”

The facilitators in the HIV/AIDS pro ject made many more explicit decisions to 
involve participants in cocreating the events, from shaping the design and ques-
tions to enabling  people to critique the briefi ng documents. Yet, while this did 
create an expectation that fi eld changes needed to come from participants’ own 
leadership, the results  were more modest than had been initially hoped. The de-
liberative pro cess was not able to help nonprofi t leaders overcome the risks they 
sense about fundamentally redesigning their system. In the Resilient Region case, 
both facilitator choices and participant engagement generated public value. In this 
instance the pro cess and results  were coproduced through the use of a range of Art 
of Hosting techniques and practical design frameworks. The pro cess generated new 
relationships, appreciation of differences, and concrete plans and projects in the 
community related to their ambitious goal of regional resilience.

These cases also highlight time as potentially signifi cant in how deliberative 
pro cesses create public value. As is noted in  table 3.1, The HIV/AIDS Field Re-
alignment and Resilient Region Pro ject brought participants together for several 
hours at a time, repeatedly, over an extended period for analy sis and discussion, 
whereas the Local Government Innovation pro ject brought participants together 
just once for a few hours. The hosting model is agnostic on  whether there is a 
desired amount of time, duration for a pro cess, or par tic u lar sequencing of steps. 
However, greater time—to permit refl ection and in- depth work— does seem to 
support opportunities for systemic change, a fi nding echoed in the lit erature on 
designing engagement pro cesses (Bryson et al. 2014; Nabatchi et al. 2012).

CONCLUSION

This study has allowed us to examine in some detail how a new approach to en-
gagement, the Art of Hosting, may offer opportunities for creating public value 
through building deliberative capacity. Potentially, these opportunities contribute 
to creating public value in two ways: by enhancing the infl uence of publicly held 
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values in framing public problems and formulating policy solutions, and in build-
ing deliberative capacity as an intrinsically valued feature of good governance. The 
data was drawn from three specifi c public ser vice redesign projects that used some 
elements of the Art of Hosting approach. Like other deliberative scholars (Fung 
2004, 2006; Gutmann and Thompson 2004; Sirianni and Friedland 2001), we 
fi nd that the design and implementation of deliberative pro cesses infl uence both 
how citizens understand substantive issues and how they understand their agency 
in developing or acting on solutions. Thus, for public managers, other policymak-
ers, and citizen activists, this research practically stresses that how they enact 
deliberative pro cesses has a power ful impact on  whether they create public value. 
Deliberative pro cesses do not guarantee that these im por tant results are achieved.

As these cases highlight, no silver bullets are contained in the demo cratic 
process— even one that trains facilitators to be more deliberative than in many 
other engagement methods. While Art of Hosting advocates make ambitious claims 
in regard to creating public value, the practicalities of public engagement pro cesses 
and building deliberative capacity are very signifi cant. They suggest that the im-
pacts of public participation design choices extend far beyond the success or failure 
of a par tic u lar pro ject. Facilitators’ skillfulness in coproduction is not merely im-
por tant for solving a par tic u lar challenge but for what it teaches participants about 
their abilities, or lack thereof, to infl uence collective actions through engagement 
with  others. These capacities are core to leveraging the power of engagement 
for creating public value through building deliberative capacity on a larger scale.

NOTES
1. This refl ects an understanding that resources are not fi xed but endogenously generated 

and brought into use in par tic u lar ways. Frameworks or schemas have a recursive rela-
tionship with resources in which they help to bring one another into use (Feldman 2004; 
Feldman and Pentland 2008; Feldman and Quick 2009; Sandfort 2013).

2. For an illustration of this breadth and depth, see http:// artofhosting . ning . com / .
3. In repeated satisfaction surveys taken  after the three- day workshop in Minnesota, the 

vast majority of participants rated it useful or very useful (89–100  percent). For many 
the workshop provided exposure to new techniques and frameworks that— though they 
might have heard about before— they had not had the chance to experience. For copies 
of reports, including photos from training events, see http:// www . leadership . umn . edu 
/ education / leadership _ forum . html. When we interviewed the fi rst two cohorts of work-
shop participants six to eight months  later, all could recall notable techniques, frameworks, 
and experiences from the three- day workshop; while not all  were deploying them, the 
Art of Hosting workshop was memorable for all who had participated (Sandfort, 
Stuber, and Quick 2012).
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JOINING MINDS

SYSTEM DYNAMICS GROUP MODEL 

BUILDING TO CREATE PUBLIC VALUE

GEORGE P . R ICHARDSON, DAVID F . ANDERSEN, 
AND LUIS  F .  LUNA- REYES

System dynamics group model building (SDGMB) engages public managers 
and policymakers in strategic discussions that can help create public value for 

their organizations, their direct clients, and the public at large. These techniques 
link  people, pro cess, analy sis, and policy design as an approach to helping create 
public value. SDGMB involves key stakeholders, group facilitation, and formal 
computer simulations in a transparent pro cess designed to “join minds,” by which 
we mean create a shared view and set of commitments. The goal is to assist public 
managers and policymakers grappling with a complex prob lem achieve a consen-
sus on what the prob lem is and a consensus on how to address it. This chapter 
summarizes more than twenty years of experiences with SDGMB, as documented 
in the systems thinking and management sciences literatures, and emphasizes 
the potential of the approach to generate public value. It outlines the pro cess in an 
extended example dealing with welfare reform, and synthesizes the results of 
evaluation studies to identify conditions that affect the success or failure of group 
modeling. SDGMB can help public managers engage stakeholders, build on their 
 mental models to help them understand complex systems, defi ne problems, articu-
late  viable solutions, and link them to desired public values and outcomes. Although 
SDGMB serves primarily as an analytical method to help managers to create pub-
lic value (Moore 1995), the same models and techniques can be used to promote 
conversations and dialogue about public value to a wider audience (Bozeman 
2007). We view SDGMB as an approach that spans both of these views.

WHAT IS SYSTEM DYNAMICS GROUP MODEL BUILDING?

In 1987, New York State was facing a crisis in its medical malpractice system. 
Doctor-  and hospital- paid premiums into the state- sanctioned system  were skyrock-
eting. Physicians, especially obstetricians,  were refusing to treat new patients, and 
some  were moving out of state to practice elsewhere. The governor and the legis-
lature  were caught in crossfi res across hospital associations, medical associations, 
trial  lawyer associations, and insurance carriers. Actuarial calculations predicted 
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that the malpractice insurers’ reserve funds  were statistically insolvent to the tune 
of $2 billion, which implied the need for dramatic hikes in doctors’ premiums. A 
prob lem of this magnitude, based on complex  legal and technical arguments and 
involving the core interests of competing power ful stakeholders, would now be 
characterized in the lit erature as a “tangled,” “messy,” or “wicked” prob lem.1

As a partial solution to this crisis, the commissioner of the New York State 
Insurance Department convened a group of expert po liti cal, fi nancial, and actu-
arial stakeholders internal to his agency to design possi ble solutions to this con-
nected set of issues. As previously reported in the management science lit erature 
(Reagan- Cirincione et al. 1991), with the support of the Decision Techtronics 
Group (DTG) at the University at Albany,2 the group designed and implemented 
a series of computer- based simulation models and multicriteria decision- making 
models that helped to guide the state  toward a resolution of the crisis that focused 
squarely on enhancing public value.

These meetings became the fi rst published example of what system dynamics 
modelers  later came to call group model building (GMB). For sake of clarity  here, 
we shall refer to this pro cess as system dynamics group model building (SDGMB) 
to distinguish it from other forms of group- oriented modeling practices. Four de-
velopments came together right around 1988 to make the fi rst case of SDGMB 
possi ble: (1) the fi eld of computer simulation was maturing and its prac ti tion ers 
 were beginning to work directly with multiple competing stakeholder groups; (2) 
microcomputing and early computer projection technology had made it possi ble 
for the fi rst time to bring live computer support into group meetings; (3) methods 
of group facilitation had formed the basis for the emerging fi eld of group decision 
support systems;3 and (4) the recent development of icon- oriented system dynam-
ics simulation software (initially STELLA,  later Vensim and Powersim Studio) en-
abled modelers to develop high- level simulation models in real time with client 
groups in the room. While many of the formulation and calibration tasks of the 
modeler still remained “in the back room,” key system conceptualization and prob-
lem- defi ning tasks could now be accomplished in front of, and with the active 
involvement of, client groups representing diverse stakeholder interests.

Since 1987 the fi eld of SDGMB has made considerable progress. It has dif-
fused out from its origins in public- sector work (where it was uniquely suited to 
support complex and confl icting stakeholder groups of clients) to become the main-
stay of a growing consulting practice used in business, government, and nonprofi t 
organizations. In a meta- analytic survey, Rouwette, Vennix, and Van Mullekom 
(2002) reported on over one hundred cases appearing in the published lit erature. 
In addition, a lit erature documenting systematic methods of carry ing out SDGMB 
has emerged, giving practice guidelines to con sul tants and prac ti tion ers new to 
the fi eld. Finally, researchers are beginning to grapple with the complex issues of 
defi ning and mea sur ing the effectiveness of this class of interventions.

This chapter pre sents an update on what has been happening with SDGMB 
since its inception in 1987 and links that ongoing work to efforts to generate public 
value.  Table 4.1 provides thumbnail sketches of eleven illustrative interventions, 
tracing some of the recent developments in the art and practice of group model-
ing.  After presenting an interpretation of public value that is embodied in these 
studies, we pre sent an extended example. Then we briefl y review some of the 
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 Table 4.1. Thumbnail sketches of a number of published group model building  interventions 
with a public- sector focus

Client Or ga ni za tion Prob lem Pro cesses Outcomes

New York State (NYS) 
Department of Social 
Ser vices (DSS)

Key reference: 
Wulczyn and col-
leagues (1991)

Understanding 
foster care caseload 
dynamics

Group model 
building workshops 
with foster care 
experts; a model- 
based master’s 
essay with policy 
analyses

Continuation of 
research in New York 
City (NYC), NYS DSS, 
and Chicago on the 
dynamics of foster 
care caseloads

Vermont (VT) 
Department of Health 
and  Human Ser vices 
(DHHS)

Key references: 
Vennix and colleagues 
(1994); Richardson 
and Andersen (1995)

Rising VT Medicaid 
costs

Group model 
building with VT 
Medicaid experts 
and stakeholders

Re sis tance from 
traditional quantita-
tive approaches; no 
clear implementation 
of system dynamics 
insights

NYC Offi ce of 
Management and 
Bud get (OMB)

Caseload growth in 
NYC foster case

Group model 
building workshop 
with prac ti tion ers, 
NYC managers, 
and OMB

No clear policy 
implementations; 
motivation for 
continued research 
between NYC 
prac ti tion ers and 
NYS DSS researchers

NYS Offi ce of  Mental 
Health (OMH)

Key references: 
Richardson and 
Andersen (1995); Huz 
and colleagues (1997)

Studying the failed 
efforts to integrate 
vocational ser vices 
of OMH and 
Vocational and 
Educational Ser vices 
for Individuals with 
Disabilities (VESID) 
for  mental health 
clients

Group model 
building work-
shops in four 
counties; building 
shared under-
standings between 
OMH and VESID 
county workers

Group modeling 
increased alignment, 
achieved greater 
agreement on 
means, and built 
signifi cant improve-
ments in intergroup 
goal clarity, team 
cohesion, and 
openness

NYS Offi ce of Real 
Property Ser vices 
(ORPS)

Key reference: Griffen 
and colleagues (2000)

Moving from an 
adversarial role for 
ORPS with localities 
to a consulting 
model

Several group 
modeling work-
shops involving 
both system 
dynamics and 
strategic mapping

Increased clarity 
in the nature of a 
consulting role for 
ORPS with localities; 
enhanced motivation 
and capabilities to 
pursue it
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 Table 4.1. (continued)

Client Or ga ni za tion Prob lem Pro cesses Outcomes

National Cancer 
Institute

Key reference: Best 
and colleagues (2007)

Dynamics of 
tobacco prevalence 
and control, as a 
test of the Initiative 
for the Study and 
Implementation of 
Systems (ISIS) in 
public  health

Policy- oriented 
systems, maps, and 
models of the 
dynamics of 
prevalence and 
control linked with 
the other ISIS 
approaches: 
networks, knowl-
edge management, 
and or ga ni za tion 
change

Research report 
capturing the 
individual and 
combined contribu-
tions of the four 
components of the 
ISIS approach to 
studying tobacco 
prevalence and 
control efforts

Center for Technology 
in Government (CTG) 
at UAlbany and 
National Science 
Foundation

Key reference: 
Luna- Reyes and 
colleagues (2006)

Building grounded 
theory on imple-
menting informa-
tion integration 
among public sector 
agencies

Several group 
model building 
workshops with 
CTG staff evolving 
a model repre sen-
ta tion of the 
structure and 
dynamics of their 
interventions

Increasingly sophisti-
cated model- based 
understandings 
(theories) of the 
problems and 
possibilities involved 
in implementing 
information integra-
tion among public 
sector agencies

Consortium of 
offshore oil platform 
developers interested 
in developing wind 
farms

Key reference: 
Howick, Ackermann, 
and Andersen (2006)

Financial feasibility 
of offshore wind 
farms depended on 
unknown mix of risk 
and government 
policy factors

Consortium used 
group model 
building to 
understand the 
structure and 
dynamics of the 
offshore wind 
farm market

Simulations identi-
fi ed and quantifi ed 
risk factors; report 
was sent to national 
legislative bodies

British National 
Health Ser vices

Key references: 
Ackermann and 
colleagues (2010); Eden 
and colleagues (2009)

Provision of long 
term dementia 
ser vices in the 
Scottish Borders 
was straining 
ser vice capacity

Local co ali tion of 
ser vice providers 
met in group 
mapping sessions 
to plot new 
directions

Sessions did not 
result in a formal 
 running simulation, 
but did lead to a 
ser vice integration 
proposal

CERT National 
Cyber- Security Center

Key reference: 
Martinez- Moyano, 
Conrad, and Andersen 
(2011)

Insider Threats 
provided an 
ill- understood 
source of cybervul-
nerability for the 
US internet

Cybersecurity 
experts joined 
be hav ior scien-
tists to craft a 
dynamic theory of 
cyberattacks by 
insiders

Published theory of 
insider attacks 
supports national 
policies on cybersecu-
rity aimed at insider 
threats
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emerging lit erature on methods, pre sent an overview of several of the key studies 
that are evaluating group modeling efforts, and conclude with refl ections on cur-
rent practice and  future prospects.

CREATING PUBLIC VALUE

SDGMB aligns with Moore’s strategic triangle (discussed in chapter 1), which 
shows the importance of aligning three interrelated pro cesses: defi ning public 
value, building and sustaining a group of diverse stakeholders to create an autho-
rizing environment, and mobilizing the resources from inside and outside the or-
ga ni za tion to achieve the desired outcomes (Benington and Moore 2011b). Each 
of the group model building interventions shown in  table 4.1 was an effort to gen-
erate public value highly consistent with these three key concepts.

In a parallel development, colleagues from the Center for Technology in 
Government (CTG; see Harrison et al. 2011) at the University at Albany have 
identifi ed what they argue are the seven generators of public value (see http:// 
www . ctg . albany . edu / projects / opengov). These seven generators— described in 
detail in chapter thirteen of this volume by Cresswell, Cook, and Helbig— add 
effi ciency, effi cacy, enablement, and intrinsic enhancements in government ac-
tions to the three dimensions emphasized in the Open Government Directive of 
the administration of President Barack Obama— namely, transparency, participa-
tion, and collaboration (see http:// www . whitehouse . gov / sites / default / fi les / omb 
/ assets / memoranda _ 2010 / m10 - 06 . pdf). These generators are not ends in them-
selves but instead are “instrumental to the accomplishment of democracy,” en-
abling “citizens to perform their roles as citizens” (Harrison et al. 2011). The 
work of the CTG further emphasizes the multiple and diverse stakeholders that 
would be involved in any in- depth analy sis of an initiative designed to create 
public value.

The values identifi ed in the work of the CTG are related to three of the seven 
constellations of values identifi ed by Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman (2007). The 
values of effi ciency and effectiveness belong to the constellation of intraor gan i za-
tional aspects of public administration. Transparency, collaboration, enablement, 
and intrinsic enhancements are closely related to the constellation of relationships 
between public administration and its environment, and participation belongs to 
the constellation of relationships between public administration and the citizens. 

 Table 4.1. (continued)

Client Or ga ni za tion Prob lem Pro cesses Outcomes

NYS DSS

Key reference: Kim, 
MacDonald, and 
Andersen (2013)

Perceived long- term 
decline in Social 
Security Administra-
tion clients 
requiring layoffs in 
NYS DSS

Several group 
model building 
sessions followed 
by extensive model 
collaboration with 
agency data

Agency discovered 
endogenous 
management policies 
and began outsourc-
ing client screening 
activities, avoiding 
layoffs
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In this sense, this framework is only incorporating explicitly values in the realm 
of public administration activity and its relationships with the environment and 
the citizens, leaving out those values in the constellations that involve politicians 
and the society at large.

SDGMB targets Moore’s three elements in the strategic triangle, and all six 
of the CTG generators of public value, and does so in contexts made complex 
not only by the diffi culty of the problems but also by the diversity of the stake-
holders involved. SDGMB thus can serve as a facilitator of what Stoker (2006) 
calls public value management, in fact including values from those constella-
tions representing the relationships between public administration and the 
society at large (Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007). Moreover, as argued by 
public failure theory (see chapters 1 and 9 of this book), SDGMB provides a 
tool to build causal hypotheses related to instrumental, sometimes competing 
values, and uses simulation as a form of empirical testing of such hypotheses. 
Looking at the results of simulations over time contributes to understanding 
the impact of policies in the short and long terms, helping to reduce public value 
failure.

AN EXTENDED EXAMPLE

In order to give a better sense of what happens in one of these group model build-
ing projects and how they target public value, we describe in the next section an 
extended example that used SDGMB to support welfare reform initiatives in 
three county governments in New York State.4 We chose to pre sent this exam-
ple because it is particularly well documented, with aspects of the pro ject hav-
ing been reported previously in the literatures on public affairs (Rohrbaugh and 
Johnson 1998; Rohrbaugh 2000; Zagonel et al. 2004) and simulation (Rogers 
et al. 1997; Lee et al. 1998; Lee 2001; Andersen et al. 2000; Zagonel 2003).

Background on the Case
In 1996, President Bill Clinton signed into law the Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act. While many of the implications of this law 
have been made clear with the passage of time (Ewalt and Jennings 2004), at its 
inception policymakers and researchers had no steady intuition or theoretical 
knowledge to guide them in considering plausible outcomes: What if there  were 
a recession while clients are facing time- limited benefi ts on federal funding that 
 were part of the act? How could counties cope with increased demands for scarce 
resources as clients lost Federal welfare eligibility? What if neighboring states 
 were forced to cut back benefi ts? In New York these questions have a special 
edge because Article 17 of the state constitution mandates local governments 
to provide for the indigent and needy. While the federal government can end 
entitlements  after fi ve years, New York State and its local governments cannot 
suspend all benefi ts. A co ali tion of state agencies and county governments agreed 
to use simulation technologies supported by SDGMB techniques to address 
these questions (Richardson and Andersen 1995; Andersen and Richardson 1997; 
Vennix 1996).
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A Thumbnail Sketch of the New York State Welfare 
Simulation Pro ject
The pro ject emerged in four overlapping phases. The fi rst phase involved building 
a simulation model of the basic federally mandated Temporary Assistance to Needy 
Families (TANF) system for Cortland County, a rural county located in central 
New York State (Rogers et al. 1997; Rohrbaugh 2000; Zagonel 2003). In this phase 
a preliminary simulation model was constructed with the commissioner and her 
management team using SDGMB.

The second phase of the pro ject concentrated on formulating the “safety net” 
sectors of the model, which would serve clients  after they lost federal eligibility. 
This portion of the modeling effort imported the TANF model developed in Cor-
tland County, but had it calibrated and joined with the safety net model developed 
for Dutchess County, a midsize suburban county located in the Hudson River Val-
ley (Zagonel 2003). The simulation model was thus extended and elaborated.

The third phase of the pro ject was conducted in conjunction with a network of 
ser vice providers located in Nassau County, a large and demographically complex 
county directly adjacent to New York City.  After calibrating the model for this 
area, the group explored how approaches developed in smaller regions applied in 
the more complex environment in the metropolitan area, adding yet more refi ned 
detail to the simulation model.

The fi nal phase of the pro ject was aimed at implementing policy insights from 
the model. Follow-up workshops  were held in these counties with broadly based 
groups of stakeholders, including new participants who  were not involved in model 
development. To facilitate this pro cess, the joined TANF– Safety Net model was 
wrapped in a graphical user interface that allowed it to be used by managers, poli-
cymakers, and laypersons who had not been previously involved in the model 
construction pro cess (Rohrbaugh and Johnson 1998).

Policy Insights from the Simulation Model Contributing 
to Public Value
An im por tant policy insight produced by experiments through the modeling pro-
cess involved the comparison of two investment policies labeled Edges and  Middle. 
The Base run (or “reference” run) shows the model’s projection of what would 
happen to the county’s welfare system if no policy changes  were made and if there 
 were no external scenario changes.5 The  Middle policy simulated a high invest-
ment in assessment, monitoring, and job fi nding and promotion functions tra-
ditionally associated with a social ser vices unit. The Edges policy contained a 
mixture of resource investments that concentrated on the “front” and “back” 
ends of the system (i.e., prevention, child support enforcement, and self- suffi ciency 
promotion).

Figure 4.1 compares the Base run to the  Middle and Edges policy packages for 
one key per for mance indicator— total clients fi nding jobs from TANF. The X- axis 
is time, mea sured in years, and the Y- axis is the total fl ow of  people out of TANF, 
mea sured in  people per year.6 As shown in fi gure 4.1, signifi cant new investment 
in the  Middle policy package greatly accelerates this presumably benefi cial trend. 
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Investing in the Edges of the system appears in the simulation actually to retard 
job fi nding relative to the Base run.

The conclusion from fi gure 4.1 is misleading, however. By focusing on a less 
commonly articulated per for mance measure— total recidivism, defi ned as the 
number of  people losing their jobs and returning to welfare— fi gure 4.2 reveals 
an im por tant structural insight lurking  behind these graphs. The Edges policy has 
the effect of signifi cantly reducing recidivism in the model. Since the total num-
ber of persons coming on to TANF at any point in time is the sum of fi rst- time 
recipients plus recidivists, this reduction in recidivism can dramatically decrease 
the overall TANF caseload. By contrast, the  Middle policy actually has the simu-
lated effect of increasing recidivism. Richardson, Andersen, and Wu (2002) have 
demonstrated that in the simulation model the high infl ux of families on TANF 
into the post- TANF employment support system had the effect of “swamping” these 
downstream resources, leading to long- term increases in recidivism. Since federal 
legislation does not require that recidivism be tracked and it is hard to document, 
the increased TANF caseload could easily be misinterpreted as the result of some 
external infl uence such as rising unemployment rather than as a natu ral, endog-
enous consequence of the  Middle policy intended to reduce caseloads.

To summarize the mechanism at work  here, the  Middle policy is great at get-
ting  people into jobs, but then they lose those jobs and cycle back into the system 
because there aren’t enough resources devoted to help them stay employed. The 
Edges policy lets them trickle more slowly into jobs but then does a better job of 
keeping them employed.

What ever the fi nal policy choice, the simulation model provides a level playing 
fi eld for evaluating the implications of multiple policy and scenario changes, al-

Figure 4.1 Total job- fi nding fl ows from TANF (base vs.  middle vs. edges 
policy packages)
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ways using precisely the same agreed- upon set of assumptions and numbers. Of 
course, these inferences are only as good as the model upon which they are based. 
In this case, SDGMB has the great strength that the model and its pa ram e ters 
emerged from facilitated conversations among experts in the prob lem. In addition, 
the overall pro ject paid careful attention to qualitative and quantitative model test-
ing, sensitivity analyses, and calibration (Lee et al. 1998; Zagonel et al. 2004).

This intervention illustrates the potential contributions of the approach to 
public value. From simulations and analyses the idea of recidivism emerged as 
a robust mea sure of policy per for mance and public value. The analyses  were 
transparent: model building and model evaluation took place in public. The work 
was participatory and collaborative: the model was not the work of one group but 
instead a highly participative pro cess, with most stakeholders pre sent and ac-
tive. Additionally, the diverse group was actively involved in stressing the model 
to test it and to help build confi dence in its structure and dynamic implications.

What Happened in the Three Counties?
The patterns of pursuing implemented results from the modeling pro cess varied 
considerably in the three counties. The commissioner of social ser vices in Cortland 
County used the model and its results to plan her investment priorities to imple-
ment welfare reform for the mid-  to long term (Rogers et al. 1997). In Dutchess 
County, the commissioner created a public- private task force to design and imple-
ment concrete initiatives aimed at the Edges policies (Rohrbaugh and Johnson 
1998; Rohrbaugh 2000). Implementations in Nassau County  were the least exten-
sive of the three sites. The commissioner convened her direct staff to work with the 
model but did not involve a wider group of community stakeholders to implement 

Figure 4.2 Total recidivism fl ows back to TANF (base vs.  middle vs. edges 
policy packages)
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model- based implications. In a sense, the commissioners from Courtland and 
Dutchess Counties  were more effective in using the model to increase their opera-
tional capacity (as described in Moore 1995) when compared with the commis-
sioner from Nassau County. Moreover, the commissioner in Dutchess County 
was the most effective in creating an authorizing environment to create public value.

HOW THE SDGMB METHOD WORKS

There is much to say about approaches to group conversations about messy prob-
lems. There are many approaches, all presumably designed to enhance discussion 
about and creation of public value. SDGMB is better suited for multistakeholder 
complex “messy,” “tangled,” or “wicked” problems involving feedback and dynamic 
changes over time that require collaboration and shared understanding to design 
policies to create public value. These problems are sometimes recognized by the 
fact that several policies have not been effective in solving the prob lem or they only 
alleviate some symptoms temporarily. The method helps to better understand pub-
lic value failure, particularly  doing a good job at helping managers to understand 
trade- offs between the short-  and long- run effects of policy choices. The inclusion 
of multiple stakeholders considered in SDGMB also supports the creation, main-
tenance, and enhancements of the public sphere. Below we describe the defi ning 
characteristics of the SDGMB approach and touch upon some practical consider-
ations associated with helping groups of managers develop policy and strategy.

Team Facilitation
Experts in group decision support point to skilled facilitation as a key success  factor 
for any group method. Because of the nature of the tasks involved in facilitating 
SDGMB sessions and model development, a single person has diffi culty accom-
plishing all of them. SDGMB works best with team facilitation; each member 
of the facilitation team plays a  different role in a coordinated manner. Through 
experience over the years, our group has identifi ed fi ve  different roles: facilita-
tor, modeler/refl ector, pro cess coach, recorder and gatekeeper; Richardson and 
Andersen (1995) have described these fi ve roles in detail. A key feature of creat-
ing and sustaining multiple roles is the ability to separate the facilitation work 
into two specialized tasks, facilitation and analy sis (Rohrbaugh 1992; Zagonel 
2002; Vennix et al. 1994; Richardson and Andersen 1995).

Scripts for Group Model Building
SDGMB sessions are the result of a very careful planning pro cess (Andersen and 
Richardson 1997). Tasks are usually broken up into discrete periods of fi fteen to 
twenty minutes’ duration throughout the day, promoting continuous change of ac-
tivity and group dynamics to improve group engagement. A variety of convergent, 
divergent, and evaluative group tasks are cast as “scripts,” all of which cumulate to 
create pieces of model structure that can be assembled into the fi nal formal simu-
lation model. Usually, the client group sits in comfortable chairs arranged in a 
U shape, with the facilitator in the front with a computer or an overhead projector. 
The ideal room has lots of wall or board space on which to write down diagrams 
and ideas. The modeler/refl ector and the recorder sit at the back of the room.
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Detailed descriptions of the pro cess and scripts used in SDGMB have been 
reported in the simulation lit erature (Andersen and Richardson 1997; Luna- Reyes 
et al. 2006). Although the planning stage is very im por tant, the facilitation pro-
cess requires fl exible improvisation  after compulsively detailed advance planning 
(Andersen and Richardson 1997).

The In- Meeting and Between- Meeting Work of Team and Clients
A typical SDGMB pro ject involves effort from the facilitation team and the cli-
ent team both during the sessions and between them. The main activities of the 
facilitation team include facilitating the sessions, working in model development, 
coordinating the effort, writing reports, and gatekeeping (Luna- Reyes et al. 2006). 
Besides participating in the SDGMB sessions, the client group participates in 
defi ning the scope of the pro ject and in providing soft and hard data for model 
calibration. With the pre sent state of the art, much of the technical model formu-
lation, testing, and validation are completed by the SDGMB team outside the group 
sessions.

Recent Developments in SDGMB: From Artful Practice to Structured Craft
One of the limitations to the use of SDGMB to support the generation of public 
value has been the perception, if not the reality, that completing a group model 
building pro ject was an art form that blended multiple talents that are hard to 
assem ble in a single team. Typically an SDGMB team would involve a skilled sys-
tem dynamics modeler as well as at least one more person with facilitation skills. 
Often a recorder joined the modeling team. In addition, a team needed to have 
training in how to or ga nize a full day or more of activities with a client group. 
While the benefi ts of these sessions in terms of generating public value are high, the 
barriers to  doing successful work  were also high and the risks of a less- than- 
successful session with high client involvement could prove to be a barrier to 
successful implementation.

Recently Hovmand and colleagues (2012) have been working to make SDGMB 
less of an art form and more of a structured craft; They have published a series of 
scripts that describe precisely small bits of be hav ior that a skilled facilitator or mod-
eler should engage in when working with a group. The intention of this “scripta-
pedia” is to produce an easy- to- use handbook that would allow teams with  little 
background in SDGMB to get started. Increasingly, teams with no experience in 
using SDGMB in a public value creation pro ject have been able to pick up the 
manual and begin to make progress working with a group.

Ackermann et al. (2011) have contributed to this conversation by creating what 
they call a “Scriptsmap,” a structured system for “snapping together” vari ous 
smaller scripts into a larger all- day workshop for the purpose of working with cli-
ent groups in a public value– creating exercise. These two recent developments 
promise to move the art of SDGMB into a more easily replicable form of craft.

Finally, and with the purpose of adding more science to the craft, Black (2013) 
describes visual repre sen ta tions in SDGMB using theories of distributed cogni-
tion and the so cio log i cal concept of boundary objects. In other words, visual repre-
sen ta tions of problems, in the form of causal maps and graphs of be hav ior over 
time, serve as tools to dialogue and reach agreements on problems, means to solve 
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them, and values. Moreover, Black describes simulation forums as a way to take the 
dialogue about public values beyond the modeling team and public managers to a 
broader audience in the public at large.

EVALUATING SDGMB

SDGMB is a promising technology for creating public value, and many case- based 
stories of its use can be found in the lit erature. However compelling such case sto-
ries may be, they also involve serious limitations as evaluation tools. We summa-
rize in this section some key group modeling evaluation studies.

Several evaluation efforts have attempted to identify keys to success in group 
sessions with managers working in the fi eld. One of these studies found that the 
introduction of group decision support technologies substantially changes the way 
that groups function and how decisions are arrived at (McCartt and Rohrbaugh 
1995). They also found that organizations open and receptive to change, or those 
who value adaptation, fl exibility, and creativity in the decision pro cess are more 
likely to succeed. Moreover, good managerial decision making in this group con-
text is enhanced when the experience combines an effective empirical pro cess and 
information that is not in the form of spreadsheets or databases (Schuman 1995).

A second study compared managerial teams using SDGMB with teams that 
did not use the approach in nine domains across three separate levels of analy sis: 
refl ections of the modeling team, participants’ self- reports of the intervention, 
and mea sur able system change (Huz et al. 1997). Results of the experiment show 
statistically signifi cant differences in six of the nine domains mea sured. Overall, 
participants  were satisfi ed with SDGMB. Additionally, while the study found signifi -
cant differences in goal alignment among participants, it found they  were aligned 
around strategies to implement.

In their meta- analy sis of 107 case studies of SDGMB, Rouwette and colleagues 
(2002) coded case studies with res pect to eleven classes of outcomes, sorted into 
individual, group, and or gan i za tional levels. While recognizing limitations of the 
research design, they found high percentages of positive outcomes along all eleven 
dimensions of analy sis. Rouwette (2003) followed this meta- analy sis with statisti-
cal analy sis of a series of SDGMB interventions held mostly in governmental set-
tings in the Netherlands. He was able to demonstrate how SDGMB sessions moved 
both individuals and groups from beliefs to intentions to act and ultimately on to 
behavioral change.

In sum, what is emerging from this body of study is a mixed “good news and 
bad news” picture: all studies that take into account a reasonable sample of fi eld 
studies show some successes and some failures. About one- fourth to one- half of the 
SDGMB studies investigated showed low impact on decision making (Rouwette 
2003). On the other hand, roughly half of the studies have led to system- level 
implemented change, with approximately half of the implemented studies being 
associated with positive mea sures of success (Rouwette 2003). Nonetheless, from 
about three- fourths to all of the cases report some positive outcome at the indi-
vidual, group, and or gan i za tional levels.

“Success” is a multidimensional concept in the evaluation studies, having im-
por tant components on the individual, group, and or ga ni za tion or system levels. 
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A promising result is that explanations of differences between successful inter-
ventions and less successful ones have not been associated with the complexity of 
the task environment. Rather, success appears to be conditioned by the user team’s 
openness to new prob lem- solving approaches and by an appreciation for and ori-
entation  toward empirical prob lem- solving methods.

DISCUSSION

While recognizing and respecting the diffi culties of scientifi c evaluation of 
SDGMB, we remain quite optimistic about the method’s utility as a policy design 
and prob lem solving tool capable of generating public value. A method that can 
deliver—in a compressed time frame— implemented changes up to half of the time 
and implemented results in up to half of the cases examined (Rouwette 2003) is 
an improvement over alternative approaches that can strug gle for months or even 
years without coming to closure on im por tant policy directions.

SDGMB can be effective because it joins the minds of public managers and 
policymakers in an emergent dialogue that relies on formal modeling to integrate 
data, other empirical insights, and  mental models into the policy pro cess, contrib-
uting through the pro cess to the creation of an authorizing environment as well 
as consensus on how to improve operational capacity to create public value (Moore 
1995). Policymaking begins with the preexisting  mental models, values, and pol-
icy stories that managers bring into the room. Policy consensus and direction 
emerge from a pro cess that combines social facilitation with technical modeling 
and analy sis. The method blends dialogue with data. It begins with an emergent 
discussion and ends with an analytic framework that moves from “what is” base-
line knowledge to informed “what if” insights about  future policy directions. In 
his dichotomy of model as boundary object (Carlile 2002; Black and Andersen 
2012) able to bridge differences versus model as microworld, analytic device, Za-
gonel (2002) has captured this distinction between SDGMB as a storytelling tool 
and an analy sis tool. In other words, SDGMB is both.

Nearly two de cades ago, when we began this work, we primarily saw ourselves 
as technical analysts who  were building microworlds in an accelerated way in real 
time with client groups. Early on we strove to incorporate insights relating to 
facilitation and group pro cess from our colleagues working in the Decision Tech-
tronics Group (Milter and Rohrbaugh 1985; Quinn, Rohrbaugh, and McGrath 
1985; Reagan- Cirincione et al. 1991; Rohrbaugh 1992; Rohrbaugh 2000). More 
recently this work has showed increased sensitivity to stakeholder issues (Bryson 
2004b; Bryson, Cunningham, and Lokkesmoe 2002), to visible maps of individ-
ual and group thought pro cesses (Bryson et al. 2004), and elements of strategic 
planning (Bryson 2011; Eden and Ackermann 1998).

These group pro cess insights help make formal models easier to develop and 
more power ful, but we are convinced that the models themselves are a key ele ment 
in the  future success of such work. The key to the success of SDGMB interven-
tions is a formal computer simulation model that refl ects a negotiated, collabora-
tive, consensual view of the “shared  mental models” (Kim 2009) of the managers 
in the room (the prob lem structure). This formal simulation model must be tested 
and tried against existing administrative and time series data (the prob lem be hav ior) 
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whenever possi ble. The fi nal simulation models that emerge from this pro cess are 
crossbreeds, sharing much in common with data- based social scientifi c research 
while at the same time being comparable to the rough- and- ready intuitive analy-
ses emerging from backroom conversations. Furthermore, system diagramming 
tools both useful for group pro cess and embedded in modern simulation software 
provide support for dialogues among managers, their  mental models, and both 
structural and behavioral data. In this work teams join minds, linking  people, 
pro cess, and analy sis in the policy design pro cess.

In sum, we believe that a number of the pro cess features related to building 
these models contribute to their appeal for public managers:

• Engagement. Key managers are in the room as the model is evolving, and 
their own expertise and insights drive all aspect of the analy sis.

•  Mental models. The model building pro cess uses the language and concepts 
that managers bring to the room with them, making explicit the assump-
tions and causal  mental models managers use to make their decisions.

• Complexity. The resulting nonlinear simulation models lead to insights about 
how system structure infl uences system be hav ior, revealing understandable 
but initially counterintuitive tendencies like policy re sis tance or “worse before 
better” be hav ior.

• Alignment. The modeling pro cess benefi ts from diverse, sometimes compet-
ing points of view as stakeholders have a chance to wrestle with causal 
assumptions in a group context. Often these discussions realign thinking and 
are among the most valuable portions of the overall group modeling effort.

• Refutability. The resulting formal model yields testable propositions, en-
abling managers to see how well their implicit theories match available data 
about overall system per for mance.

• Empowerment. Using the model managers can see how actions  under their 
control can change the  future of the system.

These pro cess features of SDGMB provide effective tools to create public value 
as described by Moore in the strategic triangle (Moore 1995; Benington and Moore 
2011b). Group modeling merges managers’ causal and structural thinking with 
the available data, drawing upon expert judgment to fi ll in the gaps concerning 
possi ble futures. In this pro cess, managers defi ne collectively and iteratively pub-
lic value by defi ning the key variables to be included in public discussion and de-
bate. Publicly defi ned public values are also pre sent in the conversation through 
the inclusion of  legal mandates and regulations as well as the ways in which they 
constrain or enable policy options. Moreover, the resulting simulation models pro-
vide power ful tools to ground what-if thinking and to identify and align the key 
operational capacities needed to deliver such value. Using the model as a bound-
ary object to communicate results to a variety of stakeholders has the potential of 
creating the necessary authorizing environment to act, as well as continuing with 
the dialogue about rights, obligations, and principles that constitute public values 
(Bozeman 2007).

Finally, the same pro cess features are very well aligned to the public value man-
agement paradigm (Stoker 2006). Bringing together  different stakeholders and 
public managers in a prob lem- solving pro cess, SDGMB supports networked gov-
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ernance by providing a space for dialogue about goals, alternatives, and necessary 
capabilities to deliver public value. The extended example presented in this chap-
ter also shows ways in which the SDGMB pro cess serves several categories of val-
ues (Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007). By helping to develop more effective 
programs, SDGMB promotes values belonging to the intraor gan i za tional aspects 
of public administration. By providing tools for collaboration and participation, it 
contributes to the creation of public values connected to the relationship of the 
public administration with its environment and the society at large.

NOTES
1. The terms “wicked” (Rittel and Webber 1973) and “messy” (Eden, Jones, and Sims 1983) 

refer to problems lacking a clear defi nition, goals to pursue, or feasible solutions. Problems 
are “messy” partially because of a diversity of stakeholders with  different— sometimes 
confl icting— points of view about a given situation. Dawes, Cresswell, and Pardo (2009) 
had in fact coined the term “tangled” for those problems whose main source of complexity 
is such diversity of interests.

2. The Decision Techtronics Group has a long tradition developing computer- based mod-
els with groups of managers to analyze policy and strategy (Rohrbaugh 1992). The 
group’s approach has been used to understand and tackle problems in a diversity of ar-
eas using many kinds of models (Milter and Rohrbaugh 1985; Schuman and Rohrbaugh 
1991), and particularly using system dynamics models (Reagan- Cirincione et al. 1991; 
Richardson and Andersen 1995; Andersen and Richardson 1997; Rohrbaugh 2000).

3. Group decision support systems are computer- based systems and techniques developed 
for group decision support (Quinn, Rohrbaugh, and McGrath 1985; Desanctis and Gal-
lupe 1987).

4. This section is based on a note published in the Journal of Policy Analy sis and Man-
agement (Zagonel et al. 2004).

5. Base policy assumed that all welfare programs  were funded at their 1996 levels. The 
Base assumption about unemployment was that the economy was at the exact unem-
ployment rate that would cause no growth but also no decline over the time frame 1984–
98 (the modeling team “backward- computed” this fi gure as part of the model- testing 
and confi dence- building phases. This calculation was intended to “hold constant” the 
very large effects of unemployment on TANF caseloads so that the runs could show 
“pure” effects of policy changes.

6. Note that in order to show the pattern of the dynamics, the scales on fi gures 4.1 and 4.2 
are not zero- based scales and are  different. Thus, the visual intervals between graphs 
in fi gures 4.1 and 4.2 are not comparable.
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WEIGHING THE PUBLIC VALUE OF 
ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF 

PROVIDING PUBLIC SER VICES

 TOWARD A CONTINGENCY FRAMEWORK

JOHN ALFORD

Since the 1970s, externalization of public services— that is, government agen-
cies transferring all or part of their work to external providers— has been pop-

u lar for reasons that have changed over time. Initially the rationale was mainly an 
ideological one: the assumption that the private sector is inherently more effi cient 
and therefore the role of government should be minimized (e.g., Bennett and John-
son 1981; Savas 1987), just as public- sector advocates argue that government 
should keep  doing  everything it currently does. More recently some have advo-
cated a more contingent approach in which the question of  whether to priva-
tize ser vices depends on the context, wherein privatization makes sense in some 
situations but not in  others (see especially Donahue 1989). Given that there are 
 different kinds of ser vices and contexts, they argue, externalization will be optimal 
in only some situations. While it is useful as far as it goes, even this critique takes 
insuffi cient account of key contextual factors.

This chapter draws on a public value framework and research on types of ex-
ternalization both to challenge “one best way” thinking and to call for a broader 
contingency approach. It offers an elaborated framework for making decisions 
about  whether and in what form to externalize ser vices and sheds light on the pub-
lic value model in the pro cess.  After fi rst reviewing the lit erature and setting out 
what is meant  here by public value, the chapter examines the case of a large urban 
fi re brigade, arguing that assessing the public value of any given externalization is 
a  matter of weighing three  different types of benefi ts and costs, only some aspects 
of which have been acknowledged hitherto.

EVOLVING RATIONALES FOR EXTERNALIZATION

The view that the private sector is inherently more effi cient and therefore the role 
of government should be minimized gained louder voice from the 1970s on as a 
public reaction against “big government” was fostered by a growing advocacy of 
market- like mechanisms for the public sector (Savas 1987; Wolf 1988; Friedman 
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1962; Niskanen 1971). In 1995 former US secretary of defense Donald Rumsfeld 
delineated the parts of government that should be privatized:

The fi rst task is to decide what the core business is. . . .  For the federal gov-
ernment, the four basic departments— State, Defense, Justice, and Treasury— 
have a solid basis for existence. The other departments  were  either more 
narrowly based, an afterthought, or both. Some had utility when they  were 
established, but no longer do.  Others, in my view, probably should not have been 
established in the fi rst place. . . .  Once one has determined the core functions 
to be performed by the federal government, all other activities should be scru-
tinized for elimination, downsizing, reor ga ni za tion, movement to state and 
local governments, or privatization. I begin with the conviction that activities 
should fi rst be undertaken by individual citizens and private organizations. 
(1995, 3)

This philosophy was applied to the Pentagon  after Rumsfeld once again be-
came defense secretary in 2001. Between then and February 2011, at least $177 
billion was spent on contractors to provide protection for Co ali tion missions in 
the Iraq and Af ghan i stan wars, their numbers at times exceeding the number of 
military personnel there— with mixed results, according to a bipartisan congres-
sional commission (2011).

In fact, the assumption that “private is best” had already become solidly em-
bedded as an orthodoxy among politicians, business leaders, and se nior public ser-
vants, transmitted by con sul tants, think tanks, and institutions like the World Bank 
(Henig, Hamnett, and Feigenbaum 1988; Hefetz and Warner 2004). But the ways 
of acting on this assumption  were varied. Privatization meant not only transferring 
own ership of productive assets from the public to the private sector but also other 
long- standing methods such as competitive tendering on the basis of price.

From the late 1970s on, the focus on cost gave way to broader attention to 
ser vice quality, effectiveness, or responsiveness— the operative term being “value 
for money.” Pragmatism about the relative merits of public-  and private- sector pro-
duction had led to greater openness to market testing of both, although govern-
ment delivery still tended to be regarded as guilty  until proven innocent (Savas 
1987; Wolf 1988).

Further delineation came from a growing recognition that external providers 
to a public agency could include not only private fi rms but also other types of 
organizations. From the 1980s onward, the contribution of nonprofi t agencies to 
public ser vices generally increased around the world (Salamon and Sokolowski 
2001; Smith and Lipsky 1993). Similarly, vari ous forms of interor gan i za tional col-
laboration within government, such as whole- of- government coordination (Chris-
tensen and Lægreid 2007), joined-up government (Hood 2005), or between levels 
of government in federal systems demonstrated that, for any given public- sector 
agency, other government organizations can be external providers— hence the 
label “externalization” rather than “privatization.”

Meanwhile, some scholars began to point out that value for money did not 
account for all the benefi ts and costs of engaging external providers. They 
demonstrated that in addition to the benefi ts and costs of the ser vice itself, the 
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transaction costs of ensuring that the provider delivers also had to be considered. 
Donahue (1989; see also Williamson 1975) showed how government organizations 
contracting out ser vices incurred transaction costs of vari ous types (see also Prager 
1994; Brown, Potoski, and Van Slyke 2006). These factors inhibited the capacity 
of government to act as a “smart buyer” (Kettl 1993), with the risk that not only 
would government fail to reap the benefi ts of privatization, but it might also suf-
fer diminished value as a result of the reduction in accountability.

This thinking gave rise to a contingency approach to the externalization of ser-
vices in which it is neither inherently good nor inherently bad; rather, it depends 
on the circumstances, including not only  whether an external party can do it better 
or cheaper but also the transaction costs of controlling that party’s per for mance. 
The contingent perspective is an intellectual counterweight to “one best way” po-
sitions, lending coherence to the pragmatic decisions of many public managers. It 
is now well established, but although it is a considerable advance on earlier think-
ing, it still misses four im por tant factors.

First, in a world of proliferating management innovations, the range of alter-
native types of contributors to ser vice outcomes has grown to include, for instance, 
volunteers, clients, and regulatees (Parks et al. 1981; Alford 2009). Relatedly, the 
mechanisms for coordinating the actions of the government or ga ni za tion and 
the other party have also proliferated, encompassing not only classical contracting 
but also other forms such as collaboration, persuasion, regulation, or negotiation.

Third, the established categories of benefi ts and costs— that is, those to do with 
the ser vice and those to do with transactions— are each too narrow, especially in 
accounting for public value. There is more to ser vice benefi ts and costs than value 
for money. And the notion of transactions costs  doesn’t quite cover some aspects of 
the coordination mechanisms, such as collaborative partnerships. They also include 
what we might call collaboration costs (White 2005)— which together with the 
transaction costs will be labeled generally as relationship costs.

Finally, the established contingency approach misses another category of bene-
fi ts and costs that cannot be conceived in terms of the ser vice itself or the relationship 
with providers. This category, drawn from the public value framework, concerns 
institutional benefi ts and costs— those relating to an agency’s positioning both 
within its environmental context and over time, and to the distinctive set of com-
petences it brings to that environment.

This chapter offers an elaboration of the contingent view, by broadening the 
array of potential contributors to value creation, coordination mechanisms, and 
benefi ts and costs to consider when deciding  whether to externalize.

PUBLIC VALUE

Public managers do not spend their working hours cogitating about public value. 
Their time is mostly taken up solving problems emanating from their task envi-
ronment, which throws up situations in the social or natu ral world that need 
remediation. This task environment is inexorably changing. For instance, factors 
like global shifts in economic power, new technology, and new patterns of demand 
have led to population shifts, urban blight, fi scal crisis, and crime. How a  manager 
understands and reacts to these problems has value implications. Any par tic u lar 
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arrangement for delivering a ser vice or implementing a policy creates a specifi c 
bundle of types of value.

This perspective on public management is drawn unambiguously from Moore’s 
framework (1995) rather than Bozeman’s (2007). Like Bozeman, Moore sees eco-
nomic individualism as an inadequate basis for recognizing what is valuable— for 
instance, pointing out that public value goes beyond satisfying individual prefer-
ences through collective means such as public goods or other remedies to market 
failure. Not only does Moore acknowledge abundantly that we have more than eco-
nomic needs, such as normative or symbolic aspirations, but we also have more 
than individual goals, such as for the  whole society (Moore 2013, 57; see also chap-
ter 8 in the pre sent volume).

But Moore’s framework differs from Bozeman’s in that it enables articulation 
of key distinctions in a way that is both coherent and useful for public man-
agement practice, which Bozeman acknowledges obliquely (and perhaps a  little 
dismissively) by referring to Moore’s model as being about “management improve-
ment.” The fi rst of these is that between private value, which is received and “con-
sumed” by individual clients, such as welfare recipients or pupils in government 
schools; and public value, which is received and consumed collectively by the citi-
zenry. This has two managerial implications. One is that it enables both a recogni-
tion that there is a multiplicity of types of recipients or consumers of value (e.g., 
citizens and taxpayers for public value, and clients, customers, benefi ciaries, and 
obligatees for private value) and clarity about their respective entitlements from, 
claims on, or exchanges with the or ga ni za tion. The other is that it allows for the 
consideration and enlisting of a wide range of ways to do things. It registers that 
value is not public by virtue of being produced by the public sector but instead 
because it is enjoyed by the public. It can be created not only by government orga-
nizations but also by a variety of external parties such as those considered  here.

To say that public value is collectively consumed is to imply an expansive 
conception of the notion (Moore 1995; Bozeman 2007). At a minimum, as even 
libertarian writers would affi rm, it involves provision of the preconditions for the 
operation of the market, which does not just fall fully formed from the sky. The 
market needs nonmarket mechanisms— such as ways of safeguarding  people’s 
personal security, observing property rights, and enforcing contracts—to function. 
These preconditions are usually provided by a central authority such as a state 
applying the rule of law.

Also in the modest version of public value are vari ous types of remedies to mar-
ket failure, such as externalities, natu ral monopolies, and imperfect information 
(Stokey and Zeckhauser 1974; Hughes 2012). But as both Moore (1995) and Boze-
man (2007) point out, these forms of value are predicated on a preference for mar-
kets, to be used only if markets fail. Yet  people also have goals or aspirations for the 
society as a  whole beyond their individual self- interest, founded in social or norma-
tive commitments or purposes. They seek what can be seen as collective benefi ts in 
the way society is ordered: citizens’ rights and prerogatives, as well as their obliga-
tions, and the principles underpinning government (Bozeman 2007; Moore 2013). 
Notably, these include both views about substantive policies and views about the 
mechanisms of government deliberation. In the former case, key considerations will 
include not only effi ciency but also social equity— which can be framed in vari ous, 
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sometimes contending ways. In the latter case there may be public value in facilitat-
ing the conditions for deliberation about these purposes, such as constitutional 
arrangements, consultative mechanisms, educational pro cesses, and cultural norms.

From all of this, and from the fact that managers create public value in re-
sponse to problems arising from their task environments, it should be no surprise 
that public value is not an orderly, unifi ed concept. There is no absolute standard 
of public value but instead differing types that can sometimes be in harmony with 
each other, sometimes in confl ict, and sometimes just  different from each other.

So far we have been considering public value in terms of what is desirable, but 
for the benefi ts of a par tic u lar arrangement for ser vice delivery or policy implemen-
tation to be realized, it also has to be feasible. If circumstances are such that a valu-
able policy is stymied by, for example, power ful opposition from key players in the 
po liti cal environment or the or ga ni za tion’s lack of appropriate skills to undertake 
it, then its value will simply not be realized. This is the focus of Moore’s strategic 
triangle (see fi gure 1.1 in chapter 1), which posits that a strategy for a government 
or ga ni za tion must be aimed at creating something substantively valuable; be legiti-
mate and po liti cally sustainable (attracting suffi cient ongoing support and resources 
from the authorizing environment); and be operationally and administratively fea-
sible with the available or gan i za tional and external capabilities (Moore 1995, 71).

These three factors are rarely in alignment, so public managers must work con-
stantly to bring them into at least some degree of congruence. If the most valuable 
course of action does not square with what the authorizing environment prefers, 
the  manager can  either alter the value proposition to bring it into line or try to 
persuade key players to shift their position. If a valuable goal is not achievable with 
available operational capabilities, then the purpose has to be amended accordingly 
(or the capabilities improved).

Thus, the potential value can be constrained by the other two factors, which 
do not in themselves constitute categories of public value. Rather, they are factors 
that affect how far a par tic u lar value proposition can be taken. More im por tant 
for the pre sent discussion, the causality can run in the other direction as well. 
 Different options for externalization can, quite apart from their value in ser vice 
and relationship terms, have varying effects on the government or ga ni za tion itself 
as an institution— for example, its positioning and capabilities beyond the exter-
nalized ser vice in question. This in turn will affect the broader or longer- term value 
it might create now or in the  future.

There are three kinds of public value (or loss of value) that might emanate from 
a par tic u lar ser vice delivery arrangement relative to any given alternative. Two of 
them relate to the value circle in Moore’s triangle. The fi rst is ser vice benefi ts and 
costs— that is, the net value gains of the ser vice, such as effectiveness, effi ciency, 
quality, or equity— set against the money paid for it. The second type is rela-
tionship benefi ts and costs— those incurred by the government or ga ni za tion in 
managing the relationship with the provider, including benefi ts in clarifying the 
relationship and social connection, as well as the costs of defi ning the ser vice, 
determining who is to produce it, ascertaining  whether it has been provided sat-
isfactorily, and inducing good per for mance on the part of the provider. Diffi culty 
in any of these matters is not a reason to avoid externalization, but they do need 
to be weighed against each other and against the net ser vice benefi ts and costs.
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The third kind of value is institutional (or strategic) benefi ts and costs. It 
has two aspects, each of which can be affected by choices made in res pect to the 
ser vice and the relationship. One relates to the potential impact of the value 
proposition on the or ga ni za tion’s positioning in its environment. The adoption 
of a par tic u lar arrangement can be  either benefi cial or detrimental in this res-
pect. For instance, any government or ga ni za tion that hired the security firm 
Blackwater would probably suffer reputational damage because of that com pany’s 
track rec ord of misuse of deadly force in Iraq and elsewhere, and consequently 
be less able to pursue other value- creating initiatives (Barton 2012).

The other aspect is that some externalization initiatives might add to or sub-
tract from an or ga ni za tion’s core competences and therefore its ability to produce 
other values besides the ser vice in question or the same value in  future situations. 
Key among these is the or ga ni za tion’s capacity to act as the principal in its deal-
ings with providers (Kettl 1993). For example, the US Federal Protective Ser vice 
has been criticized several times in Government Accountability Offi ce reports for 
divesting itself of the capability to oversee the large contract guard force protect-
ing nine thousand federal buildings (Davidson 2010). Also potentially im por tant 
is the preservation of unique knowledge, experience, capabilities, and systems.

Another distinctive competence in the public sector is the use of public power: 
the state’s legitimate mono poly on the use of force to compel  people to do things 
for the sake of the citizenry. This power is indivisible; there cannot be competing 
public powers in the same jurisdiction. Even where government delegates coer-
cive power, such as vehicle inspections or occupational licensing, it is subject to 
state authority and monitoring. Where it is externalized, the issues in debate are 
to do with potential misuse of coercive power. These are just some of the distinc-
tive competences residing in government organizations, which may be enhanced 
but more often are lost through externalization. A par tic u lar externalization may 
offer ser vice and relationship benefi ts but entail a larger cost in institutional terms.

What follows is an explanation of these concepts with reference to the case of 
a large urban fi re brigade— that of the city of Melbourne, in the state of Victoria, 
Australia. The case was chosen because the ser vice is recognizable, of middling 
complexity, and is open to multiple ser vice arrangements. The purpose of this 
analy sis is not to demonstrate how to mea sure public value quantitatively; discerning 
public value is often a  matter of judgment rather than calculation. The framework 
is put forward for use as an aid to decision making, not as a substitute for it.

MELBOURNE’S FIRE SER VICE

In Australia, fi re ser vices are the responsibility of state governments. Victoria, like 
the other states, has one fi re ser vice for its capital Melbourne, a metropolis of 
4.2 million  people, and another for the rural area, the Country Fire Authority. The 
Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Ser vices Board (MFB) covers more than one 
thousand square kilometers and employs over 2,100  people: 1,850 fi refi ghters 
and 300 corporate staff. It provides prevention, preparedness, and response and 
recovery ser vices, the shape and relative weight of which refl ect an evolving 
ser vice philosophy with implications for the role of external parties. First I will ana-
lyze the public value of fi re brigades, and then the benefi ts and costs of using them.
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Fire ser vices are partly private goods, in that extinguishing a fi re at a  house is 
of clear private benefi t to the  house holder, and partly public goods, in that they 
combat the negative externalities of fi res. In urban settings fi res can spread to ad-
joining properties, as occurred in the Great Fire of London in 1666 (Carlson 
2005), and in rural contexts they can spread literally like wildfi re, as Victoria itself 
experienced in the Black Saturday Fires of 2010 (Padula 2011). The overwhelming 
majority of fi re ser vices around the world  were established to remedy the failings 
of private fi re brigades established by insurance companies.1 There is also an ele-
ment of natu ral mono poly in a fi re ser vice, whose stations constitute a network.

Fire ser vices therefore create value for the public, which can be expressed in 
terms of outputs, such as fi res suppressed, mea sured in terms like average time to 
arrive at the fi re, percentage of fi res contained to the room of origin, and so on. We 
can identify and compare three options for producing these outputs that have been 
adopted in  different places. One, of course, is the fi re brigade itself, which will be 
treated as the base case against which externalization options will be weighed. 
A second option is to externalize the  whole ser vice to a private contractor—as has 
been tried in Denmark and in a small number of US counties or municipalities. A 
third option is to create a mostly volunteer ser vice, an arrangement found in most 
rural fi re ser vices around the world (Carlson 2005).

If we think of the work of the fi re brigade in terms of outcomes, such as mini-
mizing fi re harm to life, property, and the environment, there is another poten-
tially im por tant type of contributor to at least part of the task: building  owners or 
occupants. They are effectively the brigade’s customers and undertake fi re preven-
tion, ensure that properties are built to be less fl ammable, and have well- rehearsed 
response plans ready. Part of the MFB’s work is devoted to engaging with the com-
munity to prompt these harm- reducing behaviors— not only via specialist educa-
tion and technical support units but also via frontline fi refi ghters who spend about 
10  percent of each shift checking hydrants or building safety, signing off on sprin-
kler or smoke alarm installations, or engaging with the community (e.g., school 
talks). We will therefore consider  owners/occupants as a fourth option.

BENEFITS AND COSTS

The remainder of this chapter analyzes the benefi ts and costs of these options. 
It shows that consideration of only those benefi ts and costs of externalization 
relating to the ser vice itself— that is, its value for money— leaves two other types 
of benefi ts and costs unexamined: those to do with managing the relationship 
with the external provider and those to do with the or ga ni za tion as an institu-
tion.  Table 5.1 summarizes and draws together the costs and benefi ts, as defi ned 
in this chapter, of the four options.

CONTRACTING THE SER VICE OUT TO A PRIVATE PROVIDER

Considering the ser vice itself, the value of contracting with private providers 
(column 2 in  table 5.1) varies according to  whether the ser vice is specifi ed as an 
output or an outcome. A private provider of suffi cient substance could well de-
liver better on the standard outputs of a fi re ser vice: suppressed fi res. If it had 
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 Table 5.1. Types of benefi ts and costs of externalization options for fi re ser vices compared to in- house production

Type of benefi t/cost 1. In- House Production

Externalization Options

2. Full- Service Contract 3. Volunteers 4. Community Engagement

Ser vice benefi ts Established systems, 
knowledge, and staffi ng

Potential for better fi re suppression
• economies of scale/scope
• specialization
• fl exibility
• innovation

Likely lower cost than in- house

No wage costs

Specialized skills

Support paid staff

“Volunteer intangible”

Interde pen dency → better 
achievement of purposes
• fast fi re- suppression
→ reduced damage

Lower cost likely

Service costs Bud get amount fairly high 
(esp.  unionized  labor costs)

Contract price Indirect ser vice costs

Re sis tance by staff

“Amateurs”

Minimal

Relationship benefi ts Possibilities for high- 
engagement  human 
resources management, but 
 labor relations tend  toward 
the adversarial

Clarify relationship by specifying 
deliverables

Commitment of volunteers

Goodwill to or ga ni za tion

Likely increase in 
civic- mindedness

Relationship costs Costs of supervision, 
per for mance management, 
incentive schemes, and 
disciplinary pro cesses

Specifi cation costs (uncertainty)
Low competition, asset-specifi city
Monitoring: feasible
Incentives/penalties can be applied

Recruiting/selection

Induction/training

Managing volunteers: 
supervisor

Costs of mobilizing 
community
• engagement staff
• advertising campaigns
• events,  etc.

(continued)

534-61193_ch01_5P
.indd   75

534-61193_ch01_5P
.indd   75

7/23/15   9:57 A
M

7/23/15   9:57 A
M



 Table 5.1. (continued)

Type of benefi t/cost 1. In- House Production

Externalization Options

2. Full- Service Contract 3. Volunteers 4. Community Engagement

Strategic benefi ts Retains core competences 
within or ga ni za tion

Transfer technical and 
economic risk

Reputational standing 
from committed volunteers

Reputational standing in 
community

Strategic costs Risk borne in- house
Potential lack of interest in 
innovation

Possi ble loss of core competence
•  accumulated experience
•  commitment to public good 

(cf 9/11 fi remen)
•  natu ral mono poly complicates 

partial externalization

Mission rigidity

No pay = lack of leverage → 
dependence on volunteers

Ele ment of mission rigidity
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contracts for adjacent jurisdictions, it could reap economies of scale. It might 
have greater fl exibility to call in extra staff from other parts of its operations in a 
major emergency (although public fi re brigades generally do this on a cooperative 
basis). It could also be less constrained than a public fi re ser vice in fi nding inno-
vative methods or technology. On the other hand, a private contractor is less 
likely to perform tasks outside its offi cial remit that the MFB currently does as 
extracontractual favors, such as rescuing pets.

The degree of diffi culty of managing the relationship with the provider, 
and hence its relative costs, would be mixed. The MFB is already able to specify and 
monitor per for mance clearly, most notably in its requirement that fi re crews should 
be able to reach a fi re within a par tic u lar number of minutes.2 On that basis a 
plausible system of incentives and penalties to induce per for mance could be devel-
oped, but it would have some complexities. First, the specifi ed mea sure does not 
allow for uncertainty— for instance, the possibility of traffi c jams or malfunction-
ing traffi c lights. Second, even before per for mance management, the task of choos-
ing a private provider may be complicated by the absence of a robust market of fi re 
suppression companies— not least because it has previously been a solely govern-
mental role.

To the extent that other factors—in par tic u lar, the be hav ior of building  owners/
occupants— affect the incidence, severity, and harm arising from fi res, the private 
provider is likely to be less successful in achieving the outcome of minimizing the 
damage to life, property, and the environment. This is primarily because dealing 
with those factors calls for institutional standing that it may not have. Specifi cally, 
it may attract less cooperation from the public than a government- run ser vice 
because its basic rationale of earning a profi t does not engender the same level of 
trust or credibility as a body seen as working for the public (see Brudney 1990; 
Toppe, Kirsch, and Michel 2002).

In any case,  whether the fi re brigade is oriented to outputs or outcomes, the 
institutional benefi ts and costs— those concerning the positioning and core com-
petences of the government organ ization— add to the negative side of the ledger.

One possi ble institutional benefi t of externalization is that risk is transferred 
from the government to the private provider. Yet while this might be true for tech-
nical or fi nancial risk, it may be less likely for po liti cal risk: citizens often continue 
to see the government as responsible for the shortcomings of a ser vice long  after it 
has been outsourced to a private entity.3

Much more im por tant is the institutional cost of handing over core compe-
tences to external parties, detracting from public value. First, the government may 
diminish its capacity to exercise control over the provider in  either of two ways. 
One is divesting itself of the requisite knowledge of the ser vice and thus becom-
ing less able to act as the principal. Fire ser vice expertise is specialized and held 
within a close compass. Externalization can also reduce government control by 
altering the relative power of the two parties. In Williamson’s terms, the provider 
gains “specifi c assets” by virtue of having gained the contract, such as inside 
knowledge and connections, technology and systems, and par tic u lar staff (1975). 
When it comes time to renew a contract, the incumbent fi re ser vice provider will 
have an advantage in a retendering pro cess. This may translate into opportunistic 
be hav ior.4
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Finally, externalization may entail discounting a government or ga ni za tion’s role 
as repository of values im por tant to the public interest. The now substantial 
lit erature on public ser vice motivation (e.g., Rainey 1982; Perry and Wise 1990) 
raises the idea that public employees have some degree of commitment to serving 
public purposes beyond what is of personal benefi t to them. The evidence on this 
 factor is inconclusive, but it is arguable that these motivations of public servants 
may be accompanied by par tic u lar capabilities, including an awareness of how a 
par tic u lar mea sure might affect the broader public interest; a willingness to “go the 
extra mile” for a worthwhile purpose; and an understanding of proper be hav ior in 
functions like public expenditure, recruitment, and procurement. These values and 
beliefs are infused over time, forming part of or gan i za tional memory and culture.

The events of September 11, 2001, provided poignant indications of this phe-
nomenon in the publicly employed fi refi ghters of New York City, who along with 
other emergency workers repeatedly endangered themselves, and in many cases 
lost their lives, in order to rescue trapped civilians. Subsequently, a number of fi re-
fi ghters made it clear that they did the job because they wanted to safeguard the 
welfare of  others. The question this raises is  whether fi refi ghters working for a 
privately contracted fi re ser vice would have made the same sacrifi ces.

In summary, weighing these benefi ts and costs shows that contracting the full 
ser vice out to a private provider is of mixed value.

CREATING A VOLUNTEER SER VICE

This option (column 3 in  table 5.1) entails emulating numerous rural fi re brigades 
the world over: engaging volunteer fi refi ghters to work with a core group of paid 
fi re ser vice employees. In Victoria, the Country Fire Authority (CFA) has 1,400 
paid employees, including 500 fi refi ghters, and 58,000 volunteers, of whom 35,000 
are trained as fi refi ghters.

The reason the CFA uses mostly volunteers while the MFB uses entirely paid staff 
is largely due to network economics. In rural Victoria, the thin population means 
both that fi res are less frequent (albeit very serious when they do occur) and the 
availability of personnel is limited, making it less economic to have paid fi re crews 
providing ready response. It is also true that MFB staff have developed expertise in 
urban fi res, which call for some  different skills and knowledge than rural ones.

Engaging volunteers incurs a par tic u lar mix of costs and benefi ts. On the ben-
efi ts side there is the  simple fact that volunteers don’t have to be paid— although 
the ser vice may have to pay indirect costs, such as providing protective clothing, 
insurance, facilities and equipment, and out- of- pocket expenses.

Perhaps just as im por tant as the unpaid contribution (indeed, closely related) 
is what Brudney (1990) calls the “volunteer intangible.” This is quite similar to 
public ser vice motivation;  people volunteer because of a normative commitment 
to the purposes of the or ga ni za tion and are more likely to go the extra mile as a 
result. They are also more likely to show interest in the ser vice and acquire knowl-
edge about it.

There are also relationship and institutional costs and benefi ts. The relation-
ship benefi ts of engaging volunteers arise from the sense of communal interaction 
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that typically accompanies their use, fostered by social events such as barbecues, 
with a consequent sense of own ership by staff.

Relationship costs, on the other hand, are partly  different from those for pri-
vate contractors. Recruiting and selecting volunteers in the CFA entails a relatively 
low- key pro cess including a local interview, followed by three to six months of 
part- time training and a six- month probation period. The recruit is then managed 
alongside other volunteers by se nior local offi cers, who have themselves been 
trained to play management roles. Thus, training constitutes the most signifi cant 
relationship cost, substituting for the carrots and sticks of contracting.

The most signifi cant institutional benefi t from using volunteers, if done well, 
is the likelihood that it will lead to enhancement of the government or ga ni za tion’s 
standing in the community, as its members disseminate positive stories about it to 
their families and friends. Against this are two potentially im por tant institutional 
costs, each constituting the downside of one of the benefi cial aspects of using vol-
unteers. One is that volunteers receive no pay for their effort, which is obviously 
valuable, but this also renders the or ga ni za tion vulnerable in a par tic u lar way: it 
lacks leverage over volunteers and is consequently dependent on their continued 
willingness to serve. The related prob lem is their high commitment to the estab-
lished purposes of the or ga ni za tion, which again is valuable, but becomes problem-
atic when the or ga ni za tion seeks to alter its purposes— for example, by becoming 
a fi rst- responder or ga ni za tion offering ambulance ser vices as well as fi re suppres-
sion. In this situation commitment to the mission becomes mission rigidity, in which 
volunteers resist the proposed change.

ENGAGING THE PUBLIC

The third possibility is to place greater emphasis on engaging members of the pub-
lic, especially building occupants or  owners and their neighbors, in undertaking 
fi re prevention and mitigation activities to minimize fi re- related damage to life, 
property, and the environment (column 4 in  table 5.1).5 In a sense this is not so 
much an option as an imperative: it is virtually impossible for the fi re brigade to 
achieve this outcome without these contributions from the public. The question, 
therefore, is not so much  whether to engage the public as how to do so.

The ser vice benefi t is that there are more prepared, vigilant, and responsive 
behaviors from the brigade’s clients, without having to pay them. Engaging vol-
unteers also entails certain relationship costs— namely, those of mobilizing the 
community. In the MFB’s case, this includes infl uencing the media to promote fi re 
safety;  running paid advertisements; education work by fi re offi cers in schools, 
community organizations, and workplaces; and, in recent times, harnessing 
social media to spread the word. While these are all specifi c costs, they are 
likely to prompt a more diffuse benefi t in that they foster civic- mindedness.

At the same time, these public manifestations are of institutional benefi t to the 
or ga ni za tion in that they promote commitment to the or ga ni za tion’s purposes and 
perhaps even its standing in the community. On the other hand, relying on com-
munity engagement can be prone to a degree of mission rigidity. This is because 
strong pop u lar commitment to the or ga ni za tion’s purposes can mean that, if there 
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 were an attempt to amend the mission in some way that is unpop u lar, community 
cooperation might be diminished.

This analy sis shows how the choices managers might make between alterna-
tive service- delivery arrangements entail consideration of more than the value- 
for- money criteria conventionally applied. They need also to be informed by an 
understanding of the value of  different types of relationships, and of the likely 
effect of externalizing ser vices on the or ga ni za tion’s strategic positioning and 
capabilities (see  table 5.1).

In this par tic u lar case, each broad alternative is shown to be better in some 
respects but not in  others. One way of making sense of this is to deconstruct 
the value creation pro cess, which can enable more fi nely grained contingency 
judgments— selectively for parts of the ser vice rather than in broad- brush fash-
ion for the  whole or ga ni za tion. Thus it might make sense to subject the supply of 
vehicles, equipment, information technology, and payroll to a contracting pro-
cess, probably involving competitive tendering. At the same it would probably be 
useful to call on volunteers in aspects such as ancillary ser vices or community edu-
cation. And we have already seen that community engagement is very necessary in 
some parts of the MFB’s work but not relevant to  others. This would enable each 
contingency within the ser vice to be recognized in a tailored way. Notably, with 
only a few exceptions, these suggested arrangements are similar to what the MFB is 
already  doing.

CONCLUSION: A CONTINGENCY FRAMEWORK

These understandings can be encapsulated in a series of decision rules that can 
assist judgments about  whether and in what form to externalize. These rules are 
iterative. They are not replacements for the practical means of implementing ex-
ternalization, such as competitive tendering, but instead are for use a priori, at the 
stage of contemplating  whether to engage external providers. The fact that they are 
for the contemplative stage means that not all requisite information will be avail-
able and that the  manager will need to exercise judgment as part of the analy sis.

1. The fi rst question is critical, and usually takes a lot of thought: What is the 
purpose of this or ga ni za tion, program, or policy? It is only in the context 
of the answer to this question that the subsequent questions make sense. 
The answer might include not only the required outcome(s) but also an 
ac know ledg ment of certain pro cess or input values that need to be accom-
modated (e.g., increase police conviction rates, but don’t transgress the rule 
of law).

2. Next is a threshold question: given a specifi c purpose, is there a compelling 
institutional reason why this activity should be kept in- house? Answering 
this question will call for analy sis of the or ga ni za tion’s authorizing envi-
ronment as well as its productive capabilities. If externalization is likely to 
undermine the or ga ni za tion’s positioning in its environment or deplete its 
core competences, then it probably makes sense to retain it within the or-
ga ni za tion. If not, the next question is . . .  
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3. Are there any external parties who might contribute to this purpose? If not, 
then it will  either be impossible to arrange external providers or  doing so 
will incur costs in developing a market that need to be weighed in the over-
all decision. If so, then the next question needs to be addressed.

4. Does the external provider offer, or seem likely to offer, net ser vice benefi ts 
(i.e., benefi ts exceeding the price)? This is a  matter not only of the relative 
value but also of the probability of it being delivered. It calls for sage judg-
ment about the capacity and motivation of the provider. When the type of 
provider is not likely to deliver what is required, other types should be consid-
ered and, failing that, consideration given to producing the ser vice in- house.

5. Do the likely relationship costs outweigh other net benefi ts? Where these 
costs are considerable, then alternative service- providers should again 
be considered. More generally, these costs should be weighed against the 
other costs and benefi ts to ground an overall decision about  whether to 
externalize, and to whom.

None of these decisions can or should be simply “read off” from the available 
information at the contemplative stage. They require judgment not only about the 
ser vice, relationship, and institutional issues but also about the surrounding po-
liti cal and or gan i za tional dynamics—in a similar vein to Vickers’s “appreciation” 
(1995).

Thus, Moore’s public value framework offers some tools for public managers 
to imagine and seek out value- creating solutions to the problems emanating from 
their task environments. It does not supplant the need to exercise judgment nor the 
need to take account of po liti cal realities, but it does provide aids to public manag-
ers seeking to determine courses of action.

In providing at the least a guide to decision making and action for public of-
fi cials and those with whom they deal, Moore’s approach differs in focus from 
Bozeman’s account, which is aimed at analy sis and appreciation of values at a 
societal level. But this very difference is the basis of an im por tant affi nity between 
the two— namely, that like the objects to which they are applied, both are fi t for 
their purposes.

NOTES
1. For instance, the government of Victoria replaced multiple competing fi re brigades 

with the Melbourne Fire Brigade in 1891, imposing levies on insurance companies but 
also giving them positions on the MFB board (Wilde 1991).

2. See the MFB’s Annual Report for 2010–11.
3. The public transportation system of Melbourne was franchised to private operators in 

1999, but the citizenry has blamed its continued late  running and canceled trains on 
the state government, with unambiguous election results.

4. In the case of the fi re brigade, its quasi- network nature means that to some degree it 
has the characteristics of a natu ral mono poly and therefore the asset- specifi city prob-
lem could not be overcome by  running parallel competing ser vices.

5. The Report of the Royal Commission into the Victorian Bushfi res underscored this 
when it noted that “responsibility for community safety during bushfi res is shared by the 
State, municipal councils, individuals,  house hold members and the broader commu-
nity” (Bushfi re Royal Commission, 2:9).
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6

THE CREATION OF PUBLIC VALUE 
THROUGH STEP- CHANGE INNOVATION 

IN PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS

J EAN HARTLEY

This chapter examines the lit erature on innovation in order to ask questions 
about  whether, which, and how innovations in governance and public ser vices 

may lead to the creation of public value. Public value can be created by any sector, 
 whether private, public or voluntary (Benington and Moore 2011b; Porter and 
Kramer 2011), but there is a par tic u lar onus on public organizations to create pub-
lic value through innovation.  Until recently, however, the innovation lit erature 
was dominated by analy sis of private- sector institutions and innovation pro cesses, 
with insuffi cient attention to the distinctive features of public organizations and 
demo cratic contexts that create public value.

Furthermore, as hybrid organizations become more prevalent, as public ser-
vices are externalized to a greater degree to the private sector, and as there is a 
shift  toward greater partnership working and collaborative innovation (Hartley, 
Sørensen, and Torfi ng 2013), there is a need to analyze  whether and how public 
value is created in a variety of institutional arrangements.  Unless citizens, public 
offi cials, and public managers understand the contribution that publicness makes 
to the creation of public value, there is a danger that the key opportunities for valu-
able and effective innovation will be lost in the rush to make the public sector more 
“businesslike.”

This chapter is more concerned with public value (Moore 1995; Benington and 
Moore 2011b) than public values (Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007) for two 
reasons. First, in examining  whether innovations are benefi cial or detrimental (or 
both) to society, the focus is on the value added when compared with not having 
the innovation. This points to public value theory, which is output-  and outcome- 
focused. Second, while subjectively held values or norms as analyzed by Bozeman 
may shape  whether and how innovations develop, his framework has less to say 
analytically about what is added by the creation of innovation.

 After briefl y defi ning both innovation and public value, the chapter examines 
the dominant models of private- sector innovation in the lit erature and the mis-
leading assumptions about or gan i za tional design, outputs, and outcomes that these 
models can create when applied to public organizations. The binary division be-
tween public and private is of course overly  simple, as there are many interrela-
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tionships and interdependencies between the two sectors (Crouch 2011). Yet the 
distinction between public and private is worth pursuing in order to draw out some 
key issues about public organizations and public value. Public and private organiza-
tions are compared through the analytical device of three innovation phases: inven-
tion, implementation, and diffusion. This chapter shows the insistent presence for 
public organizations of the formal po liti cal environment, the role of citizens (not 
just as customers) in the innovation pro cess, and the infl uence of public account-
ability. Innovation is not purely a managerial  matter but has to take account of 
pro cesses, outputs, and outcomes for a range of stakeholders. This is because 
innovation creates or destroys not only private value but also public value.

DEFINING INNOVATION AND PUBLIC VALUE

Varied meanings are given to innovation in public policy (Osborne and Brown 
2011; Lynn 2013) and in academic writing (Lynn 1997; Hartley 2005; Borins 
2012). Altshuler and Zegans (1997) defi ne it as “novelty in action,” and Bessant 
(2005) emphasizes that innovation is not just having a bright idea (which can be 
termed “invention”) but is about implementation. In addition, many writers argue 
that innovation is disruptive, involving step change, not just incremental im-
provements; other wise innovation is indistinguishable from general change (e.g., 
Osborne and Brown 2005; Lynn 1997). This chapter, as the title suggests, adopts 
the view of innovation as step change. It is therefore very  different from continu-
ous improvement (Hartley 2011; Osborne and Brown 2011). Inevitably, the degree 
of innovation is socially constructed (Greenhalgh et al. 2004). Innovation may or 
may not be successful (Moore 2005; Hartley 2011), and indeed, some innovations 
may fail (Tidd and Bessant 2009); in addition, the assessment of value created may 
change over time as new uses are found for an innovation or as negative effects of 
an early success are discovered (Hartley 2011). The separation of innovation and 
outcome is im por tant analytically, avoiding the assumption prevalent in parts of 
the policy lit erature that any innovation is an improvement and enabling a clear-
headed analy sis of the varied relationships between innovation and public value.

As with innovation, the concept of public value has acquired a multiplicity of 
meanings and connotations (Williams and Shearer 2011; Alford and O’Flynn 
2009). The term gained currency through the writings of Moore (Moore 1995, 
2013; Benington and Moore 2011b). Public value, according to Benington (2011) 
has two major dimensions: what the public values (which may be  different from 
what it wants or needs), and also what adds value to the public sphere. It is an 
output rather than an input concept (it is  different therefore from public values; 
see also Rainey 2009; Davis and West 2009; Bozeman 2007) and it includes not 
only goods, ser vices, and obligations that are valued by the public collectively and 
that contribute to the public sphere but also the rules and governance arrange-
ments that shape how society conducts itself— including fairness, justice, and effi -
ciency (Marquand 2004). According to Benington (2011), at its most basic, public 
value can be thought of as the “dividends” added to the public realm by activities, 
ser vices, or relationships, or investments of  human, fi nancial, and technical 
resources. Analy sis of innovation through the lens of public value reveals some sub-
stantial differences in approach between the public and private sectors. O’Flynn 
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(2007, 359) notes that the kinds of relationship that exist and the fact that public 
managers undertake their work in a demo cratic po liti cal context means that there 
is “something fundamentally unique about the public sector.” Public organizations, 
in certain circumstances and within certain  legal limits, are also able to use state 
authority to oblige or force citizens to engage in certain actions (e.g., policing, mili-
tary conscription, and taxation payments) and thus often act on behalf of the state, 
not simply as organizations providing a ser vice.

Public value can be conceptualized within an open systems perspective (Scott 
2007; Benington 2011) that analyzes interdependencies between the or ga ni za tion 
(as the open system) and its external environment (the po liti cal, economic, social, 
and physical environment). Open systems theory predicts that the complexity of 
those interactions means that outputs and outcomes are bound to be emergent 
as well as planned. This suggests that public value theory has to be able to ad-
dress unstable as well as stable contexts with risky and uncertain outcomes. In-
novation is generally more relevant to unstable contexts than stable ones (Hartley 
2011) because in the latter, continuous improvement may suffi ce to achieve valuable 
outcomes.

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INNOVATION

The view is sometimes expressed—or implied—in both policy and academic 
writing that the private sector is “better” at innovation than the public sector and 
that therefore public organizations should emulate private ones in their or gan i za-
tional forms and managerial pro cesses (Hartley, Sørensen, and Torfi ng 2013). A 
great deal of the innovation lit erature is derived from the private sector, particularly 
from manufacturing, as noted by several scholars (Altshuler and Behn 1997; Hart-
ley 2005; Albury 2005; Moore 2005; Osborne and Brown 2011; Koch and Hauknes 
2005). A lit erature about innovation in ser vice industries is emerging (Gallouj 
2002; Miles 2000; Osborne, Radnor, and Nasi 2013) but still has to develop 
in terms of theorizing innovation as being about creating value for citizens as 
well as customers and clients. Im por tant technological developments are occur-
ring in public services— for example, e- government technologies or new health 
equipment— but applying concepts derived from product innovation to ser vice and 
or gan i za tion al innovation can be diffi cult (Alänge, Jacobsson, and Jarnehammar 
1998). Ser vice innovations typically have high levels of ambiguity and uncertainty 
since they are affected by the variability of the  human characteristics of both ser-
vice provider and ser vice receiver (who is sometimes also a coproducer). The in-
novation is often not a physical artifact but a change in ser vice, which implies a 
change in the relationships between ser vice providers and their users. Many fea-
tures are intangible and include high levels of tacit knowledge (Nonaka 1994). For 
example, a ser vice innovation occurred in some UK policing organizations a few 
years ago when there was a strategic shift from a primary focus on crime to a pri-
mary focus on harm in society. It was a step change that re oriented the strategy; 
the deployment of staff, resources, and equipment; and the nature of interactions 
with the public.

Finally, not only is the academic lit erature on innovation largely based on the 
private sector, but often few  people realize that it is. Given this “sector- blindness,” 
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there is a need to sift through the lit erature on innovation carefully to ensure that 
the insights are relevant and applicable to public organizations and that innovation 
is designed and implemented in ways that create public value. Understanding 
the limits and possibilities of learning across and between sectors is critical if 
public ser vices organizations are to avoid the fads and fashions of the private man-
agement fi eld (Abrahamson 1991), avoiding overadoption and hyperinnovation 
(Rogers 2003; Moran 2003).

Allison (1983) famously argued that the public and private sectors  were “alike 
in all unimportant respects”— there are similarities but also fundamental differ-
ences. The boundaries between public and private sectors are “neither clear nor 
permanent” (Flynn 2007, 1), there is increasing hybridity in or gan i za tional form, 
and academic disciplines vary in their emphases of similarity or difference (Rainey 
and Chun 2005). Here I focus on the issues relevant to innovation and public value.

Any  simple division between public and private is neither theoretically or em-
pirically feasible. First, there are a number of interrelationships and interdependen-
cies between sectors (Bozeman 1987; Bozeman and Moulton 2011), including, for 
example, fi rms operating  under regulatory frameworks devised by the state; priva-
tized and contracted- out public ser vices; commissioned ser vices; the increasing 
prevalence of hybrid organizations; and collaborative governance.

Second, there are substantial variations within sectors. Or gan i za tional and 
industry characteristics such as size, task, or function vary (Rainey 2009), and each 
of these may affect innovation pro cesses and outcomes. This highlights the need to 
examine innovation not solely in terms of public and private sectors but also at the 
institutional level.

Third, Bozeman (1987) argues that all organizations have some degree of pub-
licness (e.g., all private fi rms work  under state legislation and regulation to some 
extent). To clarify differences across sectors and across organizations he outlines 
two key dimensions, economic authority and po liti cal authority, which together 
create a number of combinations. Economic authority concerns the degree to which 
the or ga ni za tion has control over its revenues and assets. Po liti cal authority is de-
rived from the legitimacy conferred by citizens, legislative bodies, and govern-
mental bodies and enables the or ga ni za tion to act on behalf of those institutions 
and to make binding decisions for them. Both of these dimensions are valuable to 
consider in relation to innovation in public ser vice organizations. I will argue 
that the second (po liti cal authority) is particularly salient in considering public 
innovation and any public value created. Hartley and Skelcher (2008) argue 
that one of the distinctive elements of public management is that it operates within 
a demo cratic and po liti cal context, with governance by elected politicians and ac-
countability to the electorate. Summing up, Rainey and Chun (2005) note that dif-
ferences between sectors are most salient where the or ga ni za tion interacts with its 
external environment.

INNOVATION PHASES AND PUBLIC VALUE

It is common in the management lit erature to fi nd innovation being considered in 
terms of stages or phases in the pro cess, though the number of phases and their 
description may vary (e.g., Tidd and Bessant 2009; Rogers 2003). Although these 
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management stages can appear linear and rational, in practice innovation can 
be chaotic, emergent, unpredictable, and interconnected (Rickards 1996; Van de 
Ven 1986; Bason 2010). In public ser vices, innovation may sometimes reverse 
the sequences of the phases (Hartley 2005). For example, a politician may an-
nounce the implementation of an innovation and public managers may then have 
to work out how to invent the pro cesses that will enable that implementation. 
Nevertheless, closely examining phases or stages can be analytically valuable 
even though empirically and managerially more complex. Here I use three main 
phases derived from viewing innovation as a pro cess: invention, implementa-
tion, and diffusion.

The fi rst phase, invention, is the creativity and ideas phase. It covers the pro-
cesses of inventing, fi nding or harvesting ideas, or recognizing needs and op-
portunities that have potential as the starting point of innovation. The second 
phase, implementation, is about turning those ideas into practices and products for 
the or ga ni za tion or ser vice, including working out  whether and how it needs adjust-
ment in the shift from idea to action, and how it will fi t with other or gan i za tional 
pro cesses (Denis et al. 2002). The third phase is the diffusion of innovation, which, it 
will be argued, is a particularly crucial ele ment of innovation for achieving public 
value.

Bearing in mind my earlier caveats about oversimplifi cation and overgeneral-
ization from the private- sector lit erature on innovation, this chapter uses those 
three phases as an analytical device to examine some key features of innovation 
actors, pro cesses, and outcomes in terms of public value. Of course, there are 
exceptions— where a private fi rm acts in the same way as a public or ga ni za tion, 
or vice versa. The aim is to show differences in emphasis in order to highlight some 
aspects of the innovation pro cess that may have been neglected by the context- blind 
lit erature and that provide insights into public value creation.

INVENTION AND PUBLIC VALUE

Private-  and public- sector approaches to innovation in this initial stage display a 
number of similarities and differences.

Dimensions of Innovation
Vari ous typologies of innovations exist, but I argue that it is more helpful to con-
ceptualize innovation in dimensions rather than types, because any innovation may 
involve more than one feature (Hartley 2005). For example, a new piece of medi-
cal equipment (a product innovation) may also entail new ways of providing the 
ser vice (ser vice and pro cess innovation) and may also enable the hospital to cater 
for new types of patient (position innovation).

For both the public and private sectors, many dimensions of innovation can 
be similar— product, ser vice, pro cess, strategic, and position (Hartley 2005) as 
well as business model (Birkinshaw, Hamel, and Mol 2008). However, three as-
pects of innovation are absent or rare in the private- sector lit erature though criti-
cal in the public innovation lit erature. Po liti cal scientists point to the existence of 
policy innovations— the adoption and implementation of new policies by govern-
ments (e.g., Berry 1994). Scholars also discuss innovations in governance (Hart-
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ley 2005; Moore and Hartley 2008; Voss 2007) that concern new procedures and 
institutions to make decisions about policies and resources for the public sphere. 
Finally, Hartley (2005) identifi es rhetorical innovation— new language and new 
concepts that are used to mobilize support from the public or other signifi cant 
stakeholders. (For example, the terms “climate change,” “food miles,” and “con-
gestion charging” have been used to galvanize changes in be hav ior among citi-
zens.) Innovations in policy, governance, and rhe toric each signal the salience of 
the po liti cal context for public ser vice organizations. It means that public value 
can be created by a range of features, not just ser vice delivery. How things are 
done, using state authority, may be im por tant as well as what is achieved, and this 
affects the public value that may be created.

The Unit of Analy sis
In the generic management lit erature, the fi rm is the primary unit of analy sis 
(though there is some interest in strategic alliances and collaborative networks of 
organizations; see, for example, Belussi and Arcangeli 1998). Innovation is seen 
to be im por tant in order to help a fi rm survive or develop, or for a sector to main-
tain competitive edge in global marketplaces.

A focus on the single or ga ni za tion can be helpful in understanding public 
innovation, and a number of studies have used this unit of analy sis (e.g., New-
man, Raine, and Skelcher 2001; Walker, Damanpour, and Devece 2011). How-
ever, innovation to create public value may require consideration of  whole sectors 
or sector clusters, such as schools, hospitals, or health care provision (Greenhalgh 
et al. 2004) because value is created not only by a single or ga ni za tion creating an 
innovation but by wide or  wholesale adoption of the innovation such that ser vices 
as a  whole are improved in quality, reach, effi ciency, or other criteria. There are 
thus differences in emphasis in the lit erature about the unit of analy sis for the public 
and private sectors, though theoretically each of these levels of analy sis is appropri-
ate across both sectors. The public value of innovations can be analyzed at or gan i-
za tional and service- system levels.

The Environmental  Drivers of Innovation
For private fi rms, and for the market economy, market competition is an im por tant 
driver of innovation, and innovation is a key driver of economic change and devel-
opment. Schumpeter (1950) is a key writer in this regard. It has sometimes been 
assumed that the corollary of this is that since public ser vices do not (usually) 
operate in competitive markets, innovation is low in the public sector.

A number of writers challenge the assumption that market competition is the 
primary driver of innovation in public ser vice, however, arguing that  different 
mechanisms operate in the public sector (Hartley et al. 2013; Lynn 2013). There is 
substantial empirical evidence of considerable innovation in the public sector 
(Hartley 2005; Albury 2005), and many of the key innovations of the last few de-
cades originated in the public sector— not least the internet. These writers argue 
that innovation is a crucial ele ment of public policy and management in a dynamic 
society, where needs and aspirations are shifting (Lynn 2013). Innovation is also a 
critical method for improving the per for mance of government and enhancing gov-
ernment’s legitimacy with citizens (Moore and Hartley 2008). The pressures for 
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innovation derive from the wider society, and the public value impacts may be 
particularly relevant at that level.

The Catalysts of Innovation
 People in a number of  different roles may contribute to the initiation, design, de-
velopment, and diffusion of an innovation.  Until recently, the lit erature focused 
primarily on the creativity of managers and employees within the or ga ni za tion and 
how to enhance their capacity to come up with creative ideas, to recognize needs 
in the market or society, and to use “recombinant” innovation (taking an innova-
tion that works in one area and using it in a quite  different application through 
knowledge brokering; see Hargadon 2002). This is a drive for innovation that is 
not sector- specifi c.

Networks can also be an im por tant source of invention (and also of diffusion) in 
both sectors,  whether these are supply chains, communities of practice, business 
associations, or professional networks (e.g., Hartley and Downe 2007; Birkinshaw, 
Bessant, and Delbridge 2007). Again, one can fi nd similarities across sectors, 
though learning and knowledge transfer is easier in collaborative compared with 
competitive networks (Inkpen and Crossan 1995).

A third catalyst of innovation is the users of products and ser vices. Von Hip-
pel (1988) has noted that many innovations are developed or improved by “lead 
users” who are familiar with the product or ser vice through regular use and who 
communicate and collaborate with the producing or ga ni za tion to develop the in-
novation. Chesbrough (2003) and Von Hippel (2005) have analyzed the burgeon-
ing phenomenon called open innovation, which occurs when individuals or groups 
in society coproduce innovations. Increasingly, fi rms invite the participation of us-
ers to help them design new products and ser vices. They may also employ staff to 
actively search for and co- opt ideas from the public.

In the public sector there is less use, as yet, of open innovation (which is very 
 different from public consultation on existing proposals), though some examples 
exist— for example, the expert patient initiative in UK health care, or engaging with 
citizens to create and implement new ideas in Denmark (Bason 2010). Notably, 
while the pro cesses of open innovation could be similar across sectors, public ser-
vices have to maintain awareness of who is involved. Open innovation for public 
organizations is not solely concerned with customers or users because of the wider 
public nature of the or gan i za tional goals and values and the need to create public, 
and not only private, value. Some users may have ideas for innovation that cut 
across the needs of other groups. Some stakeholders may be more articulate, or 
hold access to power and infl uence compared with  others, and thus open innova-
tion in the public ser vices has to take account of  different motivations, needs, and 
consequences compared to private- sector innovation. Such open innovation brings 
both opportunities and diffi culties, which suggests a more contingent approach to 
public innovation (Hartley et al. 2013).

The fourth key catalyst of public innovations is elected politicians. Both 
national and local politicians, along with their advisers, can have a central role 
in innovation. They can be engaged in developing new policy frameworks (Albury 
2005); announcing innovation intentions (Hartley 2005); mobilizing support 
among the public for the innovation (Moore and Hartley 2008); helping to create 
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an or gan i za tional climate receptive to innovation; and fostering support inside the 
or ga ni za tion (Newman et al. 2001; Rashman, Downe, and Hartley 2005; Borins 
2012). Even when innovations are initiated by managers and staff, po liti cal support 
will in some cases contribute to the nurturing and continuation of the innovation 
(Hartley and Rashman 2010). Sometimes policy initiatives can lead to large- scale, 
universal, and radical innovations across a  whole nation (Albury 2005), such as 
has happened in setting up the NHS in the 1940s and now its commercialization 
in the fi rst de cades of the new millennium. Top- down innovation through policy 
announcements by politicians creates a  different challenge and climate for manag-
ers and staff compared with innovations originating inside the or ga ni za tion. Thus, 
public managers who seek to foster innovation must work with politicians and their 
policies and show a sensitivity to the dynamics of the wider po liti cal and societal 
environment than is the case for many private- sector managers who are pursuing 
innovation.

This consideration of the roles that catalyze innovations shows a sharp differ-
ence between the public and private sectors. While both sectors use managers, 
staff, networks, and users to create and/or harvest innovations, there are two 
major differences in the public sector— the need to think about citizens, not just 
users, and to think about elected politicians as well as paid managers in initiating 
and pushing forward innovation. These again relate to the wider demo cratic and 
policy context and how public value is created.

IMPLEMENTATION AND PUBLIC VALUE

Turning ideas into practical application happens in the implementation phase, and 
there are a number of similarities but also some differences between the public 
and private sectors. I won’t repeat some issues from the invention section (e.g., 
politicians as catalysts), though these remain relevant.

Or gan i za tional Design
Much of the implementation of innovation takes place within or gan i za tional 
settings, as managers and staff work out the practicalities of the new initiative 
and try to ensure that it is embedded with other practices and processes—in 
both sectors. Yet some implementation occurs in interor gan i za tional collabora-
tion (e.g., Moore and Hartley 2008; Tidd and Bessant 2009; Hartley et al. 2013) 
and in pro cesses of coproduction (Von Hippel 2005) in both sectors. Collab-
orative innovation also involves paying attention to or gan i za tional structures, 
cultures, and pro cesses as well as partnership working. It is not possi ble in 
the space of this discussion to address all or gan i za tional features that foster or 
hinder innovation.

Some characteristics of organizations appear to foster or dampen innovation 
in general, and  others may help or hinder  different phases of innovation. For ex-
ample, small or gan i za tional size tends to be conducive in the invention phase, but 
large or gan i za tional size makes it easier to allocate funds to implementation and 
to embed the innovation in or gan i za tional pro cesses (Hage and Aiken 1967). Large 
organizations, contrary to common opinion, tend to be better overall at exploiting 
innovation and taking it through all stages to completion (Damanpour 1992).

CREATION OF PUBLIC VALUE  89

534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   89534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   89 7/23/15   9:57 AM7/23/15   9:57 AM



90  HARTLEY

Potentially also relevant is the role of bureaucratic structures (taken  here to 
mean a par tic u lar form of or ga ni za tion with hierarchy, division of  labor, rules, and 
prescribed roles) compared with more organic structures. The lit erature suggests 
that innovation is harder to foster in bureaucratic forms of or ga niz ing (Burns and 
Stalker 1961; Thompson 1965), and there is some evidence that public managers 
face greater degrees of formalization and centralization (Rainey 2009). Rainey and 
Chun (2005) conclude, however, that there is mixed evidence as to  whether pub-
lic or private organizations are more bureaucratic, and that where differences are 
found they are not that large.

Having a strong innovation culture— one that values new ideas— supports 
innovation (Rickards 1996), while some cultures suppress it (Kanter 1984). 
“Culture” refers to the shared norms, values, and assumptions that are typical of 
the or ga ni za tion or work group. At the level of employees, surveys have found that 
private and public managers express similar levels of receptivity to innovation, 
reform, and or gan i za tional change (e.g., Rainey 1983; Elliot and Tevavichulada 
1999). Employees across sectors also perceive similar levels of risk- taking by their 
own organizations (Bozeman and Kingsley 1998). It is sometimes assumed that 
public ser vice organizations have a poor climate for innovation, but the evidence—
to the extent that it exists— suggests no clear differences between sectors.

The Criteria of Success
In some of the academic and policy lit erature, innovation is treated as though it 
has inherent value—as though any innovation is, by defi nition, good for a fi rm, 
an or ga ni za tion, or for society and essential as a means for fi rms to be competi-
tive and successful (e.g., Chesbrough 2003; Tidd and Bessant 2009). Within this 
perspective, if profi ts are increased, or if market share is enhanced or competitive 
position maintained, then an innovation may be considered successful because for 
a private fi rm success is largely judged by market criteria. Use value or value for 
the public sphere is  here seen as less central than private appropriation of value.

This is rarely the case for the public ser vice sector. Innovation is mainly justi-
fi able to the extent that it increases the quality, effi ciency, or fi tness for purpose of 
ser vices; improves the ways in which decisions about ser vices and priorities are 
made; or addresses a per for mance gap (Walker et al. 2011). Furthermore, success-
ful public innovation is not only about or gan i za tional per for mance metrics but 
also about added value to the public sphere (Hartley 2011), and this may include 
creating a fairer, more tolerant, or more resilient society.

Public value has to be created without the benefi t of hindsight (given that in-
novation by virtue of being new is inherently risky and uncertain), and it often 
requires po liti cal and managerial judgment as to  whether a par tic u lar policy or 
strategy will achieve the sought- after outcomes. Because innovation is novel for the 
or ga ni za tion, it is discontinuous with previous products, pro cesses, and/or ser-
vices, so there is a risk that it will fail. The estimate for the private sector is that 
30 to 45  percent of innovation projects fail and that half overrun their bud gets or 
timelines (Tidd and Bessant 2009). So there are risks as well as benefi ts with in-
novation. Therefore, the question of how public value outcomes can be mea sured 
can never be fully and fi nally answered; there may be  different assessments ac-
cording to context and or gan i za tional capacity, according to short- term and longer- 
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term perspectives, and amplifi ed by the  different judgments, values and priorities 
that varied stakeholders may place on the innovation (Hartley 2011). Thus, right 
at the heart of any public innovation is the existence of a tension not only about 
what the public values compared with adding value to the public sphere but also 
about who judges public value, on what basis, and  whether this will change over 
time. For example, it is hotly contested as to  whether large coastal wind farms in 
shallow UK waters are benefi cial in safeguarding  future generations through the 
use of renewable energies or  whether they are a blot on the landscape. Such views 
and evaluations may shift over time and in debate due to a range of factors.

Accountability and Transparency
Accountabilities differ between the sectors and may affect the ways in which in-
novation is driven, decisions evaluated, and public value created or sustained. In 
the private sector, accountability for the innovation resides in the fi rm or strate-
gic alliance, with shareholders as the justifi cation for this. Transparency (or lack 
thereof) is a strategic choice; it can be restricted to those directly involved in de-
sign and development, and a new product or ser vice kept secret  until fully ready— 
both to capture market interest and fend off competitor replication. A  different 
strategic choice is to create novelty in products and ser vices through open innova-
tion (Von Hippel and Von Krogh 2003), engaging customers in the design and 
even the build. The decision to be secretive or open lies with the or ga ni za tion it-
self, however.

By contrast, most public ser vices tend to design and implement innovations in 
ways that enable greater access to both the ideas and the decision making of the 
public and sometimes in the full glare of media publicity. (There are some excep-
tions, such as national security or custodial ser vices, but the degree of secrecy can 
itself be subject to  legal recourses in some situations.) Some innovations may be 
scrutinized at the national government level or in local governments. The po liti-
cal opposition may attack the proposed innovation; the public may be consulted 
about the ideas or comment vociferously; the media may comment on the innova-
tion and its implied costs and consequences; and evaluation data may be published. 
Accountability is not just within the or ga ni za tion but also to elected po liti cal 
representatives and the public. Furthermore, politicians, interest groups, and citi-
zens may engage in considerable public debate as to  whether a par tic u lar innovative 
effort in public ser vices should be prioritized or not and with what amount of re-
sources. All are likely to be aware that an innovation that improves the ser vice for 
a certain type of user or citizen may make it worse for another. Here not only the 
innovation but its potential public value (or public loss) is  under scrutiny before 
the innovation is complete— and sometimes well  after. This brief analy sis suggests 
that developing innovation in a demo cratic context may carry  different pressures 
from the private sector in the efforts to add value.

DIFFUSION AND PUBLIC VALUE

Diffusion (sometimes also called dissemination), describes the spread of innova-
tive practices over time among members of a social system (e.g., Greenhalgh 
et al. 2004; Rogers 2003). Here the focus is on diffusion among organizations, 
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not diffusion through individuals or of par tic u lar types of innovation. There is a 
large though fragmented lit erature on diffusion and it is not feasible  here to cover 
all the aspects.

The Motivation of the Innovator to Diffuse
The motivation to engage in the sharing of promising practices has a  different set 
of social norms in the public sector compared with the private sector. In the lat-
ter, given the competitive pressures to exploit innovation in the marketplace, there 
are often intense pressures to keep the innovation confi dential within the or ga ni-
za tion or within a tight circle of collaborators. This may involve the use of patents, 
copyrights, design rights, and so on, to keep intellectual property or to at least delay 
replication by competitors. The public sector also commercializes certain innova-
tions once developed (e.g., medical equipment), but mainly there is a public value 
imperative for the innovator to share ideas and practices across the sector for soci-
etal benefi t. An innovation in treating cancer, or helping the unemployed back into 
regular work, is useful to the extent that it is widely adopted or adapted across 
similar organizations. An innovation that originates in one public ser vice may also 
have value when it is adopted in other ser vices. Some innovation award schemes 
have been set up at least in part to support the spread of promising practices 
across public ser vices (Borins 2008; Hartley and Downe 2007). Notably, diffusion 
also serves a par tic u lar function for public ser vice organizations in managing risk 
in that the uncertainties— including po liti cal risk—of innovation implementation 
are ameliorated by adapting what another or ga ni za tion has done rather than in-
venting something from scratch (Hartley and Benington 2006).

The Motivation of the Adopter to Take Up the Innovation
Organizations do vary within and across both sectors in their preparedness and 
their ability to engage with promising practice, to search for promising ideas, to 
notice and take concepts on board, and to learn from and adapt ideas into a 
par tic u lar or gan i za tional setting (Zahra and George 2002). It is possi ble to fi nd 
organizations in both sectors that are relatively resistant to diffusion. Yet, in gen-
eral, many private- sector organizations likely face pressures to obtain knowledge 
of the innovation that is providing a competitor with a market lead and to try to 
“reverse- engineer” the innovation in order to understand it, replicate it, or improve 
it (e.g., the replication or improvement of smartphone technologies between com-
peting fi rms).

Enthusiasm and drive to adopt promising practices is evident in parts of the 
public ser vices (Rashman et al. 2005), but there are also parts where the barriers 
are high, making diffusion diffi cult to achieve (e.g., Buchanan, Fitzgerald, and Ket-
ley 2006). The public ser vice sector sometimes lacks the incentives associated with 
competition, and is rarely rewarded for adoption of innovation by, for example, 
keeping savings. Furthermore, given the public nature of many innovations, an 
or ga ni za tion may face criticism from a number of quarters when an innovation 
is introduced (as noted earlier). Notably, both po liti cal and managerial leader-
ship are particularly im por tant in creating a climate for public ser vice organiza-
tions to enable diffusion to take place (Greenhalgh, et al. 2004; Hartley and 
Rashman 2007).
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In diffusion overall there is wide variation within and across sectors, but again 
the obligation on public ser vice organizations to create wider public value means 
that diffusion is more central to the innovation endeavor than it often is for the 
private sector. This relates again to the earlier point about the unit of analy sis be-
ing the fi rm or the or gan i za tional fi eld. Again, this underscores the importance of 
understanding the po liti cal and environmental context in which innovations take 
place.

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter set out to analyze  whether, which, and how innovation (defi ned as 
step- change innovation, not continuous improvement) leads to the creation 
rather than the reduction of public value. This was undertaken by examining the 
innovation lit erature to explore where the public and private sectors converge 
or diverge in their approach to innovation, and what this tells us about public 
innovation and about the creation of public value.

The chapter has viewed innovation as a pro cess that is partly led and managed. 
Phases are used as analytical devices to explore  different aspects of innovation; 
this has enabled key questions to be asked about who is involved in innovation, in 
what ways, with what intentions, and with what outcomes for the public sphere.

The comparison between the private and public sectors provides interest ing 
insights into how innovation arises, is developed, and is diffused in public organi-
zations, particularly in areas and pro cesses that have been understudied due to 
the dominance of private- sector perspectives on innovation. The caveats are man-
ifold: there is no hard and fast distinction between public and private, and orga-
nizations vary in the degree to which they are infl uenced by the wider po liti cal 
and policy context and the extent to which they add public value through their ac-
tivities and innovations. There is thus considerable variation within as well as 
across sectors, and this chapter highlights emphases within sectors rather than 
rigid distinctions (so there are inevitably exceptions). The chapter’s broad gener-
alizations are intended to elucidate when, where, and why the public features of 
innovation have an impact on innovation pro cesses and on the creation—or not—
of public value.

 Whether the focus is on the dimensions of innovations, the environmental 
 drivers of innovation, the unit of analy sis of innovation, or the roles played by 
 different catalysts, one fi nds an insistent presence of the formal po liti cal environ-
ment and of the role of users not just as customers but as citizens— and of the 
need to consider public value creation. Implementation shows the greatest degree 
of similarity across sectors, but even  here public managers have to operate within 
a wider fi eld of actors, including citizens (not just customers) and politicians. The 
outcomes being sought are often  different, since public ser vice organizations are 
expected to achieve not or gan i za tional gain alone but to add public value. (Of 
course, private fi rms can create public value, but that is not their primary task, 
whereas it is for public organizations.) Diffusion appears to show particularly large 
differences because there are social norms and expectations that innovative pub-
lic organizations share their ideas and practices with  others in their sector to ex-
tend the quality, effi ciency, and effectiveness of the ser vice across the society. Thus 
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publicness (Bozeman 1987) and public value (Moore 1995) in the innovation fi eld 
seem to  matter— and  matter very substantially.

This context of the public sphere is not just the “wraparound” in which to set 
management theory and research about innovation; it fundamentally affects aims, 
behaviors, and understanding.  Unless innovation research takes suffi cient account 
of the wider po liti cal and policy context in which innovation takes place, it will 
miss key ways in which to theorize, explain, and understand innovation. Public 
value is increasingly a  matter of concern to private- sector organizations as some 
fi rms try to address corporate social responsibility, so fi rms may also obtain cru-
cial learning about public value from public innovation. Additionally,  unless some 
of the broad differences in purpose, actors, and pro cesses between public and pri-
vate sectors are understood, then collaboration between the sectors will be more 
diffi cult or will be inadequately theorized in terms of the opportunities for public 
value creation.
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7

HOW CAN COST- BENEFIT ANALY SIS 
HELP CREATE PUBLIC VALUE?

CLIVE BELFIELD

In theory, there is no difference between theory and practice. But in prac-
tice, there is.

YOGI BERRA

Cost- benefi t analy sis (CBA) is the method used by economists to evaluate pub-
lic policies. It rests on a theory of public goods and externalities almost uni-

versally accepted by economists that in princi ple can be applied across almost all 
domains of public policy. Yet CBA is rarely undertaken, in part because there 
is considerable re sis tance on theoretical grounds. But the theory of CBA is not 
the prob lem. When CBA is undertaken, the gap between theory and practice is 
enormous. The real concern is with the practice of CBA. Thus, CBA might be 
fruitfully related to public value theory, which incorporates a po liti cal as well as a 
methodological framework. Our exposition links directly to the “bottom- line 
management” described by Moore (2014) and accords with his conclusion that 
such management, while merit worthy, is neither “ simple” nor “within close reach.” 
Kalambokidis (2014), adopting a macroeconomic perspective, reaches similar 
conclusions to ours about both the rigor of theory and the muddle of practice. 
However, Welch, Rimes, and Bozeman (chapter 9, this volume) describe a public 
value map that is intended to serve as a counterweight to cost- benefi t analy sis.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. First, I review the theory of CBA 
and relate this to the theory of public value; the two theories are compatible with 
each other, although the latter is more comprehensive in that it addresses the 
po liti cal nature of government in a way that CBA does not. I emphasize the 
importance of CBA— and by implication the importance of public value theory— 
for policymakers as a way to help create public value (i.e., to implement policies 
that yield net benefi ts to the public). I then describe the use of CBA across gov-
ernment agencies, fi nding this to be far less than might be justifi ed. Next, I ad-
dress the reasons for this lack of attention to CBA. Typically, CBA is rejected on 
theoretical grounds; I argue this rejection is not always correct and is used too fre-
quently. Rather, CBA might be rejected for practical reasons; I argue instead 
that these grounds are much less appreciated. To illustrate the practical role of 
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CBA, I describe a series of case studies in which the practice of CBA falls far 
short of what is needed. I conclude with predictions as to the application of CBA 
in the  future.

COST- BENEFIT ANALY SIS AND PUBLIC VALUE: THEORY

Despite its attention in public administration, the concept of public value is not a 
familiar one to economists. Yet the concept is quite complementary to how econ-
omists understand what government should do. The economic theory  behind this 
role for government is the theory of public goods and externalities.

Every economist accepts the basic theory of public goods and externalities. 
Public goods are goods that provide benefi ts that society values but that are un-
derprovided by private markets. Externalities are indirect effects of production and 
consumption behaviors that are not captured in market transactions. Disagree-
ment arises over when and where public goods and externalities exist,  whether 
there is any remedy and, if so,  whether that remedy should be a regulatory one or 
involve public provision. But there is  little disagreement over the general princi-
ples for providing public goods or remedying externalities once this need has been 
established. To determine the optimal amount of a public good, government—or 
any agency charged with creating public value— must take into account the full 
social (private and public) consequences. This accounting is done with a cost- 
benefi t analy sis— indeed, this is often the strict defi nition of what cost- benefi t 
analy sis is. Similarly, the remedy for externalities is that private producers or con-
sumers must be forced to make decisions based on their marginal social (private 
and public) costs and benefi ts. The enforcement mechanism is the imposition of a 
tax (or subsidy). The optimal size of this tax is determined using “shadow pric-
ing” methods developed within CBA (see Boardman et al. 2006). Hence, CBA is 
the fundamental economic approach to understanding and creating public value 
when markets fail.

The lit erature on CBA and public value has not coevolved, but there is broad 
overlap. The textbook defi nition of CBA is “a policy assessment method that quan-
tifi es the value to a given agency of public policy impacts and consequences in 
monetary terms” with the goal being “to help effective social decision making 
through effi cient allocation of society’s resources when markets fail” (Boardman 
et al. 2006, 23). This corresponds to the idea of creating public value, as described 
by Alford and O’Flynn (2009, 173), with the explicit difference being that CBA 
does not address  whether an action is “legitimate and po liti cally sustainable.” At 
least at this general level, the two constructs conform. CBA should help policy-
makers adopt policies that create public value.

Bozeman (2002), however, argues that this economic approach and public 
value theory are not compatible. First, he objects to the equation of the two ap-
proaches on the premise that an economic approach is “less a refl ection of public 
value than of the private value of public things” (2002, 146). But this objection is 
overstated; economic approaches can and do use public valuations for public goods. 
Contingent valuation methods explicitly ask individuals to value the full value of 
public goods, including non- use and existence value (i.e., including how im por-
tant goods are to society as a  whole). Second Bozeman (2002, 150), in developing 
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a public failure model, writes that “the key policy question becomes, if the market 
is effi cient, is there nonetheless a failure to provide an essential public value?” To 
most economists this question would suggest a semantic confusion: if something of 
public value is not being created, then the market is, ipso facto, allocatively ineffi -
cient. Again there may be disagreement about what specifi c public value should be 
created, but if the market does not provide it, then that market is not effi cient.

Overall,  unless one interprets economic approaches narrowly and defi nes CBA 
dogmatically, there is no glaring confl ict with the theory of public value. Bryson, 
Crosby, and Bloomberg (2014) describe how thinking about public value has moved 
on from an emphasis on effi ciency and effectiveness  toward dialogue and respon-
siveness to active citizenship. But the need to take account of effi ciency remains. 
Perhaps more sympathetically, Moore (2014) sees “bottom- line” management as 
helping clarify what is at stake in creating public value. Welch and colleagues (chapter 
9, this volume) are more emphatic in rejecting CBA, but this rejection is founded 
on a very strict interpretation of the pro cess. More importantly, any terminological 
distinctions pale in comparison to the much larger prob lem of the use and practice 
of CBA.

THE USE OF COST- BENEFIT ANALY SIS

The US federal role for CBA is identifi ed  under the Regulatory Right to Know Act, 
which requires the Offi ce of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) within 
the Offi ce of Management and Bud get (OMB) to submit annually to the US Con-
gress an “accounting statement and associated report” that includes estimates of 
the benefi ts and costs of federal rules. In 1993, Executive Order 12866 included 
as its objective 6, “Each agency shall assess both the costs and the benefi ts of the 
intended regulation, and recognizing that some costs and benefi ts are diffi cult 
to quantify, propose or adopt a regulation only upon a reasoned determination 
that the benefi ts of the intended regulation justify its costs.”1 This assessment is 
applied to rules designated as major and those meeting a threshold  under the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1996. This threshold— labeled “economic 
signifi cance”—is in practice any rule with an effect of over $100 million. Thus, 
those who object to CBA should be comforted by the knowledge that  unless the 
policy involves $100 million of resources, CBA is not required.

But the scope of CBA is far narrower because there are several ways in which 
this executive order is circumscribed. First, government agencies are not bound to 
respond to a CBA if it confl icts with their legislative mandate. The two most sig-
nifi cant exemptions  here are for regulations regarding National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (where public health concerns are the mandate) and the 
Endangered Species Act (where species preservation is the mandate).

Second, in de pen dent agencies are not subject to the executive order. This ex-
empts at least thirty- three agencies, including many with substantial infl uence over 
how the economy is structured (such as the Department of the Trea sury, the Fed-
eral Reserve, and the Securities and Exchange Commission), and those agencies 
with potentially enormous consequences for public value (such as the Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, and the 
Council on Environmental Quality). In addition, it exempts agencies with signifi cant 
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societal infl uence, such as the National Science Foundation, the National En-
dowment for the Arts, the Social Security Administration, the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission, and the Farm Credit Association.

Finally, regulations may be devised strategically to avoid CBA. Rules may be 
implemented before a CBA has been completed; rules may be devised to avoid the 
designation “eco nom ically signifi cant.” An egregious example was the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s new rules on new source review for power plants in 
2003. These rules  were declared to fall below the “eco nom ically signifi cant” thresh-
old based on anecdotal evidence from industry executives— the benefi ciaries of 
the new rules (see Chettiar, Livermore, and Schwartz 2009). This evasive tech-
nique was regularly employed during the administration of President George W. 
Bush from 2000 to 2008, with several acts being exempt from review  under the 
National Environmental Policy Act.

Consequently, the proportion of rules that actually undergo CBA is very 
small. Of the 3,773 rules published in the Federal Registrar in 2007–8, 277  were 
reviewed by OMB. Of these, 42  were identifi ed as major rules for the OMB but 
21  were federal bud get transfer programs (and thus exempt). Of the remain-
ing 21, 13 had a statement of costs and benefi ts. Overall, less than one- half of 
1  percent of rules was subject to CBA. Since 1990, only 7  percent of the 41,724 
reviews performed by the OIRA  were deemed “eco nom ically signifi cant”— that 
is, above the $100 million threshold. But even these fi gures overstate the imple-
mentation of CBA because most analyses that are conducted fall far short of a 
full CBA. In their review of seventy- four regulatory impact analyses, Hahn and 
Tetlock (2008,  table 1) found that not every analy sis estimated costs and not ev-
ery analy sis estimated benefi ts. In fact, only 12  percent of these analyses actually 
reported costs and benefi ts together to allow for the calculation of a benefi t- to- 
cost ratio. Rule review times are also very short. For those not deemed eco nom-
ically signifi cant, the average review time was thirty- two days; for reviews of 
rules that  were deemed eco nom ically signifi cant, the average review time was 
forty- four days.

Of course, federal governments are not the only agencies providing public 
goods and regulating public “bads.” State and local government spending is ap-
proximately one- half the size of federal spending, and nonprofi t charitable agencies 
play an im por tant role. Unfortunately, economic evaluation by these other agencies 
is not remotely as advanced as that of the federal government. In a comprehensive 
summary of regulatory review by state agencies across the United States, Schwartz 
paints a very dismal picture: “almost no states have balanced or meaningful pro-
cesses to check the ongoing effi ciency of existing regulations” and “most states 
strug gle to assess the basic costs of regulations— and completely forgo any rigor-
ous analy sis of benefi ts or alternative policy choices” (2010, 8). Few nonprofi t agen-
cies, including large international concerns, have suffi cient capacity to perform 
economic evaluations. Finally, the situation appears no better in Eu rope. Reviewing 
impact assessments there, Hahn and Tetlock concluded starkly that they “seldom 
estimated costs, almost never quantifi ed costs to business, did not specify benefi ts, 
and virtually never compared the costs to the benefi ts.” Emphatically, CBA is a 
“custom more honored in the breach than the observance” (2008, 72). Policymak-
ers with concerns about the use of CBA may thus rest easy.
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CRITIQUES AND REASONS FOR NEGLECT OF CBA

This lack of use of CBA makes debate about the value of it somewhat moot. Per-
haps the absence of CBA refl ects its weakness as a method for evaluating public 
policy, however. I will divide these weaknesses into theoretical and practical ones, 
emphasizing that the latter is the real concern.

Theoretical Critiques
Fundamentally, the biggest reason for neglect of CBA is that it is viewed as ille-
gitimate (Sandel 2009). As noted above, this argument is substantially overstated.2 
First, no economist is arguing for a CBA of every individual decision. As argued 
by Posner (2000), the criterion for using CBA is  whether it improves decision mak-
ing. Economists might argue that the scope of decisions  under which CBA would 
improve decision making is large, but I suspect that many non- economists would 
agree that a $99 million federal policy—or any large- scale state government 
policy or any World Bank intervention— would merit some form of economic 
evaluation.

Second, categorical imperatives assume away any policy issues. It is not enough 
to say that slavery is wrong or education is a  human right. Policymakers have to 
implement policies that ensure and maintain the abolition of slavery and provide 
students with schooling. Both imperatives require resources and those resources, 
once allocated, cannot be used for an alternative purpose. If an entire society is 
agreed that the Asian tiger should not be allowed to become extinct, there is no 
reason for a CBA  unless one realizes that the cost of preservation is such that it is 
not possi ble to save the Asian tiger from extinction instead or  until one asks how 
many Asian tigers should exist.

Third, many of the supposed illegitimacies can be incorporated into policy-
making in de pen dently from CBA. The overarching critique is that one cannot 
mea sure values using prices. This critique comes in many forms. CBA refl ects the 
existing pattern of wealth such that prices of goods do not refl ect their value and 
CBA calculations will be unfair. For example, a vaccine research program should 
not be funded but a seat  belt subsidy for Rolls- Royce  owners should be because 
the latter have a higher willingness to pay for lifesaving policies. No weight is placed 
on the morality of values used in CBA; that is, it does not  matter  whether the ben-
efi ciaries are saints or sinners, and it does not  matter if due pro cess has not been 
followed. Some things cannot be priced— for example, due pro cess. And there is 
a saliency mismatch because CBA counts only what it can see. Finally, preferences 
cannot be aggregated using money because it does not correspond to utility or 
satisfaction.

The method of CBA, however, is not prescriptive on these issues. If the ana-
lyst believes that public valuations better capture willingness to pay or opportu-
nity cost, then these assessments of public value should be used. The lit erature on 
contingent valuation and passive use— individuals valuing things that they will 
never use—is substantial and growing. Similarly, the analyst can choose to exclude 
benefi ts that accrue to sinners and disproportionately weight those that accrue to 
saints. In addition, there is a sizable lit erature on differential valuation of volun-
tary risks (driving at high speed) versus involuntary risks (breathing contaminated 
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air). There may be some debate about the precise weights to use, but this debate 
is helpful in illustrating the trade- offs policymakers face. When there are benefi ts 
that cannot be mea sured, such as due pro cess, CBA is still helpful because it clari-
fi es what due pro cess is  really “worth” to society when a policy is found to have 
costs that exceed its benefi ts. In other cases, CBA may be useful in persuading those 
with no strong moral opinions.  People who are not bothered about a par tic u lar 
policy may be persuaded simply by an argument that the policy will not increase 
their taxes or will generate net benefi ts for some group.

The fi nal— ultimate— version of this critique is that one should not use aggre-
gations of private values but instead use those of the community or collective. (This 
criticism seems to be separate from the one above regarding skepticism that money 
can proxy for satisfaction.) Unfortunately, how these community or collective val-
uations are to be determined is left unspecifi ed. If they are the whims of a politi-
cian or bureaucrat, one might argue in  favor of aggregations of private values. If 
they refl ect the enlightened views of a legitimately elected offi cial in a representa-
tive democracy, one might inquire as to what information and rules this offi cial 
used to make his or her benevolent decisions. It is incumbent on opponents of CBA 
to specify in detail how elected offi cials might—in the absence of CBA— determine 
which policies create the most public value. Alternatively, these opponents need 
to specify in detail how citizens might—in the absence of CBA— understand why 
a par tic u lar policy has been selected.

Critically, CBA does not compel a decision. Policymakers must still make de-
cisions. If these policymakers choose to override the fi ndings from a CBA and that 
choice can be justifi ed or rationalized, then the policy pro cess has been improved; 
not only is policymaking more transparent, but the legitimacy of the policymaker 
has been affi rmed. If a community knows that to save the Siberian tiger from ex-
tinction will cost $200 million, but goes ahead anyway, this is not a critique of 
CBA. Moreover, if policymakers choose to override the fi ndings from a CBA on 
the grounds of po liti cal expedience or because of special interest lobbying or for 
legitimate reasons, then the policymaking pro cess has also been improved: the 
CBA provides the electorate with information as to the policymakers’ integrity or 
judgment. Indeed, Levin (2001) has argued that this is one of the main reasons 
policymakers do not value CBA: it makes clear when policies have been subverted 
to satisfy the policymakers’ self- interest or, relatedly, the interests of power ful 
stakeholders.

Additionally, the criticisms of CBA are almost never accompanied by a cred-
ible alternative. Simply fi nding policies that are effective is not suffi cient. For 
example, CBAs of interventions to reduce crime illustrate why looking just for 
effective programs is misleading. Marsh, Chalfi n, and Roman (2008) reviewed 
106 interventions intended to reduce crime where there was information on 
costs and benefi ts. In 74 of these, crime fell and the benefi ts exceeded the costs, 
and in 3 studies crime  rose and the costs exceeded the benefi ts. In 7 studies 
crime  rose, but because the intervention signifi cantly reduced costs, the bene-
fi ts exceeded the costs; and in 22 studies crime fell, but the intervention was so 
costly that it was deemed not worth it. So, in approximately one- fourth of stud-
ies, a determination based on CBA would differ from one based on the change 
in crime.
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The standard alternative to CBA is to identify par tic u lar public values such 
as personal freedoms, desires, and rights and then work to meet those goals (see 
the work by Nussbaum and the instruments developed by World Health Or ga ni za-
tion Quality of Life program at www . who . int / mental _ health / publications / whoqol 
/ en / ). But this alternative is too vague, too narrow, and incomplete. The vacuity arises 
because this approach does not specify to what extent these rights should be satis-
fi ed; in other words, when is the elimination of hunger satisfi ed? The approach is 
too narrow because it does not cover many policy decisions; for example, what 
personal desires and rights are satisfi ed by the decision to build a road instead of 
a bridge? And specifying rights is incomplete because it requires resources (elimi-
nating hunger requires food, and eliminating abortion requires prosecution of non-
compliers) and all resources are scarce. Thus,  unless all freedoms, desires, and 
rights are satisfi ed—in which case the policymaking pro cess is redundant— a 
choice has to be made as to which one can be satisfi ed fi rst. This critique also ap-
plies to the public value map of Welch and colleagues (chapter 9), although in this 
case the authors recognize their map serves as a “loose set of heuristics,” arguing 
that this allows for necessary fl exibility in policy.

Practical Challenges to CBA
Ironically, denigrators of CBA might have more “success” if they focused on the 
practice of CBA rather than on the theory. Certainly there is scope for consider-
able error in using inaccurate prices (e.g., valuing a lifesaving device at $10,000 
per life saved) or in failing to count an im por tant benefi t from a policy (or double- 
counting it), and there are  going to be forecast errors in ex ante CBAs. There are, 
however, other— more fundamental, practical— questions that CBA researchers 
face.

First, there is a practical concern over which method to use to calculate the 
benefi ts of a policy. The two general classes of method are contingent valuation 
and revealed preference. The former is typically sensitive to several im por tant bi-
ases, such as hypothetical bias (survey respondents do not know how to value 
something they have never experienced) or embedding bias (survey respondents 
give general answers to specifi c questions) and to  whether the benefi ts are ex-
pressed as willingness to pay or willingness to accept a loss. There is no easy way 
to evaluate differences in results across the two classes of method.

Second, there are distributional issues for any policy. In theory it does not 
 matter who the winners and losers are as long as the former gain more than the 
latter lose. In politics, it does  matter. Some groups are considered more deserving 
than  others, but there is no clear guidance on how to weight the more deserving 
groups. Kalambokidis (2014) describes how distributional concerns— captured in 
economics by the idea of a social welfare function— can be distorted by policy 
choices.

Third, the choice of the discount rate matters. Discounting is the method by 
which benefi ts that occur in the  future are made comparable to costs that occur 
in the pre sent. Choosing a high discount rate will mean that  future benefi ts are 
worth less. Moore and colleagues (2004) provided an im por tant clarifi cation on 
how to choose the discount rate, but the  actual number can vary for several plau-
sible reasons. For example, they propose a discount rate of 3.5  percent for the fi rst 
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fi fty years of a policy. But this choice is based on a set of quite restrictive assump-
tions. In fact, no US government agency uses this specifi c rate. The OMB, for 
example, uses a much higher 7  percent discount rate.

Fourth, there is the challenge of how to mea sure the change in risk associ-
ated with a pro ject. If a community is risk- averse, then a policy such as a hydro-
electric dam that reduces risk (e.g., from fl ooding) may well have a value beyond 
the benefi ts of electricity generation. At issue is how to mea sure this reduction in 
uncertainty. It requires information about how the community values reductions 
in risk, and this information is very hard to collect (and hence is almost never 
collected).

Thus one might be much less concerned about the theoretical legitimacy of 
a CBA, because if it does not improve decision making it can be neglected or 
ignored. Rather, policymakers should be much more concerned about how to inter-
pret a CBA in light of the practical decisions made by the analyst with res pect to the 
method used to calculate benefi ts; distributional weights; the choice of the discount 
rate; and the value of risk reduction. Of course, only someone trained in CBA and 
willing to take the method seriously can understand the implications of these 
choices. The case studies below illustrate this dilemma.

POLICYMAKING IN PRACTICE AND THE ROLE OF CBA

Case studies of policymaking illustrate the many challenges of CBA and how dif-
fi cult economic analy sis is in practice. Notably, our examples do not deal with 
the practical challenges listed above. Instead, their defi ciencies are far more ba-
sic and show how policymaking is distorted by incomplete, weak, or manipulated 
economic analy sis. Nevertheless, the case studies also show that CBA uniquely 
sheds light on some im por tant aspects of the policymaking pro cess, albeit not a 
good light.3

The Importance of Getting the Costs Right: The Iraq War
Most military decisions are presumably to be determined based on military strat-
egy. However, the Bush administration made a number of ex ante bold assertions 
that the Iraq War (2003—2011) would not be a costly campaign, amounting per-
haps to less than $2 billion (see Stiglitz and Bilmes 2008, 10–15). Yet a conserva-
tive estimate of the ex post costs of the Iraq War was $3 trillion, of which $1.7 
trillion was bud getary (materiel, care for veterans, and debt interest); and this was 
not counting any costs imposed on the Iraqi  people or US allies (Stiglitz and Bilmes 
2008). Almost certainly there would have been more opposition to the war from 
fi scal conservatives had this information been made available ex ante.

We can use a  simple thought experiment to consider the value of CBA even in 
the context where decisions are supposedly non- economic. The Iraq War was 
declared on March 19, 2003. Although that date was not arbitrary, it could have 
probably been postponed by one week. This postponement would have reduced 
“interest payments” on the $3 trillion amount by one week. Assuming perfect capi-
tal markets and a 5   percent interest rate, this postponement would have been 
worth at least $120 million in pre sent value terms on March 19, 2003. In theory, 
society should have been willing to pay at least this amount for a Department of 
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Defense economist who could have successfully argued for a delay of the invasion 
by one week.

The Importance of Getting the Costs and Benefi ts Right: Mega- Events
The economic rationale for mega- events such as the Olympics or the World Cup 
and the associated policy decisions regarding stadium siting has been widely ac-
knowledged to be weak, yet the per sis tence of cities in vying for these events is 
partly a consequence of the poor quality of the CBAs performed. Each bidding 
city can fi nd an economic evaluation (or “economist”) that makes the case look 
attractive.

Many of these evaluations are fl awed. Mega- event CBAs have large errors on 
both the cost and benefi t sides. Cost estimates are systematically understated, of-
ten enormously. The estimate at the time of the bid for the London 2012 Olympics 
was for a gross public cost of $6.3 billion; four years  later in 2007, this estimate 
was revised upward to $14.5 billion (National Audit Offi ce 2007, 6,  table 2). These 
understatements are not prediction error; instead they refl ect a failure to perform 
a full costing exercise with sensitivity testing. Such an exercise would recognize 
that contracts of such large scale cannot be costed out using prevailing wage rates 
for construction workers, for example, and that amortization of capital assets 
such as stadia is critical. A common error is to overestimate private- sector contri-
butions. (For the 2012 London Olympics, this overestimate was by a  factor of 
fi ve; see National Audit Offi ce 2007, 6,  table 2.) Another common source of error 
is that the proposal is changed  after the cost estimate is conducted— and not to 
reduce the scale of the event. These sensitivities are well documented, not least 
because of the errors in prior mega- event costing exercises— for example, Mon-
treal in 1976 (see Harrington, Morgenstern, & Nelson 2000).

On the benefi t side there are also errors, and again these are not forecast er-
rors. Some errors are gratuitous and no longer common in the lit erature, such as 
counting the wages paid to construction workers as a benefi t of the games.  Others 
include failure to model switched expenditure by residents (e.g., fewer trips to 
museums), tax exemption for Olympic committees, and the crowding out of other 
tourists. But, of course, the most salient issue is the benefi t that is not counted: 
the value of “public spirit” associated with such a world event, a benefi t typically 
cited as an im por tant justifi cation for hosting it. Yet there are almost no studies as 
to what this public spirit is worth for any mega- event. It seems highly unlikely that 
it is worth the $8.2 billion error in the cost accounting for the London Olym-
pics. Policymakers clearly felt no obligation to provide an estimate of the value 
of this public spirit. Indeed, it is not obvious that public spirit will be enhanced. 
Events at both the Munich and Atlanta Olympics probably adversely affected those 
cities’ reputations.

The Importance of Mea sur ing Benefi ts (Not Just Impacts) and Costs
Much has been written about the low quality of CBA in education (Levin and McE-
wan 2002; Levin 2001). In a review of over thirteen hundred relevant academic 
papers in education on cost- effectiveness, Clune (2002) divided them on a qual-
ity scale as follows: 56  percent, “rhetorical”; 27  percent, “minimal”; 15  percent, 
“substantial”; and 2  percent, “plausible.” As an indicator of the low quality of the 
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research, Clune’s (2002) defi nition of “substantial” was an “attempt to mount data 
on cost and effectiveness but with serious fl aws.” “Rhetorical” was defi ned as 
“cost- effectiveness claims with no data on  either costs or effects.”

Education research has not improved considerably since Clune’s (2002) review. 
There is no strong research on the economic value of achievement or test scores, 
for example, despite substantial policy attention to raising scores and reducing 
achievement gaps (e.g., No Child Left  Behind). There is a growing lit erature on 
the economic benefi ts of high school graduation (Belfi eld and Levin 2007; Rum-
berger 2011), but the costs of effective interventions are rarely reported. Economic 
evaluations of small- scale reforms also fall far short of CBA. For example, the US 
Department of Education’s Institute for Education Sciences summarizes research 
fi ndings through its What Works Clearing house (http:// ies . ed . gov / ncee / wwc / ). 
The WWC performs a lengthy and complete review of research using a detailed 
protocol for evaluating and interpreting the evidence. For comparability, the re-
search fi ndings are reported using a standardized outcome such as effect size gains 
in achievement. However, the WWC pays  little attention to the costs of the inter-
ventions. For example, in 2007 it reviewed all available research on reforms to 
math curricula. The review identifi ed four curricula that satisfi ed the WWC’s 
methodological standards and reported the effect size gains for each, but these 
curriculum reforms required very  different cost amounts. They lasted between one 
year and three years; they required  either no teacher training or up to one week of 
teacher training; they required from zero additional hours of instruction to forty- 
nine additional hours.

The Importance of Specifying the External Costs: 
The Social Cost of Carbon
The social cost of carbon (SCC) is perhaps the most im por tant price on the 
planet. The SCC is the estimate of the global economic damages of an incremental 
increase in carbon emissions each year. Failure to accurately calculate this price 
will impose potentially enormous social burdens on current and  future generations. 
Yet the SCC is extremely diffi cult to estimate; it requires modeling of an enormous 
proportion of global economic activity in relation to global environmental change, 
and is often predicted across centuries. In February 2010, in a collaborative effort 
across twelve departments, the US government published a “technical support 
document” to calculate the SCC. Using a 3  percent discount rate, the SCC was es-
timated at $21 per ton in 2010, rising to $26 by 2020 (in 2007 dollars). This docu-
ment might therefore provide a consensus as to the SCC to be used in cost- benefi t 
analyses of policies that involve signifi cant changes in carbon emissions.

Three cases illustrate why such a consensus is desperately needed. One is the 
opposition of the Bush Administration to the Kyoto Protocol. In a letter opposing 
the protocol in March 2001, President Bush asserted that it “would cause serious 
harm to the U.S. economy.” As Nordhaus (2007, 686) concludes, “This policy . . .  
was undertaken with no discernible economic analy sis.” A second case, docu-
mented by Chettiar and colleagues (2009), involves the setting of Corporate 
Average Fuel Economy standards by the National Highway Traffi c Safety Admin-
istration (NHTSA).  Under the Bush administration, NHTSA argued that because 
the SCC could only be mea sured imprecisely it was better to assume that its  actual 
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value was zero.  After a US Court of Appeals ruling, the NHTSA was forced to 
estimate the SCC. Its estimate excluded global effects of climate change; any eco-
nomic activity not in the United States (e.g., mining in Canada to meet US de-
mand for energy); and any noncarbon emissions. Finally, in their CBA of offshore 
drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Reserve, Hahn and Passell (2010) use a 
social cost of carbon of $0.91 per ton, far below any reasonable estimate. The au-
thors’ justifi cation is that US citizens should only care about climate change dam-
age felt by US citizens. As the United States makes up only 5  percent of the earth’s 
population, any estimate of the SCC should be reduced to 5  percent of its  actual 
value. This assumption makes a mockery of efforts to identify and apply a social 
cost of carbon as part of a cost- benefi t analy sis.

The Importance of Specifying the External Costs: 
The Se nior Death Discount
Another social cost that has attracted considerable controversy is the value of life 
(more strictly now referred to as the value of a micro- risk reduction in mortal-
ity). In deciding on health care coverage, it is necessary to weigh the value of 
drugs that save some lives against the value of operations that save other lives. In 
environmental policy, clean up of polluted sites requires assessing the impacts 
on mortality rates across  different groups in society. One balancing act that has 
attracted the most attention (albeit far disproportionate to its practical application) 
is  whether to value the mortality of se niors at less than that for children. This is 
the so- called se nior death discount.

One can think of plenty of reasons why policies to help preserve a se nior’s life 
might be less valuable than those for a child’s, the three most obvious being that 
risks children face are often involuntary, that se nior citizens have already had “fair 
innings,” and that children themselves have not had children. Indeed, the consen-
sus from most studies is that the value of a statistical life is higher for children 
(Viscusi 2010). Thus, many countries do have se nior death discounts, but the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA), which performs the most signifi cant CBAs 
in the United States, does not. The EPA’s decision was made  after signifi cant po-
liti cal pressure when it attempted to apply lower weights for health benefi ts for 
persons over the age of seventy. Critically, policies that affect the lives of children 
are therefore now weighed the same as policies that affect the lives of se niors. Of 
course, se niors might disagree with a reweighting (just as children might disagree 
with the status quo), but this does not mean that the prob lem of valuing life has 
been avoided.

The Importance of Understanding the Fiscal Implications
Typically, CBA is performed from the social perspective— that is, the costs and 
benefi ts are totaled across all entities with standing regardless of  whether these are 
government agencies or private individuals. Yet it may be that a policy that passes 
a CBA test from the social perspective does not do so from a fi scal (government/
taxpayer) perspective. This has led some economists to call for multiple- account 
CBA where it is explicit who the winners and losers are (Shaffer 2010).

Policy on smoking is a particularly interest ing case. Imagine a policymaker 
faced with an antismoking lobby group; what economic information would be 
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useful to him or her? A full treatment of this question is given in the excellent 
book by Sloan and colleagues (2004). First, the marginal net external cost of 
smoking to society is currently not very high. Over the lifetime of a twenty- four- 
year- old regular smoker, the pre sent value net external cost is only $6,200, or 
about $150 per year (Sloan et al. 2004,  table 11.3). Smokers now bear almost all 
the costs of smoking themselves. The benefi ts they get in public health care are 
offset by the Social Security and private pension payments they are entitled to but 
never claim because they die before they can collect them. Second, the fi scal im-
plications of smoking are slightly positive, meaning the taxes on smoking cover 
any additional claim on public resources made by smokers. In other words, reduc-
ing the rate of smoking would likely cost the US Trea sury money. Finally, the two 
groups that are biggest losers from having a large population of smokers are per-
haps surprising. The fi rst group is the spouses of smokers who incur higher mor-
tality costs (Sloan et al. 2004,  table 11.2); the second group is participants in life 
insurance markets who lose out because historically premiums paid by nonsmok-
ers have subsidized those of smokers. This is useful information that can only be 
gleaned from performing a CBA.

CONCLUSION

Our case studies highlight the gap between theory and practice. The focus on the 
presumed theoretical shortcomings of CBA, rather than the failure to recognize 
its general absence or its practical manipulability and misapplication, has under-
mined the creation of public value. In environmental policy, an area where CBA 
has the greatest applicability,  under the Bush administration CBA became a tool 
used by those who did not want regulation rather than a tool to decide the optimal 
amount of regulation (Revesz and Livermore 2008). A similar dynamic occurs in 
education policy: by failing to calculate the full benefi ts of education, proeducation 
groups are not able to make as forceful a case for investments in public schooling 
or subsidies to other schooling alternatives. In addition, state governments have 
limited capacity to make an economic argument for investments in state infrastruc-
ture. Our other cases suggest a more general cynicism in  favor of not using rigorous 
CBA; for example, when policymakers wish to implement policies that serve their 
expediencies, they simply focus on the elements of CBA that lend their case the 
most credence. Indeed, these many shortcomings may justify a movement away from 
simply creating public value through effi ciency and effectiveness and  toward a 
more demo cratic understanding of public value (Bryson et al., 2014).

Yet the case studies also illustrate the value of CBA in making clear what is 
known, what is not known, and what needs to be known. For example, if the civic 
spirit of hosting a mega- event is very large, then these events are justifi able. But 
the extent of civic spirit cannot be presumed, it must be established. As another 
example, if smokers are already fully compensating society for smoking, then the 
policy questions change. Society is not losing out; the losers are the smokers them-
selves and their families, against which policymakers should weigh the value of 
freedom of choice to smoke.

In attempting to create public value in any form, all those involved in govern-
ment—be they public managers, politicians, active citizens, or what Moore (2014) 
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calls arbiters of public value— face a dilemma. Diffi cult decisions have to be made, 
but often there can be no ac know ledg ment that these decisions are diffi cult. The 
choice typically needs to look easy so that the favored decision will gain suffi cient 
po liti cal support. Recognizing that there are arguments in  favor and arguments 
against a policy, but that the pros outweigh the cons, can be seen as too complicated 
and too risky. The more mixed assessment can give po liti cal ammunition to obstruc-
tionists who will only mention the cons and argue that the policymaker must ac-
knowledge those while never mentioning the pros. The policymaker may think it 
better to proceed as if there are no trade- offs. CBA, which has the trade- off in its 
name, then becomes (unsurprisingly) not welcome. We have reached potentially 
even more of a stalemate, however. As discussed in the context of work by the 
Government Accountability Offi ce in the fi rst de cade of the twenty- fi rst  century, 
Shipman (2012) basically concludes that all evaluation decisions are regarded as 
partisan. If so, the need for a rigorous, formalized method of evaluation— which 
does not preclude and indeed illuminates policymaker discretion— becomes 
even more necessary, and this method must be able to reconcile both sides of a 
policy argument. CBA could, if practiced more often and to a higher standard, 
meet this need.

Indeed, it is likely that CBA will play a greater role in policymaking. First, it 
can yield much valuable information even before it provides guidance on the net 
benefi ts of public investments. Second, there is growing consensus on shadow 
prices such that CBAs are becoming more standardized and policies can be more 
easily compared. Demographic changes, in combination with the health care 
crisis, will force tough decisions on policymakers; specifi cally, allocating re-
sources to prolong life will become more fraught. Finally, and by far most im por-
tant, climate change has raised the stakes on how we should value the planet’s 
public resources. In helping to articulate and derive shadow prices for carbon 
and other green house gases, CBA can play a vital role in creating or sustaining 
public value. Ultimately, carbon emissions cannot be regulated using heuristics; 
there is overwhelming evidence that the shadow price is too low and— critically— 
policymakers should use this “bottom line” evidence regardless of how dis-
torted the po liti cal pro cess is. Preservation of the planet’s sustainable resources 
for  future generations might be regarded as the ultimate way to create public 
value.

NOTES
1. This order was reaffi rmed on January 18, 2011,  under Executive Order 13563; http:// 

www . whitehouse . gov / the - press - office / 2011 / 01 / 18 / improving - regulation - and - regu 
latory - review - executive - order.

2. Sandel writes that, strictly, “our hesitation points to something of moral importance— 
the idea that it is not possi ble to mea sure and compare all values and goods on a single 
scale” (2009, 46). This leaves open the possibility that some values and goods might be 
mea sured on a single scale. Therefore, the question becomes, Are too many public deci-
sions being valued this way or too few?

3. These case studies are chosen to be “big picture” illustrations. Thus I do not dwell on, 
for example, the CBA of New York City’s Second Ave nue subway line, which was per-
formed over a de cade before the fi nal plans for the subway  were completed and included 
no estimate of dislocation costs to residents living on the path of the subway during the 
fi ve to ten years of construction.
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8

CREATING A PUBLIC VALUE 
ACCOUNT AND SCORECARD

MARK H . MOORE

Creating Public Value (Moore 1995) left a large, im por tant question unanswered: 
How would public managers, the elected representatives of the  people who 

monitored their work, the citizens in whose name public enterprises  were carried 
out, the taxpayers who provided much of the funding for government, and the in-
dividuals who had interactions with governments as clients properly determine 
 whether public value was, in fact, being created in a par tic u lar government enter-
prise? Presumably the answer to that question lay in the development and use of 
some kind of accounting scheme that could recognize when costs to the society 
 were incurred and value to the society produced.

In this chapter I sketch the outlines of an accounting scheme that might be 
useful to the vari ous stakeholders described above— citizens, taxpayers, elected 
representatives, po liti cal executives, public managers, and clients of public agen-
cies—as they seek to defi ne, create, and mea sure governmental efforts to create 
public value. Other chapters in this volume offer excellent alternatives to my pro-
posed approach, but I will concentrate  here on the par tic u lar concepts I have been 
trying to develop and test (Moore 2013).

The concepts are, admittedly, inspired by the private sector. In this res pect, 
I expose myself to three criticisms, namely that my work is: (1) a thinly disguised 
effort to smuggle inappropriate “neoliberal” concepts into the world of po liti cal 
economy and public administration; (2) an approach that neglects the effort to de-
velop a coherent, clear conception of the public values that should be advanced 
by a good and just government in  favor of helping managers cope with the world 
they fi nd around them; or (3) a view of demo cratic politics that makes politics in-
strumental to the achievement of valued ends and ignores demo cratic politics as 
a valued end to be achieved in itself and as the proper author of the public values 
to be produced in government activity (Dahl and Soss 2014).

In my defense, I entered the fray at a time when neoliberal ideas about the 
“proper” role of the state and private- sector concepts of managing government 
organizations  were becoming dominant in public discourse. Two of these infl uen-
tial ideas focused on the proper role of the state in a modern society: (1) that cre-
ating conditions that could promote economic prosperity was a key function of 
government that was at least as im por tant if not more im por tant than advancing 
any par tic u lar procedural or substantive conception of social justice; and (2) that 
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un regu la ted markets  were both the best means of achieving economic prosperity 
and the embodiment of a par tic u lar idea of social justice that emphasized the pri-
ority of individual property rights. A third idea focused more on improving the 
management of public- sector organizations by importing private- sector concepts 
of accountability that focused on satisfying customers’ demands for ser vices and 
using metrics (ideally fi nancial or monetized metrics) to animate, guide, and eval-
uate agency per for mance.

Although it is both possi ble and im por tant to separate these ideas from one 
another, in the practical world of politics they  were packaged as a coherent  whole 
that could restore government to its proper function in modern liberal socie ties. 
Packaged together, these three distinct (and contestable) ideas became one big 
(apparently uncontestable) idea that sought to shift basic ideas of po liti cal economy, 
the role of the state, and the idea of social and po liti cal justice— not just ideas about 
the effi cient and effective administration of government agencies.

Somewhat surprisingly, this package of ideas made signifi cant headway in the 
worlds of politics, government, and public administration. But they did so, I think, 
not as the result of a serious, broad public discussion of how socie ties as a  whole 
ought to deal with signifi cant public problems such as poverty, unemployment, 
crime, health care, child abuse, educational in e qual ity, and aging. That discussion 
would have been much slower and more hotly contested.

Instead, this neatly packaged set of large po liti cal ideas moved ahead  under 
the cover of a simpler, more general, and much less controversial idea— namely, 
the procedural idea that government, what ever its purposes and its size and scope, 
should be accountable to the  people.

This, of course, is the core idea of demo cratic accountability. But the kind of 
accountability associated with demo cratic accountability is very  different than the 
kind of accountability associated with market accountability. As a philosophical 
 matter, the idea of demo cratic accountability makes the body politic the appro-
priate arbiter of social value, not individual consumers. As a practical  matter, 
demo cratic accountability moves backward along the pro cess of policy from 
formulation through implementation to the creation of public value to the goal of 
satisfying the aspirations of the individual citizens and taxpayers who authorize 
and pay for government activities (and those who represent them) rather than out 
to the clients of government agencies who might benefi t from government largesse 
or fi nd themselves burdened by government- imposed duties all justifi ed in terms of 
a collectively made decision to use the assets of the collectively owned state to 
achieve par tic u lar publicly defi ned purposes.

On this view, the princi ple of demo cratic accountability— the idea that the state 
should be accountable to its citizens— exists in de pen dently of any par tic u lar sub-
stantive ideas about a good and just society and the role of the state in helping to 
create such a thing. Presumably a liberal who sought to ensure the goal of equal-
ity of educational opportunity by establishing uniform, high- quality public schools 
for all could be as committed to the princi ple of demo cratic accountability as a 
libertarian who believed that providing choice to parents among publicly fi nanced 
schools would be the best way to achieve educational outcomes— not only for some 
students, but for all. Their differences would lie in their par tic u lar conceptions of 
the sort of education that a good and just demo cratic society needed and the best 
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means for creating that par tic u lar educational system; they would not lie in differ-
ences about the core question of  whether demo cratic governments  were accountable 
to their citizens.

Somehow the indisputable idea that a demo cratic government should be 
accountable to its citizens was transformed into the idea that what its citizens 
wanted was not just a liberal state that protected po liti cal rights, and sought to 
advance equality in social and economic terms, but a neoliberal or libertarian state 
whose principal responsibility was to protect property rights and, in so  doing, ad-
vance both economic prosperity and the liberty that goes along with making one’s 
way in a market economy. In this way the widely accepted and universally embraced 
idea that demo cratic government should be accountable to its citizens provided 
cover for a much more controversial idea about what constitutes a good and just 
society and what role government should play in helping citizens achieve that goal.

The demand for government accountability (as opposed to any par tic u lar po-
liti cal idea of a good and just society) also leaked over into the narrower world of 
public management and added fuel to the enthusiasm for libertarian principles. 
The reason is that when the public sought a conception of tough accountability 
that forced organizations to pay attention to their effi ciency and effectiveness 
in meeting the needs of individuals as an idea that was consistent with the 
broad princi ple of demo cratic accountability, they naturally turned to the struc-
tures and pro cesses that seemed effective in creating private- sector concepts of 
accountability.

In the private sector, the accountability of power ful organizations making 
decisions about how to deploy valuable assets is constructed from three distinct 
structures and pro cesses: (1) the fact that individual customers can choose  whether 
to buy the products and ser vices offered, creating incentives for producing fi rms 
to produce what individuals (with discretionary money to spend) want to buy; 
(2) the existence of shareholders represented by a vigilant board unifi ed in their 
desire to maximize their long- term shareholder wealth by controlling costs and in-
creasing profi ts even as they try to serve customers; and (3) the widespread avail-
ability and use of fi nancial metrics that reliably show the degree to which the 
enterprise has created value for both shareholders and customers.

To many, the private system of accountability seemed more power ful in driving 
effi cient and effective or gan i za tional per for mance than the public system. The 
market had self- interested customers and individual choice that could call produc-
ing organizations to account. Demo cratic accountability had to rely on citizens 
and demo cratic politics to create the required discipline. The private sector had 
power ful, objective fi nancial metrics to show investors  whether the enterprises in 
which they have invested  were or  were not profi table. Compared with these  simple, 
straightforward pro cesses, the idea that citizens and their representatives could 
effectively call government agencies to account for their per for mance by articu-
lating a clear purpose for government, and then developing and using mea sures to 
show  whether the collectively defi ned purposes had actually been achieved, seemed 
very weak indeed. Consequently, if one wanted accountable government (which 
every demo cratic citizen does), one had to have government agencies that sought 
to satisfy customers and had fi nancial metrics for per for mance. Thus the concepts 
of market accountability, substituted for demo cratic accountability,  were used not 
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only as a guide to improved government management but also as a compelling 
reason to justify a  wholesale shift in discourse about the proper role of govern-
ment. The only way for government to be accountable to citizens was to embrace 
neoliberal or libertarian principles.

One can reasonably be in  favor of or opposed to the large po liti cal ideology 
advanced by neoliberal or libertarian thought. But one should recognize the 
difference between a  simple argument for the importance of government ac-
countability and an argument that the only government that can be account-
able is one that operates in accord with private- sector concepts and methods of 
accountability.

There are three key ideas associated with market- based, or neoliberal ap-
proaches to government that I have consistently opposed: (1) that government’s 
main purpose should be promoting economic growth rather than the pursuit of 
economic, social, and po liti cal justice as an existing demo cratic polity defi nes these 
conditions; (2) that the sole arbiters of value in society are individual customers 
who seek to advance their own material welfare rather than the collective aspira-
tions of citizens, taxpayers, and their elected representatives to achieve a vision 
of a good and just society; and (3) that the pro cess of developing a public that 
can become articulate about the purposes for which a government enterprise is 
launched is im por tant only instrumentally and not intrinsically as an expression 
of demo cratic life. In fact, in each case, I believe the opposite: (1) the arbiter of 
value is a collective public rather than individual customers; (2) the interests of 
that public include limiting the use of authority and ensuring the justice and fair-
ness with which government operates as well as its effi ciency and effectiveness; and 
(3) a demo cratic government cannot act legitimately, responsively, effi ciently, or 
effectively without a pro cess that can call a public into existence that can under-
stand and act on its own interests.

Where I have found common cause with neoliberalism is in emphasizing the 
critical importance of improving the pro cesses of demo cratic accountability on 
both the supply side and the demand side. It is not easy to call a public into exis-
tence that can become clear and articulate about the public values it wants to see 
achieved by and expressed in government operations. It is not easy to sustain the 
public commitment to remain vigilant and insistent that the results be produced. 
And it is not easy to develop the mea sures that can reliably tell us the degree to 
which the desired results have been achieved.

But I have described the work that has to be done to help citizens, taxpayers, 
and their elected representatives “recognize public value” precisely to help meet 
these current defi ciencies in demo cratic accountability (Moore 2014). Consistent 
with my previous work, I have focused much attention on public managers and 
what they have at stake in developing and using effective per for mance mea sures. 
But, following Bozeman (2007), I have also tried to construct a more general phil-
osophical framework of the values that demo cratic governments must seek to 
advance as a  matter of demo cratic princi ple. Responding to those who think I have 
given insuffi cient attention to the intrinsic as well as instrumental importance of 
demo cratic policymaking, I have discussed the useful role that public deliberation 
about developing per for mance mea sure ment systems might play in allowing pub-
lics to become more articulate about the values they would like to see advanced 
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(Moore and Fung 2012).  Whether I have succeeded, or at least moved the ball 
down the fi eld,  others will have to decide.

The core concepts of my suggested approach are presented in two graphics: a 
public value account that is the functional equivalent of the private sector’s famed 
bottom line and a public value scorecard inspired by Kaplan and Norton’s (1996) 
balanced scorecard that helps public managers understand how they might best 
create value in the par tic u lar context of the public sector. To review  whether, how, 
and to what degree concepts from the private sector can help public managers meet 
the challenges of determining  whether value is being created for the society, meet-
ing demands for accountability from the citizens, taxpayers, and elected represen-
tatives who authorize and fi nance their operations, and guide their enterprises 
 toward improved per for mance, it is useful to start with a clear understanding 
of the private sector’s fi nancial bottom line.

THE PRIVATE SECTOR’S BOTTOM LINE

In the private sector, the bottom line is essentially a mea sure of the fi nancial per-
for mance of a commercial enterprise. It consists of a  simple comparison between 
the revenues earned by the sale of products and ser vices to willing customers and 
the costs the or ga ni za tion incurred in the production and distribution of those 
goods and ser vices. Sometimes fi nancial bottom lines are calculated for the per-
for mance of the or ga ni za tion as a  whole, sometimes for a strategic business unit 
within the or ga ni za tion, and sometimes for a par tic u lar product line or ser vice. 
The only information system the or ga ni za tion needs to support this fi nancial as-
sessment is a fi nancial system that keeps track of costs and revenues. Since all 
companies have such systems in place, it is not hard for them to use bottom- line 
per for mance evaluations to assess per for mance at many  different levels of aggre-
gation in the or ga ni za tion, nor is it diffi cult for them to use these bottom- line 
assessments to increase pressure to improve per for mance and to make better re-
source allocation decisions.1

In princi ple, public- sector accounting systems can be as good as private- sector 
systems in capturing the most obvious material costs of producing desired social 
results.2 Government organizations rely on inputs of  labor and materials— often 
purchased in open markets at market prices—to produce results. The costs can 
be assigned to par tic u lar or gan i za tional units and activities. So there is very  little 
difference between private-  and public- sector cost accounting.

What is crucially missing in the public- sector accounting system is the 
functional equivalent of the revenue mea sure that the private sector relies on 
to recognize value. It is not that the public sector  doesn’t have fi nancial revenues to 
account for; money fl ows to the government in the form of taxes, and those funds 
are used to sustain government activities. What is  different is not just the sources of 
the revenues but, more im por tant, the philosophical meaning of the revenues 
used in private and public accounting.3

In the private sector, when an individual puts hard- earned money  toward a 
par tic u lar good or ser vice we have evidence that the individual valued the good 
or ser vice; even a precise estimate of how much he or she valued it. We can also 
directly compare the value that individuals attach to par tic u lar goods and ser vices 
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and the cost of producing them simply by comparing the revenues earned to the 
costs of production. If that comparison shows a profi t, and society believes that 
individuals are the im por tant arbiters of value, then those who manage the com-
pany can assume that some kind of individual (and therefore, social) value has 
been created.4

This reasoning that connects fi nancial revenues to judgments about indi-
vidual and public value is much less tight in the public sector. There productive 
enterprises are fi nanced not by individuals purchasing goods and ser vices for 
themselves at a point of sale but instead through taxes that are imposed on them 
as their fair share of fi nancing an enterprise that a collective has judged valuable. 
Revenues are less directly attached to the satisfaction of individual citizens, tax-
payers, and clients, and less directly attached to the per for mance of government 
organizations. They are instead attached to the aspirations of citizens as they are 
expressed in the decisions of their elected representatives in the form of public 
policies.5

These are all well- known facts, but their full consequences have not yet been 
fully appreciated. First, when tax dollars fi nance public agencies, the appropriate 
arbiter of value shifts from individuals making consumer choices to a public that 
comes into existence and becomes articulate about what it would like to do with 
the collectively owned assets of government. Second, the purposes that a public 
might embrace— the values they would like to see produced by and refl ected in 
government operations— will not necessarily be easily monetized. The collective 
says it wants a safer, greener, more educated, or less discriminatory society; it pays 
for such purposes by taxing and regulating itself. But the value of achieving the 
par tic u lar results registers not in the till but in the changes made in the world that 
register in the hearts and minds of the citizens (Moore 2013, 2014).

Consequently, it is very diffi cult for public managers to provide  simple, con-
vincing, objective evidence of the value they create. The link between what indi-
viduals value and the par tic u lar values they are supposed to produce and refl ect 
in their operations is attenuated. The collective articulation of the values to be re-
alized and affi rmed is muddy and incoherent. The capacity to mea sure the degree 
to which the values are being produced is limited. And it is very hard to monetize 
or create some common metric that can be used to compare the value of  different 
par tic u lar results.

MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTING IN GOVERNMENT

Of course, government agencies could not escape the demand for accountability. 
They needed some kind of system to report to their “investors” and “sharehold-
ers” about their per for mance and to manage their operations for effi ciency and 
effectiveness no  matter how challenging the task.

Government’s response was thus to create accounting and mea sure ment sys-
tems that focused on activities observed at  different points along the production 
pro cess that converted the assets of government into collectively valued results. 
These systems began with efforts to monitor government control over assets, check 
compliance with established policies and procedures, and mea sure the quantity and 
quality of or gan i za tional outputs that occurred at the boundary of the or ga ni za tion. 
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Internal audits sought to ensure that government money was not stolen or di-
verted to unauthorized purposes (Allen 2002; Moore and Gates 1986). Compli-
ance audits sought to ensure that government assets  were being used according to 
established policies and procedures (Hood et. al. 1999, 61–68). Outputs of orga-
nizations  were counted to mea sure productivity and workload (Poister and Streib 
1999, 325–35).

This was all fi ne as far as it went; it was im por tant to assure citizens and tax-
payers that tax dollars  were not being diverted through offi cial fraud, waste, and 
abuse. Indeed, insofar as many government programs involved  little more than the 
distribution of fi nancial resources from the trea sury to individual client benefi cia-
ries of government programs, ensuring that government dollars went to individu-
als who  were the intended benefi ciaries and not to  others went a fair distance 
 toward ensuring that the program was creating the value legislators and policy-
makers intended (Moore 1986).

Moreover, insisting on compliance with existing policies and procedures was 
potentially valuable for two slightly  different reasons. On one hand, since treating 
like cases alike was considered an intrinsically valuable characteristic of govern-
ment activity, and since compliance with policies guaranteed such consistency, one 
could say that compliance audits produced a much- desired fairness in government 
operations (Mashaw 1983; Moore 1994). On the other hand, if existing policies 
and procedures embodied the best possi ble methods for using government assets 
to achieve desired results, then compliance with those policies would ensure effi -
ciency and effectiveness as well as fairness.6

The prob lem was that these accounting systems did not reach far enough along 
the “value chain” that links government- controlled assets to internal public agency 
activities, agency outputs, and ultimately to clients who encounter the government 
and to socially desired outcomes experienced by society as a  whole (Wholey, 
Hatry, and Newcomer 2010). Figure 8.1 pre sents a picture of this value chain with 
 different points of monitoring and accountability indicated.

The historical lack of mea sure ment and accounting beyond or gan i za tional 
boundaries left government unable to account for the experience of the clients or 
the ultimate socially valued results. Nor could the government note and seek to 
mobilize contributions of those beyond the boundaries of the or ga ni za tion that 
could contribute to the achievement of social objectives (Alford 2009). That left 
citizens, taxpayers, and their representatives uncertain about what value had ac-
tually been accomplished and who had actually produced it.

More recent efforts to fi ll this gap with cost- benefi t analyses and program eval-
uation have not, for a variety of reasons, been entirely satisfactory in providing 
guidance to public managers and accountability to citizens.7 First, the expense and 
diffi culty of or ga niz ing these analyses meant that relatively few government ac-
tivities could be evaluated. Second, the results of these analyses tended to come 
late in or gan i za tional decision- making cycles. While these results might be useful 
in making big policy decisions, they  were hard to use for managing operations and 
adapting them in medias res when they did not seem to be working. Third, these 
methods often focused on the evaluation of policies and programs, not or gan i za-
tional units. If a policy cut across several  different organizations or a program was 
only part of what one or gan i za tional unit did, then these systems  were less useful 
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than private- sector fi nancial mea sures in managing or gan i za tional resource allo-
cation, motivation, or learning.

Finally, all of these efforts to mea sure the social or public value of government 
operations lay within a utilitarian philosophical framework (Moore 2014). This is 
problematic because government cannot insulate itself from continuing public con-
cerns about the protection of individual rights, the fair treatment of those it regu-
lates and to whom it provides benefi ts, and its success in producing a civil and 
just society. These concerns for fairness, justice, and right relationships are asso-
ciated with a deontological rather than a utilitarian philosophical framework, and 
they arise over and over again when government acts in a demo cratic society (Fran-
kena 1973). To the degree that citizens want a government that acts fairly and 
justly and helps to encourage fairness and justice in the society as a  whole, there 
must be some method for incorporating these concerns into the mea sure ment of 
public- sector operations.

KAPLAN AND NORTON’S BALANCED SCORECARD 
AS CHALLENGE AND OPPORTUNITY

The publication of The Balanced Scorecard and its follow-up, The Strategy- Focused 
Or ga ni za tion, shook up the world of per for mance measurement—in both the pri-
vate and public sectors (Kaplan and Norton 1996, 2001). These books, intended 
principally for private- sector managers, argued persuasively that managers had 
long overestimated the value of their fi nancial systems to guide their organizations. 
The authors did not argue that maximizing long- term profi tability should not be 
the goal of private- sector organizations; nor did they raise any doubts about the 
adequacy of fi nancial mea sures to capture the value of what had been produced. 
They  were not recommending the use of double,  triple, or qua dru ple bottom lines 
to capture the full range of effects that commercial enterprises could have on in-
dividual and social life (Savitz 2006). They  were simply saying that fi nancial mea-
sures  were always about the past. They reliably captured what the or ga ni za tion had 
done in previous years, but revealed very  little about what the or ga ni za tion needed 
to do now to sustain profi tability in the  future. And from their point of view the 
issue of how past profi tability could be sustained in the  future should be the im por-
tant issue facing private- sector managers.

To answer that question, business executives had to shift their attention from 
backward- looking fi nancial per for mance mea sures to developing a plan for  future 
profi tability, described as the business strategy of the or ga ni za tion. To do that these 
executives needed good information about their market position— particularly their 
standing with customers. They also needed to understand  whether current opera-
tions could be sustained and how investments could be made to change what the 
or ga ni za tion was producing or how it was producing it.

This led the authors to propose a per for mance mea sure ment system that em-
braced four perspectives. They began with the fi nancial perspective, which still 
occupied pride of place as an accurate description of the value the or ga ni za tion 
produced, then added three more: the customer perspective (the current and  future 
state of the or ga ni za tion’s relationship with customers), the operations perspec-
tive (the effi ciency and sustainability of operations), and the learning perspective 
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(the ability to adapt products and ser vices and the methods used to produce them 
for  future profi tability).

This did not come as big news to business executives who had long deployed 
many mea sures other than fi nancial ones to monitor operations and guide in-
vestments for  future- oriented strategy execution. But it did serve to emphasize the 
importance of nonfi nancial mea sures, including mea sures of the environment be-
yond the or ga ni za tion and at its boundaries and pro cess mea sures focused on both 
internal operations and investments being made to transform current product lines 
or operations. Insofar as the ideas began to undermine the dominance of the fi -
nancial bottom line as the best way to capture an or ga ni za tion’s value and man-
age  future per for mance, The Balanced Scorecard deeply challenged and reordered 
private- sector mea sure ment practices.

To government managers The Balanced Scorecard seemed as much an oppor-
tunity as a challenge.8 The idea that high- performing organizations needed nonfi -
nancial mea sures as well as fi nancial measures— measures that focused on internal 
or gan i za tional pro cesses and investments as well as ultimate outcomes and 
aligned with an explicit theory of value creation, not just a demonstration of past 
accomplishment— refl ected exactly what they had long been saying about the inad-
equacy of fi nancial mea sures for organizations whose revenues came from taxpay-
ers rather than paying customers. Finally, they had someone— indeed, two business 
experts— who could champion their cause! A cottage industry grew up that applied 
the ideas of The Balanced Scorecard to government organizations.

What public managers who tried to apply these mea sures found, however, was 
that The Balanced Scorecard left unanswered two critical questions about per for-
mance mea sure ment in government. The fi rst was the old bugaboo: Who exactly 
should be viewed as the proper arbiter of the value produced by such organiza-
tions, and what exactly was it that they  either did—or should— value? Kaplan and 
Norton’s book directed organizations to identify their customers. But confusion 
reigned about who the customers of government organizations  were. Were they 
the citizens and taxpayers who provided the money and authorization that gov-
ernment organizations used to create public value? Or  were they the folks who 
met government in individual transactions and received benefi ts (and/or obliga-
tions) as individuals? There was no guarantee that taxpayers wanted the same 
things as individuals receiving government benefi ts. In fact, it seemed likely in 
many cases that their interests  were opposed. Similarly, it was not obvious that 
citizens wanted the same things from government that the tax cheats, criminals, or 
polluters that government encountered in regulatory and enforcement organiza-
tions wanted. If there was a difference, which of these  different possi ble custom-
ers would be properly viewed as the morally compelling or practically im por tant 
arbiter of value?

The second prob lem was that, like cost- benefi t analy sis and program evalua-
tion, applications of the balanced scorecard remained in a utilitarian framework 
(Frankena 1973); they  were not particularly attuned to questions about justice and 
fairness in government operations or the kinds of social relationships public agen-
cies  were structuring. This was problematic when so much government activity 
was justifi ed by individually or collectively held views of what was good for  others, 
what one’s duties  were to  others, and an ideal of a good and just society.
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RECOGNIZING PUBLIC VALUE: A STRATEGIC APPROACH 
TO PER FOR MANCE MEA SURE MENT

In Recognizing Public Value (2013), I have tried to fi nd a  different path for the 
 future development of mea sures that could more or less reliably capture the pub-
lic value being produced by a government enterprise, meet public demands for ac-
countability in government, and help managers use per for mance mea sure ment 
systems to guide their organizations  toward improved per for mance. Three key as-
sumptions about the nature of the work to be done guide this path.

Taking a Developmental Approach
The fi rst assumption is to recognize that, while the development of suitable per-
for mance mea sures for government might eventually simplify oversight and man-
agement in the public sector, in the short run it is likely to create some increased 
complexity. To many this will come as unwelcome news.  After all, part of the ap-
peal of “bottom- line management” for government is precisely that it might make 
things relatively  simple and objective, and many enthusiasts of mea sure ment and 
accountability assume that it  can’t  really be that hard.

I am all in  favor of being tough and determined in the pursuit of accountabil-
ity through quantitative, objective, per for mance mea sures. But I am painfully aware 
of how much can be lost both in or gan i za tional per for mance and in the cause of 
per for mance management when government makes a large commitment to the 
wrong set of mea sures. One can walk into virtually any public or ga ni za tion and 
fi nd the rusty hulks of previous efforts to mea sure per for mance. Of course, one 
could say that the reason these systems have been abandoned is that the bureau-
crats fi nally wore down po liti cal and managerial efforts to impose a reasonable 
kind of accountability. But more often the fact is that the mea sure ment systems 
 were not very good. In a surge of enthusiasm for per for mance mea sure ment, the 
overseers and managers of organizations reached for a con ve nient set of mea sures 
without worrying much about  whether the mea sures could reliably capture the 
value that the or ga ni za tion was producing,  whether the mea sures  were aligned 
with the values citizens and their representatives wanted produced, or  whether 
the mea sures could attract the loyalty and commitment of the or ga ni za tion’s 
employees.

A better approach would recognize that the development and use of a per for-
mance mea sure ment system is like the construction of a cathedral. Initial construc-
tion could inspire hope, command commitment, and create a space for worship. But 
it is never quite fi nished. However much work it takes to build the foundation, 
anchor the buttresses, and erect the spire, more work would be necessary to 
create the embellishments, even more to make signifi cant renovations as condi-
tions change, and still more to rebuild when the cathedral is razed by barbarians! 
Just as a fi rm’s balanced scorecard might change in response to environmental 
changes and strategies to deal with them, so should a public agency’s per for mance 
mea sure ment system change with the times. A strong per for mance mea sure ment 
system does not come from a single moment of insight or a surge of effort; it comes 
from relentlessly pursuing a path of development and learning over a long period 
of time.
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Embracing a Strategic Approach That Integrates Values, 
Politics, and Operations
The second assumption is that a strong per for mance mea sure ment system should 
not only account for past per for mance but also lay a basis for defi ning and pursu-
ing a  future- oriented, public value– creating strategy. In Creating Public Value I 
argued that a good, value- creating strategy had to (1) make a plausible claim that 
the envisioned purposes  were publicly valuable, (2) command legitimacy and sup-
port from those who authorized and fi nanced the activity, and (3) be operation-
ally achievable. The challenge was to integrate these pieces in the short run and to 
envision how to move an or ga ni za tion or enterprise to an improved position on 
each of these dimensions in the  future. These three requirements  were graphically 
represented in the strategic triangle presented in chapter 1 (see fi gure 1.1).

The requirement that managers attend to and manage conceptions of public 
value, the mobilization of legitimacy and support, and the development of the op-
erational capacity required to produce the desired results meant that government 
managers needed not only mea sures of ultimate outcomes and value but also (like 
the private- sector managers using the balanced scorecard) some way of monitoring 
their current position and capacities and the ability to envision and execute strate-
gies that would sustain or improve their position and per for mance in the  future.

 Different Kinds of Managerial Work
The third assumption is that public managers would have to understand that 
the effort to develop an effective per for mance mea sure ment system would re-
quire them to do both more and  different kinds of work than their private- sector 
 counter parts. Private- sector managers usually enter their organizations with much 
of the work of building a per for mance mea sure ment system already done. They 
have at least the fi nancial mea sure ment system and  human systems that are com-
fortable using it for both external and internal accountability. Public managers, 
however, often have to create both the systems and the cultural commitments to 
the use of those systems.

In Recognizing Public Value I claim four  different kinds of managerial work 
have to be done: technical, managerial, philosophical, and po liti cal. The fi rst 
two are familiar and widely acknowledged but still diffi cult. The second two are less 
widely recognized as im por tant in the development of per for mance mea sures, but, 
in my view, crucial to the development of a value- creating, sustainable mea sure-
ment system (Bryson and Patton 2010). Indeed, I think part of the reason we have 
not done very well in developing per for mance mea sures is that we have concen-
trated on the technical and managerial and ignored the po liti cal and philosophical.

Technical work refers to the challenge of developing specifi c mea sure ment in-
struments that can accurately capture the degree to which valued effects are oc-
curring in the world. This may seem  simple, but it is not always so. The police, for 
example, have as their mission to reduce crime and enhance security; for many 
years that goal was mea sured by observed changes in levels of crime reported to 
police forces. We  later learned that many crimes went unreported and that citizen 
fears  were not closely related to  actual crimes. Consequently, the police added 
victimization surveys to their per for mance mea sure ment systems to get a more 
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accurate picture of the real level of crime, and to ask citizens about their fears 
and their own self- defense efforts, thus giving the police a more accurate picture 
of their fundamental goals (Coleman and Moynihan 1996).

Managerial work refers to the challenge of using the mea sures in the context 
of or gan i za tional operations to animate and guide the or ga ni za tion  toward 
improved per for mance through harder or smarter work (Behn 2008). Again, to 
many this seems a straightforward task: all one has to do is to attach specifi c 
per for mance mea sures to par tic u lar managers or workers and use them to reward 
good and punish bad per for mance, and the per for mance of the or ga ni za tion will 
improve—at least in terms of the mea sured dimensions of per for mance. But as 
many managers can attest, creating and using a per for mance management system 
that an or ga ni za tion can tolerate as fair and appropriate, and that can engage man-
agers and workers in  wholehearted efforts to improve per for mance (rather than 
bad- faith efforts to cheat or game the system), is not at all straightforward and 
 simple. Things get even more complicated if, instead of simply driving individuals 
to perform better against the per for mance mea sures, managers decide that they 
want to help the or ga ni za tion learn about what works. The information and so-
cial relations required to create an or ga ni za tion passionately committed to  doing 
its job well and continuously learning how to do it better are harder to construct 
than  simple liability systems that impose sanctions on employees on the basis of 
per for mance statistics (Kofman and Senge 1993; Moynihan 2008).

Philosophical work refers to the work that must precede the technical work 
described above (Moore 2014). Public value is a normative, philosophical concept; 
so is the idea of per for mance. Government organizations can and do try to make 
the ideas of value and per for mance more objective and technical by constructing 
empirical mea sures that they hope stand reasonably well for the normative ideas. 
But it is im por tant to recognize that all per for mance mea sure ment and manage-
ment systems have at their core a normative theory of what effects of an agency’s 
per for mance will be valuable.

By far the most challenging kind of work in developing a per for mance mea-
sure ment system in government is po liti cal work. This work is crucial, however, 
because in a demo cratic government the system must be not only philosophically 
and technically sound and managerially useful but also endorsed by those in 
positions to authorize, legitimate, and pay for the enterprise (Bryson and Patton 
2010). This is morally im por tant because the only appropriate arbiters of public 
value in demo cratic po liti cal systems are citizens, taxpayers, and their elected 
representatives. It is practically im por tant because it is the po liti cal demands for 
accountability that provide the drive to create, develop, and use per for mance 
mea sure ment systems. Without po liti cal agreement and commitment to a par-
tic u lar per for mance mea sure ment system, there is no electricity fl owing to the 
light that should be guiding the way. With po liti cal support and interest, the per for-
mance mea sure ment system not only clarifi es the mandate for government opera-
tions but also focuses and sustains the energy through the diffi cult implementation 
phase.
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DEVELOPING THE PUBLIC VALUE ACCOUNT

To begin this strategic work of developing per for mance mea sure ment systems for 
government organizations, it is useful to set out a framework that can capture the 
most im por tant issues to consider and to accumulate im por tant ideas and infor-
mation. One such framework is described in Recognizing Public Value as a 
public value account. This framework is meant to do for government managers 
what the fi nancial bottom line does for private- sector managers: provide a way 
of accounting for costs incurred and valuable results produced by a government 
or ga ni za tion.

Adapting the Financial Bottom Line to Public Assets and Public Values
The public value account helps public managers cope with three features of gov-
ernment operations that differ from private- sector concepts of individual or mar-
ket value.

First, it accounts for the fact that the assets that government uses to produce 
public value include authority as well as money. Government can use its authority 
to create an army, regulate pollution, impose speed limits, and so on. It also uses 
its authority to ensure that public benefi ts go exclusively to the intended benefi cia-
ries. Like money, authority is valued and in short supply. All other things being 
equal, if government can fi nd a way to produce desired results using less author-
ity, that solution would be preferred to one that made greater use of state author-
ity (Sparrow 1994).

Second, it recognizes that individuals and their material satisfaction are not 
necessarily the appropriate arbiter of public value. This is particularly true when 
the government obliges individual citizens to do something they would prefer 
not to do for the benefi t of the community as a  whole. It is also true when the 
government provides benefi ts like job training and drug addiction treatment to 
individual clients. In these cases the public may have the satisfaction of the indi-
vidual clients in mind, but that is usually not the only im por tant objective. The 
public hopes the unemployed will fi nd gainful employment and that addicts will 
get clean, get a job, stop committing crimes, and care for their dependents (Al-
ford 2009).

Third, the public value account recognizes that when the government acts, the 
public will use deontological standards of fairness and justice as well as utilitar-
ian standards of satisfying individual clients or achieving desired social outcomes 
to judge its actions. Individuals and their fellow citizens want to know that their 
rights and interests have been appropriately protected from arbitrary action and 
that the government is acting fairly and justly as well as expediently (Mashaw 
1983). These are the normative concerns that attach to the use of state authority, 
and government action nearly always makes use of the authority of the state, 
 whether it is imposing obligations on individual actors and restricting access to 
benefi ts or simply spending money to produce a good or ser vice that is available 
to all, because the government’s money came into its hands through the use of the 
state’s taxing authority. If concerns about justice and fairness attach themselves 
to any use of state authority, then presumably they attach themselves to the use of 
money that was raised through the use of state authority.
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The Main Categories of a Public Value Account
Working out the implications of these philosophical points for the construction of 
a bottom line for public agencies is a diffi cult but not insurmountable task. Again, 
government can have as good a cost accounting system as the private sector—at 
least with res pect to fi nancial expenditures. The problems begin, as noted above, 
on the revenue side. If we wanted to take a customer perspective in government 
we could, perhaps, substitute some mea sure of client satisfaction for revenues 
earned. But, as noted above, there are many clients of government agencies in-
cluding criminals, polluters, and tax cheats who receive obligations from the 
government rather than ser vices and whose satisfaction cannot be the only (and 
probably not even the principal) aim of the encounter. And often, even when the 
government is providing benefi ts, it is at least as interested in achieving some de-
sired aggregate social welfare that is not necessarily captured in the satisfaction 
of individual clients— whether “obligatees” or ser vice benefi ciaries.

There are also many individuals in vari ous social positions— such as voters, 
taxpayers, or concerned citizens— who are not necessarily clients of par tic u lar 
government programs. Because we are often uncertain about what values these 
individual stakeholders would like to see achieved by and refl ected in government 
operations, we rely instead on a kind of collective utilitarianism in which we imag-
ine that there is a public more or less appropriately constructed that can become 
articulate about what the public as a  whole, or all of us acting as citizens rather 
than clients, want to see happen in government operations. We call this legislat-
ing or public policymaking, and it relies on there being both a collective entity 
that can express what the public values and the likelihood that what the public 
values consists not only of individual client satisfaction but also the achievement 
of desired social outcomes.

Given this, the public value account begins with fi nancial costs on the left- hand 
side of the ledger. The right- hand side of the ledger begins with client satisfaction 
but adds the more im por tant idea of the specifi c social outcomes that the public 
values as the mission or ultimate goals of government enterprises (Wilson 1989). 
These basic elements of the public value account give citizens and taxpayers an idea 
of cost- effectiveness in achieving a desired social goal, with some attention to the 
satisfaction of individual clients. (Taxpayers are presumably mollifi ed by the inclu-
sion of a focus on cost, and citizens, we hope, are satisfi ed with the concern given 
to both cost and valued social result— just as corporate shareholders would be 
interested in overall profi t.)

The next step, however, is to recognize the use of authority as an asset and 
to note how much authority is engaged in any par tic u lar government enterprise. 
It may seem odd to think of the use of authority and force as a quantitative idea, 
but it is not hard to reckon the degree of force used to promote compliance 
with par tic u lar obligations or the magnitude of the burden that is imposed by any 
given regulation. We can even estimate the fi nancial costs of enforcement and 
compliance. And on occasion, when the government is forced to pay compensa-
tion to those whose rights  were violated, we can get a direct estimate of the fi nan-
cial cost of an improper use of force, which could help us monetize other abuses of 
authority.
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Once we recognize the use of force as a cost in government operations we have 
to begin accounting for the fairness with which the government acts and the de-
gree to which its policies are pushing the society  toward one or more par tic u lar 
images of a good and just society. As noted previously, in a demo cratic society the 
use of state authority always has to be justifi ed; it cannot be used arbitrarily or 
unfairly. There has to be a reason, and the reason has to be a general rule that 
applies to all (Tyler 2006).

Obviously it is much easier to account for fairness in government access than 
to account for its success in producing other im por tant aspects of justice. But 
given that these matters of justice and fairness show up all the time in discus-
sions about how government agencies are performing, it is essential to consider 
what facts could be gathered to show progress or problems on these dimensions 
of value.

Taken together, the interests in fi nancial costs to government, the achieve-
ment of collectively desired outcomes, the satisfaction of individual clients, 
the degree to which state authority is being used, and the degree to which 
government agencies are acting fairly and helping to achieve a just as well as a 
prosperous society will produce a public value account like the one pictured in 
fi gure 8.2.

In addition to the categories described above, this public value account includes 
the idea that a public or ga ni za tion might want to make room in the accounting 
scheme for recognizing unintended and unanticipated good and bad effects of 
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Public Value Account

Financial Costs

Unintended Negative Consequences

Social Costs of Using State Authority

Achievement of Collectively Defined 

Mission/Desired Social Outcomes

Client Satisfaction

Service Recipients

Obligatees

Unintended Positive Consequences

Justice and Fairness 

At Individual Level in Operations

At Aggregate Level in Results

Figure 8.2 The public value account: general form
Source: Reprinted by permission of the publisher from Mark H. Moore, 

Recognizing Public Value (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013), 113. 
Copyright © 2013 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College.
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its activities. When the government acts, surprising outcomes that  matter to indi-
viduals often occur, and a complete public value account needs such categories to 
allow a public or ga ni za tion to learn more about the consequences of its actions. 
It should also create room to change and adapt collective ideas of what values 
the public wants the or ga ni za tion to achieve.

The challenge, of course, is to begin fi lling in this abstract frame with more 
par tic u lar ideas about public value and concrete mea sures that could capture the 
degree to which these values  were actually being produced in the world, agency 
by agency. Perhaps over time, certain classes of agencies such as police depart-
ments, schools, or social ser vice agencies may develop concepts of value and 
systems of mea sure ment specifi c to their par tic u lar kind of work. That would be a 
welcome development, since we could then begin to codify practices, improve 
mea sures, and make comparisons among  different agencies in the same line of 
business in the interest of learning how to improve per for mance. Once data 
collection was begun in similar systems capturing  different dimensions of per-
for mance, we might actually be able to see how much of what par tic u lar values 
could be produced using existing operational methods. This would reveal what 
economists describe as the production possibility frontier for each public- 
sector industry. It would also show us which par tic u lar agencies are defi ning 
the frontier for par tic u lar industries, and which have room to improve on all di-
mensions. But the start is to see if we can outline in sharper and sharper detail 
the target we are trying to hit: a reasonably satisfying conceptual defi nition of 
public value.

DEVELOPING A PUBLIC VALUE SCORECARD

In the effort to truly improve the per for mance of government or ga ni za tions, how-
ever, the public value account is just the fi rst step. Just as private- sector managers 
learned that their fi nancial accounts alone  were too focused on end products and 
past per for mance to provide an adequate basis for evaluating and managing their 
organizations’ per for mance, so public- sector managers might learn that they need 
something more than the public value account to manage their enterprises. Draw-
ing with gratitude on the example of Kaplan and Norton, I proposed in Recogniz-
ing Public Value the creation of a public value scorecard that included the public 
value account (analogous to the fi nancial perspective) but added families of mea-
sures that would focus managerial attention on the current position of the or ga ni-
za tion in its environment,  whether and how operations could be sustained, and 
how to improve current and  future per for mance through investments that embody 
the or ga ni za tion’s continuous learning.

In constructing these families of mea sures, I relied on the strategic categories 
developed in Creating Public Value and often presented as the strategic triangle 
(see chapter 1). The public value account captures the par tic u lar perspective as-
sociated with the “public value” circle of the strategic triangle. To this I added a 
legitimacy and support perspective (roughly analogous to the balanced scorecard’s 
customer perspective) and an operational capacity perspective (roughly analogous 
to the balanced scorecard’s operations perspective).
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THE LEGITIMACY AND SUPPORT PERSPECTIVE: General Form

Standing with Formal Authorizers:
Elected Executives 
Statutory Overseers in Executive Branch (Budget, Finance, Personnel)
Elected Legislators
Statutory Overseers in Legislative Branch (Audit, Inspectors-General)
Other Levels of Government
Courts

Standing with Key Interest Groups:
Economically Motivated Suppliers
Self-Interested Client Groups
Latent Interest Groups

Media Coverage
Print
Electronic 
Social

Standing with Individuals in Polity:
General Citizenry
Taxpayers
Clients

Service recipients

Obligatees

Position of Enterprise in Democratic Political Discourse:
Standing in Political Campaigns
Standing in Political Agendas of Current Elected Regime
Standing in Relevant “Policy Community”

Status of Key Legislative and Public Policy Proposals to Support Enterprise
(Link to Operational Capacity Perspective)

Authorizations 
Appropriations

Engagement of Citizens as Co-Producers (Link to Operation Capacity Perspectives)

Mission Alignment with Values Articulated by Citizens
(Link to Public Value Account)

Inclusion of Neglected Values with Latent Constituencies
(Link to Public Value Account)

Figure 8.3 The legitimacy and support perspective: general form
Source: Reprinted by permission of the publisher from Mark H. Moore, Recognizing Public Value 

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013), 119. 
Copyright © 2013 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College.
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THE OPERATIONAL CAPACITY PERSPECTIVE: General Form

Human Resource:
Current Status of Workforce

Size
Quality
Morale

Recruitment and Selection Processes
Training/Professional Development of Staff
Compensation Levels
Advancement Opportunities
Performance Measurement Systems for Individual Accountability
Public Volunteer Efforts

Operational Policies, Programs and Procedures:
Quality of Operational Performance 

Documentation of current procedures

Compliance with tested procedures

Auditability of performance recording methods
Organizational Learning

Evaluation and current untested policies

Stimulation and testing of innovations

Institutionalization of successful innovations
Internal Resource Allocation
Performance Measurement and Management Systems

Investment in systems

Use of systems

Organizational Outputs (Link to Public Value Account)

Quantity of Outputs
Quality of Outputs

Attributes that produce desired results
Attributes that increase client satisfaction
Attributes that reflect justice and fairness in operations

Flow of Resources to Enterprise (Link to Legitimacy and Support Perspective)
Financial Revenues Flowing to Public Agencies

Appropriations
Intergovernmental grants
Fees

Legal and Statutory Authorizations/Mandates
Public Support/Popular Opinion

Figure 8.4 The operational capacity perspective: general form
Source: Reprinted by permission of the publisher from Mark H. Moore, Recognizing 

Public Value (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013), 124. 
Copyright © 2013 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College.
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I did not create a separate category for the learning perspective because it 
seemed to me that this was the dynamic quality of all the perspectives. By encour-
aging public managers to think strategically and developmentally, the public value 
scorecard took it for granted that learning would occur about what constituted 
the im por tant dimensions of public value to be mea sured, current standing and 
legitimacy with authorizers and how to bolster it, and how to improve current 
and  future per for mance.

Figures 8.3 and 8.4 pre sent general outlines for the legitimacy and support 
and the operational capacity perspectives. Again, these abstract categories have 
to be given richer content by developing both more specifi c concepts and mea-
sures attached to those concepts. And, as we accumulate experience in construct-
ing these sorts of mea sure ment systems, some parts may become more easily 
standardized.

CONCLUSION

Citizens of demo cratic socie ties and their elected representatives have long sought 
something as  simple as the private sector’s bottom line as a basis for improving 
the per for mance of government. And they have often assumed that such a thing 
was easily within reach, and that it was only the re sis tance of self- protective bu-
reaucrats that prevented the creation of bottom- line management systems for 
government.

I don’t think citizens are wrong to want good mea sure ment systems that can 
enable effective public oversight and accountability of public organizations. Indeed, 
I count myself among the most ardent enthusiasts of both po liti cal and govern-
mental accountability to citizens in demo cratic socie ties. Where I part com pany 
with the most enthusiastic advocates of bottom- line management for government 
is not in the desire to achieve that goal but in the assumption that such a feat is 
 simple and within close reach. Oliver Wendell Holmes once said, “I  wouldn’t 
give a fi g for the simplicity on this side of complexity. But I would give my right 
arm for the simplicity on the other side of complexity.” I think, like Holmes, that 
we ought to hold out for the simplicity that lies on the other side of complexity in 
seeking accurate and useful mea sures of public value creation. To get there we 
have to fi ght through not only the technical issues of how to construct reliable 
empirical mea sures of value concepts and the managerial issues about how to 
use such mea sures to motivate per for mance in organizations and help them 
learn how to improve but also the tough po liti cal and philosophical questions that 
lie  behind any judgment of value in a demo cratic regime. We have to think about 
how a collective entity that we call the public can be called into existence and be-
come articulate about what it would like to achieve through governmental action. 
And we have to keep talking about the im por tant issues of justice— about the 
kinds of relationships we would like to have exist in our society, and what as a 
consequence we might owe to one another as something that government might 
help us achieve.

The challenge, it seems to me, is to use frameworks such as the public value 
account and the public value scorecard to enable the rich, swirling discussion 
of public value that is characteristic of a healthy democracy to connect with a 
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concrete reality that must be managed. I hope the frameworks developed  here 
can weather the storm and light a path  toward sustained value creation.

NOTES
1. In thinking about the  future development of efforts to mea sure the per for mance of 

government, it is enlightening to consider the history of fi nancial mea sures. It took 
several centuries for these relatively  simple mea sures to become the power ful manage-
rial tools they now are (Riahi- Belkaoui 2005).

2. There is still some way to go in improving public- sector cost accounting systems even 
though this does not pose the same philosophical or practical problems as accounting 
for the public value being produced with those funds.

3. For a more extended discussion of the philosophical issues, see Moore (2013, 2014).
4. One can mount many challenges to this idea of consumer sovereignty. Individuals can be 

easily fooled and often make choices that are not in their long- term interests, making 
consumer choice a fl awed arbiter of individual private value—to say nothing of collective, 
public value; this is the focus of much behavioral economics research. But despite the 
evidence that individuals are often far from rational in making choices for themselves, 
the core liberal idea that the only proper arbiter of value is individuals, and that social 
institutions should be constructed to let those individual value choices shape social out-
comes, has remained vital.

5. There are as many diffi culties with the story that good, just, and wise collective choices 
emerge from the pro cesses of demo cratic governance as there are with the story that 
markets work well to produce the greatest good for the greatest number in a just and 
fair way. For a discussion of how individuals might be successfully aggregated into a 
public of citizens that can become articulate about the values that should be produced 
by and refl ected in government operations, see Moore and Fung (2012).

6. If, however, procedures are costly and in effec tive, enforcing compliance can reduce over-
all per for mance. This is a particularly grave danger in the public sector, where organi-
zations have to be concerned about legitimacy as much as per for mance, and tests of 
per for mance are weak. Since copying the be hav ior of other organizations is the easiest 
path to legitimacy, there is a real risk that a focus on compliance with policy and pro-
cedures rather than testing and innovating can lock an entire or gan i za tional fi eld into 
low per for mance (DiMaggio and Powell 1983).

7. For a more complete discussion, see Moore (2013).
8. The Balanced Scorecard also had a signifi cant impact on the nonprofi t sector, which 

faced per for mance mea sure ment problems analogous to those of government agencies 
(e.g., third- party payers, social results that  were diffi cult to mea sure and monetize, and 
concerns about justice and fairness in operations and results). Unlike government, how-
ever, nonprofi t organizations could not directly deploy the authority of the state (though 
they could contract with government to use it!). For a discussion of the limitations of 
The Balanced Scorecard for nonprofi t organizations, see Moore (2003).
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PUBLIC VALUE MAPPING

J ENNIE WELCH, HEATHER R IMES, AND BARRY BOZEMAN

At both the individual and societal levels, values can be likened to Silly Putty: 
moldable, changeable, and sometimes breakable if given a sharp blow. Be-

cause our values are complex personal judgments based on knowledge as well as 
emotional reaction, they are not static but instead continuously changing as our 
knowledge and emotional responses evolve (Bozeman 2007). These qualities can 
sometimes make value identifi cation and mea sure ment diffi cult and, as a result, 
easily quantifi ed values such as economic effi ciency tend to dominate public pol-
icy evaluation and debate. Yet because the vast majority of public endeavors are 
motivated and guided by entire constellations of values (Beck Jørgensen and Boz-
eman 2007), there is a need for mechanisms that systematically incorporate a broad 
range of value considerations in policy decision- making pro cesses.

Public value mapping (PVM) is a tool designed to address this need. PVM is 
not an analytical technique or even a set of analytical techniques but instead an 
approach to identify public values; assess  whether public value failures have oc-
curred; map relationships among values; and graphically represent relationships 
between public value and market value successes and failures.

PVM should not be considered a replacement for market- based approaches 
to policy analy sis such as cost- benefi t analy sis (CBA) and expected value models. 
Rather, it serves as a counterweight to these commonly applied economic ap-
proaches, allowing for a more explicit consideration of collective values. The need 
for this opposing force has long been noted by scholars who have pointed out the 
limitations of a strict reliance on neoclassical models in policy evaluation, with 
par tic u lar attention paid to the inability of certain evaluation tools to fully account 
for public values. Criticisms of market approaches include:

• The Pareto effi ciency criterion is not useful for addressing distributional is-
sues that are often at the heart of public value questions (e.g., intergenera-
tional resource rights; see Howarth and Norgaard 1990).

• The theoretical assumptions are based in utilitarianism, a theory that many 
contend is insuffi cient for valuing equity concerns (Brown 1992; Sen 1970; 
Sen and Williams 1982).

• The philosophical foundation is one of economic individualism, which privi-
leges the interests of the individual over the interests of society; treats social 
and government institutions as a means of satisfying individual needs; 
and gives the individual supreme value over society or the polity. As a result, 
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collective action, usually in the form of government intervention, is often 
treated as a possi ble (although not necessary) alternative to pursue only  after 
private solutions have failed (Bozeman 2007).

• Policy tools derived from neoclassical economic theory (e.g., cost- benefi t 
analy sis) may fail to fully account for the long- term consequences of policies 
(Mishan 1980). Furthermore, CBA requires the monetization of all items 
 under review— even those that some contend should not be treated as com-
modities (e.g., the practice of assigning a dollar value to a  human life).

• Effi cient markets often have very  little to do with development or  human hap-
piness, and thus market frameworks are inadequate for social allocation of 
goods and ser vices (Lane 1991).

Despite these limitations, economic approaches to policy evaluation and decision 
making in the public sector continue to dominate the analytical pro cess. There are 
good reasons for the power of these tools: analyzing the marginal benefi t, economic 
productivity, or the economic development impact of a policy or program is usually 
a critical component to determining the value of a policy. Market- based tools also 
have the appeal of being based on a concrete set of procedures and grounded in 
familiar economic principles. Unfortunately, tools that allow us to engage in a dia-
logue or analy sis of additional values beyond those considered in economic models 
lag  behind. Though still in its infancy, PVM is a tool designed to offset the strict 
reliance on economic considerations in policy evaluation to give more equal weight 
to the assessment of public values beyond those of a strictly economic nature.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide clarity around the theory that has 
infl uenced PVM, to discuss how PVM can serve to counterbalance traditional eco-
nomic approaches, and to review several examples of PVM in use. We begin this 
chapter with a discussion of PVM’s theoretical building blocks. We then describe 
the core assumptions of PVM and the key steps and procedures that are required 
for its application. Next, we examine examples of PVM applications. Finally, we 
conclude with a discussion of the strengths and limitations of PVM and discuss 
possibilities for  future application. We argue that although PVM has predominately 
been applied to address questions related to science and technology policy and re-
search innovation, it has potential to be useful in a number of other policy do-
mains and has promise as a pathway to more systematic consideration of some of 
the most pressing questions in the fi eld of public administration.

THEORETICAL BUILDING BLOCKS OF PVM

The cornerstone of PVM is the public value concept. Despite being heralded as 
“the next ‘Big Thing’ in public management” (Talbot 2009) and as an emerging 
paradigm in the fi eld of public administration (Stoker 2006), the conceptual mean-
ing of the term “public value” remains ambiguous. Indeed, one of the largest 
criticisms of the systematic consideration of public values is the marked lack of 
consensus in the academic community about what constitutes public value. Key 
questions still linger such as what the “public” in “public value” means;  whether 
there is a hierarchy of public values; what the possibilities for assessing public values 
are; and how public values fi t together (Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007).
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In order to provide more clarity around the valuation of public values, any 
discussion should begin by providing a clear conceptual defi nition. For our pur-
poses, we defi ne a society’s public values as those providing normative consensus 
about the rights, benefi ts, and prerogatives to which citizens should (and should 
not) be entitled; the obligations of citizens to society, the state, and one another; 
and the principles on which governments and policies should be based (Bozeman 
2007, 132). Note that this defi nition does not require government or public man-
agers to be the sole proprietor or creator of public value. This conceptualization 
is aligned with  others developed in the lit erature (see Alford and Hughes 2008) in 
that the “public” in public values is less about the sector in which value is created or 
delivered and instead a refl ection of who benefi ts from it. However, it differs from 
Moore’s conceptualization (1995), which suggests public value creation is a strate-
gic prob lem that public managers can solve provided they have clarifi cation on 
what it is they should be trying to produce; legitimacy and support from their au-
thorizing environment; and a recognition of the operational capabilities of their 
or ga ni za tion or network.

A critical distinction between Moore’s conceptualization (1995) and the ap-
proach advanced by Bozeman (2002) and applied  here is the theoretical focus as 
it relates to public value (managerial action focus versus policy focus). Neverthe-
less, these two approaches are not so distinct from one another as to be irrecon-
cilable. As Bryson, Crosby, and Bloomberg (2014) explain, both Moore’s approach 
and Bozeman’s approach contend that public value and public values are observable 
and mea sur able; emphasize the importance of healthy democracies for the achieve-
ment of public values; recognize the negative implications of privileging effi ciency 
and effectiveness at the expense of other public values; and recognize the relation-
ship between policy environments and the public managers that operate within 
them. Indeed, the public managers who are the focus of Moore’s conceptualization 
may fi nd the defi nition of public values applied  here useful— and certainly may 
fi nd utility in the public value mapping tool reviewed in this chapter for evaluating 
and analyzing policy contexts or as a tool to analyze their own decision- making 
pro cesses. However, it is Bozeman’s conceptualization of public value that is the 
foundation for public value failure theory (hereafter “public failure theory”)— and 
it is public failure theory that informs PVM. Therefore, it is Bozeman’s conceptu-
alization that is most heavily emphasized in this chapter.1

Public Failure Theory
Public failure theory emerged in response to the reliance on market- based assump-
tions for rationalizing the provision of goods and ser vices by the public sector 
(Bozeman 2002). Although market- based approaches provide a clear, concise, and 
easily applied approach to public policy decision making, public failure theorists 
argue that market explanations alone do not allow for an expansive public dialogue 
about policy issues (Bozeman 2002). For example, economic models may effec-
tively deal with the effi ciency criterion in environmental policy debates, but they 
fall short of considering conservation issues (Bozeman 2003).

Rather than relying on vague notions of the public interest, public failure the-
ory is aligned with the work of public administration scholars who have given 
explicit consideration to specifi c aspects of public values (Beck Jørgensen 1996; 
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Kirlin 1996; Van Deth and Scarbrough 1995; Van Wart 1998). A key assumption 
of the theory is that all instrumental values (public, economic, and private) can be 
viewed as casual hypotheses that are, in princi ple, subject to empirical tests 
(Bozeman and Sarewitz 2011). For example, the University System of Georgia 
states that one of its core characteristics is “a commitment to excellence in public 
ser vice, economic development, and technical assistance activities designed to ad-
dress the strategic needs of the State.”2 If we treat this commitment as an or gan-
i za tional value, we could empirically test the or ga ni za tion’s progress  toward this 
desirable state.

Public failure theory does not adopt a par tic u lar normative perspective as its 
starting point, nor does it suggest what public values are or should be. Instead, 
public failure theorists argue that core values can be identifi ed by reviewing a 
variety of sources, including formal scholarly lit erature; cultural artifacts and tra-
ditions; government documents; agency and program mission statements; strategic 
plans; and opinion polls (Bozeman 2007; Bozeman and Sarewitz 2011). Of course, 
systematic efforts to identify public values may uncover a lack of consensus sur-
rounding certain policy domains, a number of public values that confl ict with one 
another (e.g., security and transparency), or sets of values that may or may not be 
interdependent (Bozeman and Sarewitz 2011). These issues are particularly ger-
mane in pluralistic socie ties, where values often compete and collide (Bozeman 
2007). For example, the ongoing debate surrounding same- sex marriage legisla-
tion in the United States has revealed fundamental cleavages in values among 
 different groups of citizens.

This invites the question, How do we know when we have achieved our pub-
lic values, particularly if they are fl uid and changing? Proponents of public fail-
ure theory argue that if society expresses consensus on a certain value and that 
value is not achieved, then a public value failure has occurred (Bozeman 2002; 
Bozeman and Sarewitz 2005; Feeney and Bozeman 2007). Just as approaches 
to policymaking grounded in economic theory indicate that it is appropriate for 
the government to intervene when a market failure occurs, public failure theory 
suggests analogues in terms of public values.

The connection between public failure theory and public value mapping is 
that PVM provides criteria to identify public values in order to determine when 
public value failures have occurred (Bozeman 2007). The PVM criteria have 
obvious analogues to the market failures identifi ed by Bator (1958) and Samuelson 
(1954; see  table 1.1 in chapter 1 of this volume). For example, just as monopo-
lies are said to be market failures that often require government intervention, 
one of PVM’s value criteria is “legitimate mono poly”— that is, when goods and 
ser vices are deemed suitable for government mono poly, private provision is ac-
tually a violation of this public value (Bozeman 2007). Note that just as public 
values are moldable and changeable, the criteria presented in  table 1.1 have also 
evolved. “Creation, maintenance, and enhancement of the public sphere” as well 
as “progressive opportunity” are the latest criteria to be advanced (Bozeman and 
Johnson 2014). 

In addition to this normative theory, at least one explanatory theory is worth 
noting with par tic u lar relevance to PVM applications. “Churn theory” (Rogers and 
Bozeman 2001) was developed to offer explanatory power for analyses specifi -
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cally concerned with knowledge value successes and failures, mea sured by the 
extent to which knowledge is translated into social impact (Bozeman et al. 2003). 
In applications of churn theory, knowledge is conceptualized as information put 
into use (Bozeman and Rogers 2002), and therefore knowledge value derives from 
the breadth and use of that knowledge. The unit of analy sis in this subset of PVM 
applications is the knowledge value collective (KVC), defi ned as a “set of individu-
als who interact in the demand, production, technical evaluation, and application 
of scientifi c and technical knowledge” (Bozeman and Rogers 2002, 769). It follows 
then that KVCs can have varying degrees of social impact depending upon the 
effects of the knowledge KVCs demand, produce, evaluate, and apply.

These two theoretical cornerstones have allowed for three types of PVM ap-
plication: (1) evaluations of the extent to which public values are met within agen-
cies, programs, and communities (Bozeman 2007); (2) examinations of the social 
impact that KVCs engender or could engender (Bozeman et al. 2003); and (3) at-
tempts to detail the relationships and linkages among public values and their 
implications (Maricle 2011; Meyer 2011). These application types are reviewed in 
further detail in a  later section of this chapter.

PUBLIC VALUE MAPPING

It is useful to note at the outset that PVM is not the public value equivalent of 
economic evaluative tools such as benefi t- cost analy sis. Instead it is a loose set of 
heuristics that allow for the development of analyses of public values (Bozeman 
and Sarewitz 2011). PVM is designed to address questions such as:

• Given a set of social goals and missions, are the strategies for linking and 
mobilizing institutions, network actors, and individuals  viable for achieving 
the goals and missions?

• Is the  under lying causal logic of a program or mission sound?
• Are the  human, or gan i za tional, and fi nancial resources in place to move from 

the agency, program, innovation, or policy in question to desired social 
outcomes?

Implicit in the design of PVM are a set of core assumptions, presented in  table 9.1. 
In order to apply PVM to questions like those identifi ed above, it is necessary to 
treat these assumptions seriously. For example, applying PVM as a rigid, techni-
cal tool ignores the fl exibility inherent in its design. Of equal importance are sev-
eral key steps of PVM application, which are reviewed below.

Step 1: Identifying Public Values
First, PVM requires the identifi cation of a core set of public values. Because PVM 
is grounded in public failure theory, which does not offer any prescriptions for 
what values should be, it is the job of the researcher to identify values using data 
sources that are relevant to the analy sis. For example, PVM was recently applied 
to a review of the state of US climate science— specifi cally the interagency research 
initiative that began  under President George H. W. Bush as the Global Change Re-
search Act of 1990 (Meyer 2011). Meyer identifi es public values related to climate 
science research by analyzing public laws, program documents, National Research 
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 Table 9.1. Core assumptions of PVM

Assumptions Description

PVM is assessment- neutral Applications of PVM can be prospective, formative, 
or summative

PVM maintains a social focus PVM takes into account the highest order of impacts and 
therefore maintains a focus on social indices and indica-
tors; any recommendations that evolve from PVM should 
be focused on possi ble changes that seem likely to 
improve social outcomes

PVM includes mea sure ment 
of social context

The social context in which a program, policy, or innova-
tion is implemented is a part of the PVM analy sis

PVM is multilevel PVM seeks to show linkages and networked relationships

Environment matters PVM takes into account the social, economic, and po liti cal 
factors that infl uences the constraints, opportunities, and 
resources for the program, policy, or innovation being 
considered

Public values should guide Public value theory should guide application rather than 
market- based approaches or theories

Public values can be derived 
from diverse sources

Outcome values can be identifi ed by consulting a variety of 
sources including government legislation, opinion polls, 
or ga ni za tion mission statements,  etc.

Values can be related to 
activities, programs, and 
outcomes

PVM assumes that values can be mapped using causal logic 
models to mea sured or hypothesized activities, programs, 
and outcomes. Public values can be included at the 
beginning of the map (i.e., from the time policies and 
actions are initiated)

PVM is not a technical 
approach

PVM should be thought of as a set of heuristics rather than 
a technical approach to analy sis

Specifi c analytical 
 techniques are not required

The analytical techniques used to test hypotheses and 
mea sure impacts and outcomes should be selected based 
on their appropriateness to the research aims; results 
should be based on the interrelationships among causal 
logic, environmental context, and mea sured impacts and 
outcomes

PVM should link impact and 
outcome mea sures back to 
social indicators

PVM concludes with a linkage of impact and outcome 
mea sures back to aggregate social indicators or other 
appropriately broad- based, trans- institutional, trans- 
research program mea sures of social well- being

Note: This  table is informed by the core assumptions outlined in Bozeman and Sarewitz (2011).

136
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Council reports, and interviews with agency offi cials. As this example illustrates, 
key decisions of the researcher (e.g., who is considered “in” the policy circle; what 
data sources are “relevant”; and the time frame of analy sis) have the potential to 
signifi cantly affect PVM results. Thus, it is critical to carefully frame the analy sis 
from the outset.

Step 2: Assessing Public Value Failures and Successes
Next, PVM analy sis requires an assessment of  whether public value failures have 
occurred. The criteria presented in  table 1.1 can serve as useful diagnostics to en-
gage in this pro cess (a more thorough review of each criterion is provided below). 
It is im por tant to note that the criteria outlined in  table 1.1 are designed to serve 
as a useful starting point for those seeking to diagnose public value failures but 
should not be treated as an exhaustive list. Therefore, researchers should consider 
additional public value failure criteria that may be applicable to their work as well 
as the appropriateness of applying each criterion to their policy context of interest. 
Moreover, the criteria are framed as public value failures in order to offer analogues 
to the more familiar market failure criteria for government intervention. Thus, in 
cases in which there is debate about the appropriateness of government action or 
policy development, the criteria can help to indicate  whether or not such action is 
justifi ed. It is also appropriate to utilize the criteria to retrospectively evaluate a spe-
cifi c policy or set of policies. In these instances investigators will fi nd that for each 
of the criteria, outcomes actually fall along a spectrum ranging from total failure to 
total success, with most outcomes falling somewhere between  either extreme. It is 
at this point that use of the PVM grid (discussed in step 4 below) plays a particularly 
im por tant role.

Creation, maintenance, and enhancement of the public sphere. As a public 
value, this criterion is defi ned as “open and public communication and delibera-
tion about public values and about collective action pertaining to public values” 
(Bozeman and Johnson 2014, 7). The criterion is applicable when one is seeking 
to evaluate policies or regimes pertaining to open dialogue, communication, and 
transparency. Bozeman and Johnson (2014) cite authoritarian regimes that seize 
control of social media platforms as an example of a public value failure when 
evaluated on this criterion, but one can point to public failures within demo cratic 
institutions when they are evaluated using this criterion as well. For example, there 
is a growing body of lit erature in the fi eld of education about the space (or lack 
thereof) for public school students to have dialogue about a variety of public 
values in the classroom, and the role that public schools and public school teachers 
should or should not play in enabling open and public dialogue about issues of 
social justice and equity in Ame rica for traditionally marginalized populations 
(Apple 2006; Clark 2006; Cochran- Smith 2004). As Au, Bigelow, and Karp (2007) 
argue, public school curriculum should equip students to “talk back to the world” 
and pose questions such as “who makes decisions and who is left out; who bene-
fi ts and who suffers; why is a given practice fair or unfair; what alternatives can 
we imagine; and what is required to create change?” They suggest that schools 
should be forums for students to examine cartoons, lit erature, legislative decisions, 
and the like in order to question social realities. This suggestion aligns with what 
Bozeman and Johnson (2014) consider to be a public value success along this 
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criterion: intentionally and deliberatively making space for  free and open public 
values- related communication (see  table 1.1).

Progressive opportunity. In this criterion, “An ‘equal playing fi eld’ is consid-
ered less desirable than collective actions and public policies addressing structural 
inequalities and historic differences in opportunity structures” (Bozeman and 
Johnson 2014, 7). Thus, this criterion is aligned with notions of equitable distribu-
tion advanced by Sen (1992, 1997), and concerns over the role that the market and 
private interests play in perpetuating inequalities in market- based economies (Mat-
suyama 2000; Mookherjee and Ray 2002; Stiglitz 2013). Bozeman and Johnson 
(2014) cite merit- based policies that fail to distinguish the effects of opportunity 
structures on achievement as a public failure evaluated against this criterion, 
whereas compensatory education programs could be considered public value 
successes. There are a number of additional public policies that could be assessed 
against the progressive opportunity criterion as well, such as corrective or restor-
ative justice policies designed to compensate American Indians for the extreme 
hardship and abuses suffered as a result of policies and practices of the US govern-
ment. One could argue that this criterion provides an answer to the question, 
“equality of what?”— focusing on the need for relative equality in the resources 
available to individuals (e.g., income equality). As Bozeman and Johnson argue, 
“There is no equal opportunity when members of society have remarkably  different 
levels of resources available for the exploitation of opportunity” (2014, 14).

Mechanisms for values articulation and aggregation. This criterion is appli-
cable when po liti cal pro cesses and social cohesion are insuffi cient to ensure effec-
tive communication and pro cessing of public values. An illustration of a public 
value failure that meets this criterion is the po liti cal gridlock that has surrounded 
the passage of the federal bud get, with Congress resorting to the use of “continu-
ing resolutions” in all but three of the past thirty years (US Government Account-
ability Offi ce 2013). If the federal bud get is considered a refl ection of the nation’s 
values, the “broken” bud geting pro cess (Rivlin 2012) can be thought of as contrib-
uting to a multitude of public value failures. In his study of US climate science, 
Meyer (2011) examines this public value criterion and fi nds multiple points at which 
this type of public value failure could potentially occur. For example, he fi nds that 
the US Climate Change Science Program only offers ambiguous and broad guid-
ance, making it diffi cult for agencies to make clear and agree upon connections 
between program priorities and public values. On the other hand, Bozeman and 
Johnson (2014) cite the US Congress and se niority system reforms as public value 
successes when evaluated against this criterion, because the reforms privilege rele-
vant subject  matter experience and expertise.

Imperfect monopolies. A clear analogue to the market failure of imperfect 
competition, imperfect monopolies occur when private provision of goods and 
ser vices is permitted even though government mono poly is deemed in the public 
interest. An example of a public failure evaluated against this criterion is private 
corporations negotiating  under- the- table agreements with foreign sovereigns (Boz-
eman 2003; Bozeman and Johnson 2014). Feeney and Bozeman (2007) also iden-
tify imperfect monopolies in their analy sis of the 2004–5 fl u vaccine shortage in 
the United States. They contend that because of the “public good” characteristics 
of vaccines it would be more appropriate for the government to provide the good 
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rather than for private companies to sell it. Thus, they argue a public failure oc-
curred when private companies failed to provide enough vaccine doses and the 
government did not have enough supply to cover the shortage. Of course, on the 
fl ip side are public value successes: one could argue that the use of patent policies 
creates legitimate monopolies that are in the public interest because of their pro-
tection of intellectual property rights.

Benefi t hoarding. Benefi t hoarding occurs when public commodities or ser vices 
are captured by an individual or group, thereby limiting distribution to the rest of 
the population. This can be considered a public failure because, ceteris paribus, 
public commodities, ser vices, and benefi ts should be freely and equally distributed 
(Bozeman and Johnson 2014). Bozeman and Johnson cite restricting public access 
to designated public use land as an example of benefi t hoarding/public value failure 
and cite historic policies for the protection and governance of national parks as a 
public value success. Examples of benefi t hoarding can also be observed when 
examining public education systems around the world, including the segregated 
education system that disproportionately benefi ted whites in the United States 
prior to Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka (Bozeman 2007). More recently, 
new schools in South  Korea have been opened to specifi cally serve children from 
“multicultural” backgrounds. While the Seoul Offi ce of Education argues that spe-
cial schools are a progressive and necessary approach to educating this subset of 
the student population,  others argue that isolating mixed- descent children from 
children who are the progeny of two ethnic Korean parents is disabling, inappropri-
ate, and undesirable for the  future of South  Korea (Fiedler 2012). Additional fail-
ures have been cited by Slade (2011), who fi nds evidence of benefi t hoarding in the 
emerging fi eld of nanomedicine due to the lack of diversity in clinical trial partici-
pants. In this case Slade suggests that minority groups may be excluded due to lim-
ited access to participating physicians and medical centers as well as study designs 
that exclude participants with other chronic conditions, some of which are dispro-
portionately found in minority groups. In this instance, the distribution of clinical 
 trials resources and their often lifesaving benefi ts is disproportionately skewed 
 toward non- minorities.

Security of providers. Failure along this criterion occurs when there is recogni-
tion of the public value in the public provision of a par tic u lar good or ser vice but 
that good or ser vice is not provided because of the unavailability of providers. Boz-
eman and Johnson (2014) cite welfare checks not being distributed due to the lack 
of public personnel as an example of a failure, but see the multiple avenues for rapid 
and secure delivery of income tax refunds as a success. Another example of a pol-
icy failure when evaluated against this criterion is the controversy that has plagued 
the Veterans Affairs Administration (VA), which has faced a demand for benefi ts 
from wounded and disabled veterans that has continually exceeded the number of 
claims the agency has been able to pro cess. Recent estimates suggest there are just 
 under 600,000 claims that have been pending for over 125 days (Dao 2013). This 
massive backlog has been attributed to low- performing or inadequately trained 
employees, ineffi cient claims review pro cesses, and outdated technologies (Veter-
ans Benefi ts Administration 2013). Despite having an agency in place to provide 
a benefi t that is highly valued by the majority of Americans, the demand for vet-
eran benefi ts has continually surpassed the availability of the VA to provide them.
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Short time horizon. This criterion indicates that a short- term time horizon is 
employed when a longer- term view shows that a set of actions is  counter to public 
values. For example, a county may adopt a new policy for its waterways based on 
consideration of recreation and economic development factors, but fail to consider 
long- run implications for the changing habitat for wildlife (Bozeman 2003; Boz-
eman and Johnson 2014). Logar (2011) also identifi es short time horizons as a 
public value failure in his analy sis of traditional chemistry as opposed to green 
chemistry. He argues that traditional chemistry, by “failing to consider the long- 
term sustainability consequences for new chemicals and pro cesses, chemists and 
those who fund chemistry, including companies and federal institutions,” creates a 
situation that engenders short time horizon public value failures (Logar 2011, 
128). Yet a number of successes can be observed across public policies as well; for 
example, policies designed to ensure the long- term viability of pensions (Bozeman 
and Johnson 2014), or redesigned education evaluation systems that evaluate school 
per for mance with metrics that extend beyond high school graduation rates to con-
sider  career or postsecondary outcomes of students from preschool through the 
twelfth grade.

Substitutability versus conservation of resources. Public value failures can 
occur when policies focus on substitutability (or indemnifi cation) even in cases 
where there is no satisfactory substitute. For example, although government con-
tracts with private- sector companies require contractors to post bond- ensuring in-
demnifi cation, these contracts may not require similar warrants for public safety 
(Bozeman and Johnson 2014). This is also often applicable in policies that apply 
to natu ral resources for which there is no close substitute. The federal government’s 
no- net- loss policy regarding wetlands attempted to prevent this type of public value 
failure by requiring any wetland acreage diminished by development to be coun-
terbalanced by reclamation or restoration efforts elsewhere (US Department of Ag-
riculture 2013). A policy that could be considered a public value success when 
assessed against this criterion is a temporary fi shing ban that allows long- term sus-
tainable populations of food fi sh to replenish.

Threats to subsistence and  human dignity. As Bozeman and Johnson note, 
“ Human beings, especially the vulnerable, should be treated with dignity, and, in 
par tic u lar, their subsistence should not be threatened” (2014, 7). Thus, policies 
that produce threats to subsistence and  human dignity are policies that produce 
public value failures. Examples of policies that could be deemed failures when as-
sessed against this criterion abound, including policies that promote or allow for 
po liti cal imprisonment. Of course, there are a number of examples of success as 
well. In the United States alone there are numerous federal, state, and local poli-
cies designed to protect or serve children, the mentally ill, the eco nom ically dis-
advantaged, or individuals with limited En glish profi ciency.

It is im por tant to note that not all of the criteria described above are relevant 
in all cases: some may be more or less useful in evaluating or predicting out-
comes depending on the context of the policy, program, innovation, or agency. 
Furthermore, this set of criteria should not be thought of as exhaustive; addi-
tional public failure criteria can be added, provided they are appropriate and 
justifi ed.
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Step 3: Mapping Values
One of the diffi culties in value analy sis is that analysts fail to consider interrela-
tionships among values (Gaus 1990). PVM offers a way to overcome this chal-
lenge, in that step 3 requires relationships between values to be mapped (see 
 table 9.1).  Factor analy sis, a multivariate statistical technique, is a useful method-
ology at this stage because it allows value statements to be grouped based on their 
 factor loading scores and for the explanatory power of each  factor to be consid-
ered based on its eigenvalue.

Step 4: Considering Relationships between Public Value and Market 
Failures and Successes
The fi nal stage of PVM is to consider the relationship between public value fail-
ure or success and market failure or success. While scholars have long recognized 
the tension that exists between market- based criteria such as effi ciency and public 
value criteria such as resource conservation (Norton and Tomen 1997; Page 1977), 
the PVM grid allows for a graphic repre sen ta tion and explicit consideration of these 
tensions (see fi gure 9.1). The idea is that any policy, program, innovation, or agency 
 under analy sis can be charted based on its public value and market value successes 
and failures. To take an extreme example, slave  labor may be the most cost- effective 
way of producing a good or ser vice, but it also pre sents a heinous threat to  human 
dignity and is in direct opposition to the US Constitution, so it would be placed in 

Market Success

Market Failure

Public SuccessPublic Failure

Figure 9.1 The PVM grid
Source: Adapted from Bozeman 2002. Used by permission of John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
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the upper left quadrant of the PVM grid. Placement on the grid need not be pre-
cise, but should be made with consideration for both the public value assessment 
and market- based indicators. Economic assessments can be conducted using a va-
riety of evaluative tools such as cost- benefi t analy sis.

In sum, PVM is a conceptual tool that is applicable to the analy sis of public mis-
sion fulfi llment (Bozeman 2003). When used in conjunction with market- based 
tools, PVM allows for a deeper and richer discussion around policy implications 
and serves as a vehicle to drive the consideration of public values forward. The 
next section provides evidence for how PVM can be utilized to enhance our un-
derstanding of social impacts.

APPLICATIONS OF PVM

To date, the majority of explicit PVM applications have been in the realm of sci-
ence policy (Bozeman 2003; Bozeman and Sarewitz 2005, 2011; Fisher et al. 2010; 
Gaughan 2003; Gupta 2003; Hays and Guston [n.d.]; Logar 2011; Maricle 2011; 
Meyer 2011; Slade 2011; Valdivia 2011). This work aims to use PVM to help shape 
science policy decisions by providing a fuller picture of what is being accomplished 
through publically supported scientifi c endeavors. As mentioned previously, these 
uses of PVM fall into three key categories: (1) examining the social impact that 
KVCs engender or could engender (Bozeman et al. 2003); (2) evaluating the ex-
tent to which public values are met within agencies, programs, and communities 
(Bozeman 2007); and (3) detailing the relationships and linkages among public 
values and their implications. Notably, the last two categories are suggestive of 
ways in which PVM can be expanded and applied in areas outside of science pol-
icy. Examples of each of these uses are discussed below.

The fi rst category of PVM application is specifi c to science policy in that it 
focuses on the knowledge value collective. As mentioned previously, these appli-
cations often make use of churn theory, a theory with specifi c explanatory power 
for these applications. Slade (2011) takes this approach in her evaluation of nano-
medicine. She identifi es prominent stakeholder groups in the nanomedicine KVC— 
such as members of the National Nanotechnology Initiative, the US Department 
of Health and  Human Ser vices Offi ce of Minority Health, and other vari ous public 
and private research and health related agencies— and then uses content analy sis to 
identify public value statements in over one hundred public documents produced 
by these groups. She focuses specifi cally on statements related to equity and fi nds 
that documents that address basic research very rarely include equity value state-
ments, while those that address applied research often include these types of state-
ments even when the same entity produces both sets of documents. Slade indicates 
that PVM can function to help members of the KVC identify these types of dis-
connects in their value pursuits and work  toward a more integrated public value 
framework.

Another, and perhaps more typical, application of PVM is the identifi cation 
and discussion of public value successes and failures. Gaughan (2003) provides an 
example; she evaluated public initiatives in support of breast cancer research. 
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Gaughan has conducted two separate case studies: one focuses on federal govern-
ment efforts at cancer research, and the second examines efforts in the state of 
Georgia. In both cases she fi rst identifi es the relevant public values related to can-
cer research by examining policy documents, mission statements, and other perti-
nent public statements. She then discusses social outcome indicators that can be 
used to mea sure progresses  toward these broader public value goals. Next she de-
scribes relevant institutional actors and their roles in cancer research efforts. She 
then reviews the current state of research programs at both the state and federal 
levels and discusses points of weakness where public value failures  either have oc-
curred or could potentially occur in the  future. In this way public value mapping 
functions as both a prospective and retrospective evaluation tool. In par tic u lar, 
Gaughan states that the cancer research initiatives in the state of Georgia are too 
new to gauge their success in terms of social outcomes. However, applying PVM 
reveals lessons that agency managers and other policymakers can employ in  future 
decision making. Conversely, PVM applied to federal breast cancer research ef-
forts reveal several areas where public value goals are not being met and public 
failures are occurring. Gaughan argues that there are four par tic u lar areas of weak-
ness. First, she notes a lack of integration and accountability in research efforts, 
fi nding that the National Cancer Institute is not fully integrated into the publicly 
sanctioned hierarchies for articulating and meeting social goals (Gaughan 2003, 
63). Next she fi nds a concentration on microlevel cancer research—or a focus on 
cellular (and smaller) solutions to cancer— that she argues has led to biases and 
norms that privilege micro- perspectives over meso-  and macrolevel perspectives 
that “may have greater potential for population impact” (Gaughan 2003, 63). She 
also fi nds that lagged effects and unclear prioritization from the National Cancer 
Institute’s peer review pro cess, as well as a lack of diversity in the knowledge value 
collective— meaning other relevant disciplinary perspectives, social institutions, 
and actors that could contribute in meaningful ways to cancer research— have 
failed to be incorporated (Gaughan 2003, 63). In this case she suggests that 
policymakers should use PVM evaluations to recalibrate efforts and address these 
areas of weakness.

A third category of the PVM approach focuses on the relationships among pub-
lic values in an agency or a program’s constellation of public values with an 
emphasis on the impact that these relationships have to public value outcomes. 
Maricle (2011) illustrates this approach in her assessment of the current state of US 
earthquake and hurricane research. She reviews legislation and academic lit erature 
and identifi es increased resilience as the key public value goal of these types of 
research programs. Although both areas of scientifi c inquiry are aimed at produc-
ing the same public value (resilience), Maricle argues that each fi eld has its own 
“public value logic” that results in the pursuit of divergent pathways to attain 
resilience (2011, 103). She illustrates the differing logics with two alternative 
conceptual models that are based on the idea that two secondary or instrumental 
values are necessary to achieve the core value of resilience; these two values are 
high- quality science and useful knowledge. Maricle argues that in hurricane re-
search it is more common for the relationship between high- quality science and 
useful knowledge to be hierarchical, with high- quality science as the chief value. 
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On the other hand, she asserts that the two values are weighted equally in earth-
quake research. The result is that transparency, responsiveness, and collaboration 
are promoted in earthquake research, whereas there is a lack of these three values 
in hurricane research. She then plots public and market value successes and fail-
ures on the PVM grid for both research fi elds. The majority of earthquake research 
outcomes fall into the public value success quadrants, whereas most hurricane re-
search outcomes are plotted as public value failures (see fi gure 9.1).

In this way Maricle demonstrates that with PVM it is not only possi ble to eval-
uate a single research program for public value failures but also to offer a means 
of broad- gauge comparison for two research programs that are in pursuit of the 
same constellations of public values. This type of approach can also have a single 
program focus and can be used to evaluate  whether the logic of public value rela-
tionships are coherent (Meyer 2011). Incoherent public value logic within a program 
or agency contributes to explanations of public value failures as well as failures to 
achieve agency goals and missions.

While PVM has most commonly been used to evaluate science policies, it is 
not necessary that it be restricted solely to such applications; it also shows promise 
as a tool in other areas of policy research and evaluation. In par tic u lar, scholars in 
the fi elds of public administration and management have incorporated public 
value failure theory in their work, although they have not necessarily engaged in 
all four stages of PVM analy sis outlined herein (Chen 2009; Feeney and Bozeman 
2007; Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2002; Moulton 2009). For example, Feeney 
and Bozeman (2007) use the public value criteria outlined in  table 1.1 as a tool 
for analyzing the public failures associated with the 2004–5 fl u vaccine short-
age.3 Using a case study approach, they review the vaccine shortage across each 
of the criterion and fi nd evidence of public value failures in all but one area (con-
servation of resources). Their analy sis is similar to the approach taken by Gaughan 
(2003) in her evaluation of breast cancer research, but the authors stop short of 
identifying a conceptual model of the linkages among public values and mapping 
public value successes and failures on the PVM grid. Work in this vein could be 
extended in health policy analy sis or other public policy domains, however. Taken 
together, the stages of PVM can serve as a tool kit for a wide range of policy areas 
and can offer more robust explanations of both policy problems and solutions.

CONCLUSIONS

Despite its considerable limitations, PVM has one overriding advantage: it at least 
seeks to identify and track the course of public value attainment (and failure) where 
“public value” is not coterminous with marginal economic benefi t, economic pro-
ductivity, or economic development. It recognizes that there are factors, ones im-
por tant to citizens in demo cratic systems, that are not captured in any extant 
economic approach to impact assessment. To date, the factors that have largely 
been considered in PVM applications are those related to technology, innovation, 
and research outcomes, but there is nothing inherent in the design of PVM that 
limits its scope to the science and technology policy realm. For example, compo-
nents of PVM could be applied to address a number of questions within the fi eld 
of public administration:
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• Are managers’ knowledge of and commitment to public values related to 
their public ser vice motivation?

• Do linkages among public values (hierarchical ordering, for example) affect 
managerial and stakeholder power relationships?

• How do broad public values inform managerial ethics?
• What social outcome mea sures should be included in agency, policy, and pro-

gram evaluations?
• Are agencies that underperform based on market criteria also underperform-

ing in their achievement of public values?
• What does a public values approach suggest for accountability mea sures?
• Are agencies in pursuit of similar constellations of public values more likely 

to have similar or gan i za tional structures?
• How is or gan i za tional capacity tied to public value failure?
• How do public value chains develop in and among networked actors?

As mentioned previously, many PVM applications are derived from public failure 
theory, but this does not mean that PVM applications cannot also be informed by 
Moore’s approach to creating public values. In fact, part of Moore’s strategic tri-
angle suggests that managers should ensure that their actions are delivering pub-
lic value to the citizenry. To aid in this pro cess, managers might employ the PVM 
tool as a means of strategically planning or analyzing their own decision making 
pro cesses or policies.

Still, PVM remains in an early stage of development. The fact that applications 
vary from one to another to such a high degree is symptomatic of this early stage 
development but at the same time show that the approach is robust and fl exible. 
PVM may seem to be  going in several directions at once, but another view is that 
it is rapidly evolving and it seems likely that those interested in public values in 
science and technology, as well as those simply interested in identifying approaches 
that do not rely entirely on traditional neoclassical economic thinking, will play a 
role in shaping PVM evolution, retaining promising adaptations, and discarding 
maladaptations.

In PVM’s focus on public values it is easy to overlook the “M”: mapping. The 
mapping aspect of PVM is an im por tant attribute, however, because it implies that 
analyses must necessarily be dynamic and longitudinal, not just short case studies 
or cross- sectional data analyses. From the standpoint of technical progress, most 
has been in the nature of the mapping, ranging from carefully concatenated case 
studies to large- scale analyses of legislative maps and their correspondence to out-
comes. But much more technical work is required, especially mapping approaches 
that can easily be described and straightforwardly replicated.

Another major concern for PVM is to provide a stronger theory basis. To some 
extent the churn theory of innovation has served as scaffolding for PVM research 
and, indeed, the churn theory does seem to be consonant with the methodological 
assumptions and evaluation approach of PVM. However, the connection between 
public failure theory, churn theory, and PVM could be further developed. Addi-
tional explanatory theories are also warranted to move PVM application beyond 
the science, technology, and research innovation realm.  Future work needs to pro-
vide more concrete linkages between PVM and its theoretical base and, indeed, 
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other theories of social innovation; other wise, PVM is likely to remain a novelty 
rather than a widely accepted, useful tool for improving our valuation of public 
values in the policy pro cess.

NOTES
1. A more expansive discussion of these two approaches can be found in Bryson, Crosby, 

and Bloomberg’s chapter 1 and “Conclusions” in this volume, and elsewhere (Bryson, 
Crosby, and Bloomberg 2014; Davis and West 2009; Meynhardt and Bartholomes 2011).

2. The full set of core characteristics of the University System of Georgia can be accessed 
at www.uga.edu/profile/mission.

3. Feeney and Bozeman (2007) apply all criteria except for the two recent additions ad-
vanced by Bozeman and Johnson (2014).
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PUBLIC VALUE

TURNING A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

INTO A SCORECARD

T IMO MEYNHARDT

Public value “may, just possibly and as a result of the current tumultuous 
events, turn out to be the next ‘Big Thing’ ” (Talbot 2009, 167). Or, in other 

words, “Creating public value is a hot topic” (Bryson, Crosby, and Bloomberg 2014, 
445). Given the recent fi nancial crisis, the massive loss of trust in managers, and 
the issues of corporate actions’ unintended consequences or side effects, this topic 
is specifi cally of interest to businesses, public administrations, and nongovernmen-
tal organizations (NGOs) alike. Organizations in all sectors not only face legiti-
macy issues but also need to further develop their risk management with regard 
to social impacts. Last but not least, public value offers a new perspective to achieve 
innovation and growth. Public value’s promise is not to supersede economic 
perspectives but to combine objective and subjective per for mance factors into a 
coherent framework. It may be seen as a way to contextualize fi nancial and non-
fi nancial per for mance within a larger picture of  human values established in the 
public sphere and in society at large.

Across sectors, the common denominator of shared interest in public value may 
be the quest for a deeper understanding of any or gan i za tional entity’s contribu-
tions to the broader public— that is, to the making of community and society (Tön-
nies 2001). Against the larger context of “modernity” (Habermas 1988) with its 
changing nature of “moral commonwealth” (Selznick 1994), one may even argue 
that organizations cannot escape the constant challenge to create and renew nor-
mative narratives and to refl ect about identity and value issues.

Thus, public value creation does not only concern demo cratic values, nor is 
it simply a means to overcome individualistic tendencies. A focus on public 
value avoids general deontological notions but seeks to take into account exist-
ing local deontologies and value systems. It is basically a contingent idea and 
draws our attention to the mechanism of how  people draw value from the col-
lective (public value as a resource for the individual), and how the experience of 
a collective emerges out of individual and social interactions with organizations 
in some way (the individual as a source of public value). On a fundamental 
level, relationships involving the public help  people to grow, develop, and become 
socialized.
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From a management perspective, this view shifts the focus of value creation 
from a narrow fi nancial- economic per for mance perspective to a broader concept 
of value creation that maintains and infl uences individual well- being as well as 
societal progress. In this sense, public value redefi nes the  whole notion of value 
creation.

Organizations contribute to the many relationships between the individual and 
the collective (society, community,  etc.). A public value lens reveals how an or-
ga ni za tion links to its wider community and where the gaps or potentials for 
improvement are. Consider not only a public administration or a com pany, but also 
a soccer club or a public swimming pool: all institutions provide opportunities to 
engage with the public and draw value from it. Ultimately, public value shows man-
agers where they might over-  or underestimate the value they wish to create. For 
instance, it may be contested  whether certain products or ser vices serve a legiti-
mate cause in society, or  whether  people are  really prepared to pay more for more 
ethically sound products. Or consider a public good (e.g., internal security) that 
only becomes a public value if  people value it. This also holds true for highly nor-
mative concepts— such as sustainability initiatives or corporate social responsibil-
ity approaches— that cannot simply claim to be taken for granted. Organizations 
both moderate and mediate how an individual is attracted to, or repelled by, col-
lectively shared values that characterize a certain community and society.

Public value is value from and for the public. In my view, the public value con-
struct is a way of looking at or gan i za tional impacts on  people’s experience of the 
public as well as of taking into account the refl exive, value- laden nature of or gan-
i za tional per for mance. Furthermore, it helps conceptualize value creation as a 
deeply interactive pro cess in which  different actors contribute and share both the 
benefi ts and the risks. It constitutes a way of combining and integrating one- sided 
approaches that  favor one perspective over  others— for instance, shareholder value, 
citizen value, and customer value but also stakeholder value, corporate social re-
sponsibility, and sustainability.

In this chapter I will describe a practical tool— the public value scorecard 
(PVSC). I build on my previous research and seek to help managers in business, 
nonprofi t, and government organizations to better understand  different aspects 
of public value creation in their daily operations. The chapter’s main purpose is to 
pre sent a description and illustration of the PVSC against the background of 
 under lying theoretical conceptualization (see, e.g., Meynhardt 2009; Meynhardt 
and Bartholomes 2011). Following the main elements of this defi nition, I will de-
scribe the foundations before I turn to the method. The text is structured in a way 
that enables the reader to skip the theoretical section and jump to the description 
of the tool right away. Nonetheless, I advise reading the entire text before using 
the PVSC, as a proper use of the tool requires a grasp of the  under lying theory.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Several interdisciplinary sources (e.g., administrative science, philosophy, and psy-
chol ogy) fuel the public value discourse. Public value provides a platform for dia-
logue among  different disciplines, which may be considered one of its key strengths. 
At a deeper level, public value is a regulative idea. It can be seen as a managerial 
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way to consider notions such as the common good, public interest, or bonum 
commune— that is, a way that complements a  legal perspective and the operation-
alization of philosophical ideas.

Public value creation suggests a more active and even entrepreneurial perspec-
tive on how organizations shape and cocreate our experience of society and social 
reality; it has been defi ned as “any impact on shared experience about the quality 
of the relationship between the individual and ‘society’ ” (Meynhardt 2009, 212). 

 Table 10.1. Theoretical concepts and their consequences for a public value scorecard

Theoretical Concept PVSC Consequence

Value exists in 
relationships

A mea sure ment should focus on actions or any action- 
oriented characteristics that describe a relationship, not on 
values (as nouns) in isolation. A valuing subject and an 
object of valuation must be pre sent. The aggregation of 
individual assessments may be viewed as an expression of a 
collectively existing public value. Public value as a collectively 
shared value is not constructed as a sum of individual values, 
but their common and overlapping meaning about the 
quality of a relationship involving the public shall be 
regarded as an embodiment of it.

The public is inside There is no objective public dimension, in de pen dent of 
subjective meaning. Rather, “the public” (or a number of 
publics) as a gestalt exists in the form of psychological 
reality, which may take  different forms and shapes. There-
fore, a scorecard should consider the  different publics and 
operationalize which part of social reality is the focus.

Public value is grounded in 
basic needs

A mea sure ment can have many objects to be valued 
(products, ser vices, institutions,  etc.); it can credibly rely on a 
limited number of basic value dimensions— moral- ethical, 
hedonistic- aesthetic, instrumental- utilitarian and political- 
social, which are rooted in psychological needs theory. They 
can be used for combinations and more fi ne- grained 
subdimensions (e.g., as a limited number of Lego pieces for 
kids provide a basis for almost any imaginable construction). 
A PVSC cannot rely on a hierarchy of needs or values, but 
should treat them without a normative a priori.

Public value creation: 
perceived— not delivered—
and relative

A mea sure ment must focus on  human perception, not on 
pure facts, which only give rise to emerging valuations. 
Assessing public value creation thus involves mea sur ing 
subjective meaning and value. It should also not limit itself 
to certain value contexts or po liti cal systems (e.g., democ-
racy) but should allow for perceptions that acknowledge 
the  whole range of  human experience. Such a nonnorma-
tive approach is seen as a prerequisite for public value 
relevance and ac cep tance in  different sectors and po liti cal 
contexts.
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More concretely, public value creation “is situated in relationships between the in-
dividual and ‘society,’ founded in individuals, constituted by subjective evalua-
tions against basic needs, activated by and realized in emotional- motivational 
states, and produced and reproduced in experience- intense practices” (Meynhardt 
2009, 212). In this sense, public value is only created or destroyed when individ-
ual experience and be hav ior of individuals and groups are infl uenced in a way that 
they (de)stabilize social order evaluations, sense of community, and self- 
determination in a societal context. Along these lines, public value is seen as a 
result of valuing pro cesses, which are collective and social in their very nature.

Such a microfoundation of public value—at the individual and social levels— 
might also help relate other public value approaches (e.g., Bozeman 2007; Moore 
1995, 2013) to psychological realities on which  people act. Ultimately they form 
the basis for any attempt to account, understand, or even manage public value.

As Baran notes, “In general, ‘value’ refers to something which— for what ever 
reason—is emphasized in reality and desirable and forceful for the one who evalu-
ates, be it an individual, a societal group, or an institution representing individuals 
or groups” (1991, 806, my translation). “Desirability” may be seen as a synonym, or 
at least a reference to preference, appreciation, or object of need. Regardless of the 
philosophical perspective, a notion of being attracted to something is always part of 
the value terminology.  Whether implicit or explicit, “value” manifests “in two direc-
tions, that of discourse and that of overt action” (Rescher 1982, 3).

This line of argument leads directly to (socio)psychological inquiry into ante-
cedents and the states of subjects (individual, group, nations) to understand how 
public value emerges and evolves over time. It also leads us to a perspective in 
which value is in the eye of the beholder or, as Talbot puts it, “Public value is what 
the public values” (2006, 7).

I now consider in more detail several theoretical issues and what their conse-
quences are for a public value scorecard (see  table 10.1).

Value Exists in Relationships
Before discussing the idea of “the public,” I shall argue that subjectivity is central 
to both value and public value. I will focus on the question of what value is be-
cause I assume that the answer to this has consequences for the methodology of 
the PVSC.

A long philosophical debate has occurred between value objectivists and value 
subjectivists. In short, value objectivists (e.g., Husserl, Scheler, and Windelband) 
saw value as a characteristic of an object (almost physically attached to it); the ques-
tion remained how such value could be identifi ed and experienced. For value 
subjectivists (e.g., Ehrenfels, Meinong, and Menger), value was not inherent in an 
object; they argued that something has a value— that is, that value is only agreed 
upon by actively valuing or evaluating subjects. The result of the debate between 
the two camps is very relevant for public value research, since it confronts us with 
the question of how public value is detected or constructed. Does it exist in de pen-
dent of individuals?

The ideas that value is only to be identifi ed (objectivists) and that value is only 
subjective (subjectivists) are not very convincing. The value phi los o pher Johannes 
Erich Heyde (1926), who argued against both a metaphysical perspective and an 
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overemphasis of  human consciousness, pre sents a strong synthesis for our inquiry 
of value objectivist and value subjectivist positions. His solution, which I follow 
 here, is the idea that value is a result of a relationship between a subject that is 
valuing an object and the valued object. Therefore, value exists in the relationship, 
not outside it; value is not a characteristic of an object, but describes the subject- 
object relationship. In Heyde’s words, “Value is the relationship” (1926, 77, my 
translation). Without a subject, there is no value. In this sense, value is subjective. 
As a subject relates to an object, in the act of valuation or evaluation, value comes 
into being. Value is “value for a subject” (Heyde, 46, my translation). In this view 
value is always bound to relationships and is relative; it always takes subjects to 
call a value into existence.

Speaking of “value” as a noun is misleading, since it suggests the in de pen dent 
existence of a value (e.g., freedom, beauty) if it implies an ontological status in de-
pen dent of a relationship. A value can become objective if  different subjects share 
a valuation. If this is a social phenomenon, one can talk about a collectively shared 
value. Public value can be seen as a shared or collectively held value about the 
quality of a relationship involving the public.

The Public Is Inside
Public value is not simply sharing values about anything; it is about sharing the 
individual’s experience of a social environment or “the public.” Thus, public value 
is not limited to  either businesses, public administrations, or NGOs, since the in-
dividual relates to multiple institutions that contribute to his or her perception of 
the public.

The idea of the public is vague and serves as a regulative idea that helps us 
or ga nize our experiences. Its  different meanings (Frederickson 1991) are often 
related to a notion of a collective property— that is, something that is not to be 
reduced to the sum of its members. This reference to the  whole (e.g., society, 
community, the common good,  etc.) is an abstraction “generated on the basis of 
experiences made in daily practices, analytical insight, and all sorts of projections 
as to complex phenomena” (Meynhardt 2009, 204). Consequently, the public is 
what an individual or group regards as public, including a number of  different 
(relevant) publics. This idea is crucial for the PVSC, since it requires a methodologi-
cal idea of how to determine the public(s)  under consideration. The rationale 
 behind this view is that “individuals and groups in this view need to act ‘as if’ 
(Vaihinger 1911/2008). This constantly (re)negotiated, tested, or in ven ted ‘op-
erational fi ction’ forms the ‘Gestalt,’ ‘generalized other’ (Mead 1934/1962) or 
‘quasi- object’ (Latour 1993), as the reference point for action. The ‘state,’ the 
‘market,’ or the ‘society’ are emerging functional generalizations, often necessary to 
arrange and interpret data or events in a meaningful way. Following Luhmann, 
meaningfulness then is ‘a self- referential attitude towards complexity’ (Luhmann 
1984, 107, own translation)” (Meynhardt 2009, 205).

The public is, in its broadest, a reality construction and exists at the level of 
 human experience— the public is inside. Similar to value, the public also comes 
into existence through an active pro cess of  human experience. Public value, then, 
is infl uenced when  people generalize and value their experience with some social 
entity (e.g., organizations).
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Public Value Is Grounded in Basic Needs
In earlier work I have suggested relating public value to basic needs theory (Meyn-
hardt 2009). The main reason is that we could take advantage of such a public 
value microfoundation, since public value is always bound to subjects’ needs (in-
dividuals, groups). Even the act of calling a public into existence— that is, to in-
crease awareness of the public dimension—is motivated and driven by certain 
needs.

From a logical perspective, basic needs form a basis of evaluation in a subject- 
object relationship (Iwin 1975). What role do basic needs play? They serve as 
subjective reference points,  whether or not there is a discrepancy between one’s 
needs and the perceived reality. New information is fi ltered and pro cessed not only 
cognitively, on the basis of fact, but also emotionally. Valuing is an emotional- 
motivational pro cess, which is subjective and eludes the notions of right or wrong. 
Axiologically speaking, objects of evaluation are propositions, and subjects take a 
position  toward them via a value statement. Such a position is the result of a com-
parison between a perceived  actual state and a real, or hypothetical, speculative, 
or even illusionary optimum. Psy chol ogy has developed a number of constructs 
to study this evaluation process— for instance, emotion, attitude, motive, or fear 
(Graumann and Willig 1983). As the basis of evaluation, these phenomena can 
be regarded as initiating forces for valuing pro cesses. It is at this level that value 
is linked to psychological realities.

One well- known psychological construct, which captures the affective ele-
ment and the motivational one, is the notion of needs. Needs concern defi cits— 
that is, felt discrepancies between an  actual and desired psychological state— 
that result in a motivation to act. Needs serve as  actual or hypothetical reference 
points for evaluation (Lewis, Haviland- Jones, and Barrett 2008). Therefore, ba-
sic needs theory is a good candidate as a tool with which to derive public value 
dimensions.

Epstein has developed a cognitive- experiential self- theory, in which he 
describes how “individuals automatically construct an implicit theory of reality” 
(Epstein 1993, 316; see also Epstein 2003). He distinguishes four equally im por tant 
basic needs, which are closely related to this personal theory, noting that “the con-
struction of a personal theory of reality is not an exercise undertaken for its own 
sake. Rather, the theory is a conceptual tool for fulfi lling life’s most basic psycho-
logical functions, namely, assimilating the data of reality within a relatively stable, 
coherent conceptual system; maintaining a favorable pleasure- pain balance over 
the anticipated  future; maintaining relationships with signifi cant  others and main-
taining a favorable self- esteem” (Epstein 1989, 8).

These four functions or needs provide a minimal and robust starting point for 
the development of basic value dimensions. The abstract philosophical notion of 
desirability is thus traced to a conception of  human needs. In this view, these needs 
are basic or essential: They are about fundamental structures of personality and 
are functionally extremely relevant. Invalidating them would destabilize the “en-
tire conceptual system” (Epstein 1993, 322).

What is im por tant for the PVSC is that no single motive or need dominates 
 others. As Epstein notes, “Which function, if any, is dominant varies among 
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individuals and within individuals over time” (1989, 8). Epstein relates these 
functions or needs to values by arguing that  people at least “implicitly value” (1989, 
16) these when fulfi lling their needs. An evaluation of any object against basic 
needs is called a value.  Table 10.2 pre sents the basic value dimensions that result 
from the basic needs identifi ed by Epstein.

First, the need for positive self- evaluation concerns a moral- ethical value. It 
focuses on a person’s perception as an individual and  human being. This basic 
need relates to an evaluation of the extent to which an action or decision leads 
more or less to equality or in e qual ity concerning what is seen as just or unjust in 
a certain social context. Moral values point to standards that should apply to ev-
eryone in a given social environment. Lowering or enhancing self- worth is not 
moral or immoral per se, but if a person feels that it is not legitimate, then moral- 
ethical values are violated or invalidated. The individual bar for such an evalua-
tion is a perceived discrepancy between what he or she feels is appropriate or fair 
and the  actual experience. Such a psychological discomfort (Festinger 1957) is al-
ways related to one’s own self- worth, self- concept, and identity. I talk about a 
moral- ethical dimension of public value with regard to an or ga ni za tion’s impacts 
on collective moral- ethical values, which contribute to the functioning of a soci-
ety or community. For example, if the value of  human dignity or res pect for the 
individual is profoundly violated, the individual may experience a destruction of 

 Table 10.2. The relationship between basic needs and basic value dimensions

Basic need for . . .  
Translation into a motivation for . . .  
(examples) Basic value dimension

positive 
self- evaluation

•  positive self- concept and self- worth
•  consistent relationship between self and 

 environment
•  feeling of high self- esteem (in social 

comparison)

moral- ethical

maximizing 
plea sure and 
avoiding pain

•  positive emotions and avoidance of 
negative feelings

•  fl ow  experience
•  experience of self- effi cacy due to action

hedonistic- aesthetic

gaining control 
and coherence 
over one’s 
conceptual system

•  understanding and controlling one’s 
environment

•  predictability of cause- and- effect 
 relationships

•  ability to control expectations to cause 
desired outcomes

utilitarian- instrumental

positive 
relationships

•  relatedness and belongingness
•  attachment, group  identity
•  optimal balance between intimacy 

and distance

political- social

Source: Adapted from Meynhardt (2009, 203).
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public value. A moral- ethical public value is a collectively shared value ascribed 
to personhood and what it means to be  human.

Second, the need to maximize plea sure and avoid pain generally points to an 
organism’s survival. Beyond this evolutionary deeply ingrained motive, it relates 
to positive experiences and joy. Culturally and socially mediated, new levels of 
experience come into play. This may range from hedonistic needs to aesthetic pref-
erences. Beauty, happiness, and fun are examples of hedonistic- aesthetic values. 
Again,  people evaluate their experience with organizations or other social entities 
accordingly— whether it be a public ser vice or a corporation’s marketing campaign. 
A hedonistic- aesthetic public value is a collectively shared value ascribed to plea-
sure and what it means to create a positive experience.

A third fundamental need pertains to control and coherence in one’s conceptual 
system.  People are motivated to maintain or increase their degree of freedom. Solv-
ing a prob lem, understanding the world, and orienting oneself in an environment 
are all considered fundamental needs; they are about the instrumental- utilitarian 
aspect of an action or decision, and concern means- to- ends relationships. The 
question  whether something is effi cient also belongs in this category. At the public 
value level, the question is  whether or not any product or ser vice provides  people 
with some use value. This may be clear for ser vices such as transportation, com-
munication, and insurance, but less clear, for instance, for fi nancial products, tax 
policies, and some consumer products.

Although there is no basic need for fi nancial- economic value, money is con-
sidered part of instrumental- utilitarian needs. At a conceptual level, even share-
holder value and profi tability are not opponents of public value. Yet a discounted 
cash fl ow, or any public- sector equivalent such as taxes or bud get savings, are not 
yet per se public value creation. Only a psychological reality, in which cash fl ows 
are appreciated in some way, can be considered value creation. An instrumental- 
utilitarian public value is a collectively shared value ascribed to utility and what it 
means to create a benefi t effi ciently.

A fourth need is the need for positive relationships, which addresses the mo-
tive to experience group membership, social identity, and belonging. In contrast 
to the moral- ethical value dimension, this basic need concerns our social nature, 
which places value in the group as opposed to the individual.  People draw value 
from this asymmetry between insiders and outsiders. I call this basic value dimen-
sion political- social, because it involves diverging group interests and, thus, a power 
dimension. At the public value level, solidarity, cooperation, status, exclusion, 
and prejudice belong to this sphere. A political- social public value is a collectively 
shared value attached to social relationships and what it means to establish positive 
group relations.

The described dimensional nature of public value grounded in Epstein’s basic 
needs has been empirically validated in the context of a German public adminis-
tration (Meynhardt and Bartholomes 2011).

Public Value Creation: Perceived— Not Delivered— and Relative
To summarize my argument thus far, value is a result of valuing and “public” is a 
necessary fi ction. The perception of public value is a pro cess subject to  human 
experience and is vulnerable to many distortions and biases. There is no public 
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value without  human appraisal. Thus, organizations cannot rely on their intended 
public value being appreciated, since it cannot simply be delivered but only comes 
into being at the experience and perception levels.

 People perceive public value because they can positively relate their experience 
of the public to their basic needs. Value drawn from a public experience is consid-
ered a public value if it concerns values related to the functioning of a collective, 
society, or community. The experience of a (de)stabilized social order is seen as 
instrumental to an individual’s perception of the quality of the relationship between 
the individual and society; if it is positive, public value is created, and if it is negative, 
public value is destroyed.

Public value lives in relationships and in the eyes of the beholder. This is a 
relativist approach, since it is not restricted to a specifi c public value set (e.g., hu-
manistic values). I follow Talbot, who states, “Public Value then is the combined 
view of the public about what they regard as valuable” (2006, 7). Taking it a step 
further, such an approach implies that public value is not a synonym for demo cratic 
procedures or Western ideas of fairness or justice. Rather, it is open to  human 
nature with all its contradictions and irrationality. Thus, public value is created in 
every societal or historical context; it is about  everything to which  people ascribe 
value with regard to their experience of the public. Such a nonnormative perspec-
tive prevents a conception where public value is always a force  toward more hu-
manity, or a device to safeguard democracy. It is the extent to which a perceived 
relationship between an individual or group and some social entity infl uences 
the fulfi llment, or change, of basic needs. One could think about other resources 
than the public in which  people can fulfi ll basic needs— for instance, nature, private 
relationships, self- refl ection, or simply withdrawing from social life.

Produced and Reproduced: The Dynamics of Public Value
Public value can be viewed as a mechanism that helps  people relate to their 
wider community and society, and it helps organizations identify the potential for 
(re)gaining and sustaining legitimate action. Public value is a linkage mechanism 
between an individual microlevel (not just a person, but also or gan i za tional entities) 
and a collective macrolevel. To better understand such dynamics, self- organ ization 
theory is a promising candidate; in its vari ous forms, it provides principles to de-
scribe self- organ ization beyond equilibrium. Here I refer to respective propositions 
as developed by Haken (1977; see also Haken and Schiepek 2005), and their transfer 
to the value dynamics realm (Meynhardt 2004).

One of Haken’s primary propositions is that of circular causality. The basic 
idea is that interaction between  different elements ( people, groups,  etc.) leads to 
the emergence of collective properties (e.g., shared worldviews, norms, and val-
ues), which in turn promote consensus, coherence, and orientation in chaotic in-
teractions at a microlevel. Once an order pa ram e ter is established, the individual 
cannot simply “escape” it. At an experiential level, a person may almost physically 
experience the pressure or forcefulness of group norms or a social climate. In such 
emotionally charged situations, public value perception is also activated and 
realized.

In this view, public values as order pa ram e ters only change when a system is 
critically destabilized (e.g., a massive loss of trust). At these bifurcation points, 
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system be hav ior is largely unpredictable:  Different order pa ram e ters compete and 
stabilize each other so that the system fl uctuates between  different states. Exter-
nal factors (or control pa ram e ters) can stimulate destabilization but not intention-
ally create a specifi c order pa ram e ter. Inner conditions and historically established 
path dependencies hinder a linear intervention.

The basic mechanisms of change in public value are as follows:1 At the indi-
vidual level, psychological pro cesses constitute the elements in the system. If an 
evaluation of an experience emerging from a relationship involving the public is 
perceived as a positive contribution to one’s basic needs (fulfi llment), public value 
is created. The current “personal theory of reality” (Epstein 1993) is stabilized. If 
there is a negative evaluation (consciously or not), all sorts of psychological mech-
anisms come into play to accommodate it (e.g., distortion). If the experienced 
discrepancy is relevant for self- concept, considerable cognitive dissonance is trig-
gered. Past experience is questioned, established practices and routines no longer 
work, and an individual feels psychological discomfort (Festinger 1957). At least 
parts of the system no longer work or are invalidated, and public value is destroyed 
for the individual.

A social system becomes destabilized (far from equilibrium) when many  people 
feel discomfort and new alternatives emerge to deal with that. Following Haken, 
it is a critical state— far from equilibrium—in which the system’s response is not 
predictable. In such situations, in which many alternatives seem possi ble, there is 
a symmetry between  different solutions that is only broken by choosing one way 
or the other. If a solution works, it is highly likely that this highly emotional expe-
rience is integrated into the value system (phase transition) and guides further 
action. A value is enacted— that is, internalized at the individual level (from mac-
rolevel to microlevel), or socialized (from microlevel to macrolevel). For example, 
sustainability as a public value is only enacted when  people integrate associated 
attitudes in their mind- sets and behaviors.

FROM PUBLIC VALUE THEORY TO A PUBLIC VALUE SCORECARD (PVSC)2

The theoretical framework introduced above has guided and inspired method 
development since 2009. The  different philosophical, so cio log i cal, and psycho-
logical  under pinnings justify the number of methodological steps taken. In par-
tic u lar, they help researchers navigate the manifold empirical challenges and 
methodological constraints.

Moore (2003, 2013) fi rst used the term “public value scorecard” but is, 
however, only concerned with public- sector organizations’ challenges in demo cratic 
socie ties. His scorecard is conceptualized as a public- sector alternative to the “bal-
anced scorecard,” which Kaplan and Norton (1996) developed. Moore builds his 
approach on a strategic triangle, emphasizing that an administration must build 
legitimacy and support, as well as or gan i za tional capabilities, in order to produce 
public value. Building on cost- benefi t analy sis, Moore introduces an account to list 
 different public values (see his contribution, chapter 8 in this volume).

Here I introduce a very  different PVSC. It does not address capabilities or sup-
port but focuses on de facto public value creation. The PVSC epistemology allows 
individuals, groups, and organizations to rate the public value creation (intended 
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or realized) of some initiative, ser vice, product, or the like, along fi ve dimensions. 
Based on needs theory (see  table 10.2) there are four dimensions. I have added a 
fi fth (fi nancial- economic), which is theoretically incorporated within the 
instrumental- utilitarian dimension because prac ti tion ers are unlikely to accept a 
PVSC  unless it includes a fi nancial mea sure.

The view put forward in this chapter is the idea that public value starts and ends 
within the individual: it is not delivered, but perceived. Public value is therefore 
mea sured against individual evaluation, since  people act on the basis of meaning 
they attach to their perception. This approach must not be confused with the idea 
of mea sur ing individual values. Individual evaluation means that individuals assess 
the public value of something. Therefore, the PVSC does not ask What’s in it for 
me? but forces respondents to refl ect on the social impacts and the question What 
makes X valuable to society?

The PVSC takes society to the decision arena and expands the scope of value 
creation by linking it to a broader value set. By using the PVSC, a  manager (or an 
institution) can now more systematically address the trade- offs between fi nancial 
and nonfi nancial goals and can better identify societal needs and concerns. An 
overview of exemplary PVSC applications is given in  table 10.3.

Applications in  different contexts indicate that the fi ve interrelated yet non-
substitutable dimensions seem to work for prac ti tion ers when a public value im-
pact assessment is called for. The nonhierarchical framework is typically well 
received, since it does not suggest any normative premises. Rather, an or ga ni za-
tion would relate it to its own values and mission.

Five  Different Inquiry Techniques
The PVSC was tailored to the specifi c strategic challenge of each of the aforemen-
tioned cases. The fi ve dimensions of the PVSC are always constant. The method to 
collect data varies, and includes fi ve  different versions (see  table 10.4); each version 
leads to  either a public value score or profi le, and can be used as  either a stand- 
alone or a complementary method. In the following, the prioritizing version will 
be described in more detail than the other three, since all fi ve share certain char-
acteristics despite their  different data collection procedures.

Version 1: Prioritizing 
This PVSC builds on a trade- off logic. By means of sentence completion it prompts 
respondents to rank, in order of importance, the fi ve value dimensions in  different 
situations and in res pect of opportunities and risks. The PVSC includes eigh teen 
questions (situations) and asks the respondents to rank each value statement from 
5 (highest importance) to 1 (lowest importance). There are ninety items (18 × 5). 
Six questions concern a general assessment, six concern the short- term perspective, 
and six address the medium- term and long- term perspective. This differentiation 
allows one to identify sustainability gaps and to operationalize a dynamic perspec-
tive of change over time.

Here the PVSC’s structure is forced choice ranking. It allows one to analyze 
each public value dimension in de pen dently of other dimensions and their inter-
relationships. Given the chosen methodology of forced ranking (following the 
tradition of instruments such as the LIFO Method by Atkins, Katcher, and Porter 
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 Table 10.3. Exemplary PVSC applications

PVSC No. Or gan i za tional Context Strategic Challenge Engagement specifi cs Reference

Pr
io

ri
ti

zi
n

g

1 German  family holding with 
multiple businesses

Do we need to disinvest due to 
a potential threat for the fi rm’s 
public value?

Board workshop, part of CR 
strategy

Müller, Menz, and 
Meynhardt 2013; in 
press.

2 German business equipment What are public value conse-
quences if we establish direct 
sourcing with Asia?

Expert workshop, decision- 
making support

Müller, Menz, and 
Meynhardt, in press.

3 Swiss insurance com pany What are implications for our 
public value if we would 
acquire a specifi c com pany?

Board workshop, sample of 
opinion leaders

Meynhardt, Gomez, 
and Schweizer 2014

4 Federal Employment Agency 
in Germany

How can we assess the social 
impact and innovativeness of 
pro ject proposals?

Bud get decisions, Leader-
ship workshop with 120 
managers

Weise and Deinzer 2013

Sc
re

en
in

g

5 PV award for public 
swimming pool in Germany

How can we analyze and award 
public baths with the highest 
public value?

Since 2010 biannual pro cess, 
with jury workshops

Ochsenbauer and 
Ziemke- Jerrentrup 2013

6 iF Public Value Award for 
innovative projects

How can we analyze and award 
projects addressing megatrends 
around the globe?

Start in 2015; online and 
offl ine jury around the 
globe

www . ifdesign . de
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Su
rv

ey
in

g
7 German medical supply 

(renal dialysis)
How can we better understand 
the public value of dialysis 
clinics in the UK?

Sample of partners (e.g., 
doctors and politicians)

Armsen et al. 2013

8 Federal Employment Agency 
in Germany

How does public value relate to 
customer satisfaction and 
controlling data?

Time series of 1,000 
employers across the 
country

Not before 2015

9 Deutsche Auslandsschulen 
(German Schools Abroad)

How can we better legitimize 
our contribution to society?

Internal view (300 
managers)

WDA 2013

Ex
p

lo
ri

n
g

10 German soccer club How can we sustain our public 
value in the light of our growth 
strategy?

Expert interviews with 
experts (e.g., fans, media, 
managers)

Beringer and Bernard 
2013; Meynhardt et al., 
2015

11 Goethe Institute, a German 
cultural association

What is our institution’s public 
value? How can we improve our 
public value strategy?

Interviews with managers 
and stakeholders; board 
workshop

Schulze 2010; Meyn-
hardt, Maier, and 
Schulze 2010

12 German Stock Exchange Shareholder value or common 
good: what is our public value?

Focus on  middle 
management

Meynhardt and Müller 
2013

13 Deutsche Auslandsschulen 
(German Schools Abroad)

How can we better legitimize 
our contribution to society?

External view (25 
interviews)

WDA, 2013

Se
n

si
n

g

14 Swiss multinational food 
and beverage com pany

What are the most pressing 
public value issues as discussed 
in social media?

Automated semantic 
analy sis over three weeks all 
over the world in multiple 
social media channels (ca. 
4500 statements)

No publication
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1967), the sum of all dimensions is always constant. The advantage of this restric-
tion is increased validity owing to the induced permanent call for trading off 
 different values. As a result, the profi le shows the dimensions’ relative importance 
and indicates trade- offs. Several challenges with ipsative forced ranking data 
concern the replication of the  factor structure (Baron 1996; Meade 2004). In 
each adaptation of the questionnaire’s items, this issue has been solved through 
extensive validation procedures in the fi eld— for instance, in focus groups and 
expert ratings.

 Table 10.5 shows all the questions and value statements for a generic version 
of a prioritized PVSC, which must be adapted to a specifi c context. For example, 
instead of an initiative, the inquiry might be about a tangible product or a ser vice. 
The questions remain basically the same, but the value statements are tailored to 
the object of valuation. For example, the assessment of a local pro ject to combat 
unemployment involves  different po liti cal aspects, compared to the assessment of 
a potential takeover target in a merger and acquisition context.

In  table 10.5 we can also see that the PVSC comprises not only questions on 
general opportunities and risks but also statements with a pro cess view (short- term, 
long- term); this allows the dimension to be analyzed in more detail. Thus, a specifi -
cation concerns the time frame  under consideration, which varies among  different 
organizations.

The completion of the questionnaire takes approximately fi fteen to twenty min-
utes. The respondent ranks all fi ve answers as regards each statement according 
to their relative importance or fulfi llment.

For example, an initiative may solve a prob lem (instrumental- utilitarian) and 
may also consider  different group interests (political- social) very well. The respon-
dent is still forced to differentiate between the two public values and ranks the 

 Table 10.4. Five  different PVSC versions

Prioritizing Screening Surveying Exploring Sensing

Main 
characteristic

Forced 
choiced 
ranking 
questionnaire

Facilitated 
group 
discussion

Likert 
scale– based 
questionnaire

Hybrid 
between 
qualitative 
and 
quantitative 
approaches

Automated 
Social Media 
Analy sis

Typical 
application 
area

Pro ject or 
product 
evaluation

Evaluating 
ideas, 
award 
 juries

Survey- based 
stakeholder 
dialogue

Exploring 
public value 
in  different 
publics

Any online 
channel

Scope Workshop 
setting, small 
surveys 
(n < 100)

Workshop 
setting, 
online 
assessment

Survey 
(n > 100)

Expert 
interviews 
(n < 100)

Entire 
web- based 
communication
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 Table 10.5. PVSC questions and value statements (generic)
O

p
p

o
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n

it
ie

s

G
en

er
al

The aims of the initiative convince me, 
because they . . .  

Not carry ing out the initiative would 
above all prevent . . .  

The chances of the initiative being successful 
in the end are great because . . .  

are factually and technically coherent a solution with innovative content being 
tried out

the content is well thought out

do not regard  human aspects as merely a 
means to an end

an im por tant contribution to more 
fairness being made

the  matter is not just  legal but also perfectly 
legitimized

incorporate  different interests appropriately the po liti cally favorable situation being 
utilized

a wide range of interests is being appropriately 
considered

are oriented to the satisfaction and well- 
being of those involved

the public image of those initiating the 
initiative being improved

those involved predominantly recognize the 
opportunities it gives them

are fi nancially and eco nom ically attractive a lucrative investment being made there is the prospect of making a profi t

Sh
o

rt
- T

er
m

I believe that the initiative will be successful 
within a short time because . . .  It is immediately obvious that . . .  It will quickly become apparent that . . .  

the fi tness for purpose of the content will be 
recognized

the initiative makes sense the objectives are achievable

nobody suffers on a personal level the self- worth of those involved will be 
increased

those in charge  handle gray areas fairly

it does not trigger any insuperable po liti cal 
controversies

any power confl icts that occur will not 
impede the initiative

confl icts that arise are dealt with constructively

it provides fun and plea sure those involved associate good and 
enjoyable experiences with it

the welfare of all is taken into consideration 
appropriately

it is being handled appropriately eco nom ically the initiative pays off fi nancially funding is being used sensibly

(continued)

text continues on page 164
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n

g
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I am convinced that the initiative will also 
gain recognition in the medium-  to long- term, 
because . . .  Over time it will be recognized that . . .  

In retrospect, the initiative will be acknowledged 
in that . . .  

the cost- benefi t ratio is right the content is worth the expenditure the quality of the approach is right

the  matter is fair and just the dignity of the individual is 
strengthened

the leap of faith is justifi ed

there is a balance of interests there is a positive effect on relationships 
between groups

the cohesion of  different groups is being 
infl uenced positively

it helps meet im por tant needs the satisfaction of those involved increases it provides fun and plea sure

those involved will benefi t materially from it the fi nancial resources are being used 
sensibly

it is worthwhile from an economic point of view

R
is

ks

G
en

er
al

In my view the greatest risks for the initiative 
are that . . .  

When diffi culties loom, the initiative will 
be reproached most for . . .  

I believe that in the end the initiative is most 
likely to fail because . . .  

there is too much emphasis on the current 
level of knowledge

not solving any  really relevant problems it is not possi ble to make the ideas 
comprehensible

reservations on moral grounds are not dealt 
with honestly

having excessive moral expectations  people will have suspicions about the good 
intentions

not enough attention is paid to the po liti cal 
effects

provoking tension between  people in an 
irresponsible way

it does not achieve social balance

there is no agreement among those involved tacitly approving disproportionate 
individual hardship

too few  people  really have fun with it

the costs are being underestimated not working effi ciently eco nom ically fi nancial or cost objectives are not being achieved

 Table 10.5. (continued)
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Sh
o
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With the initiative there is a risk in the 
short- term that . . .  

The initiative is particularly vulnerable in 
the current situation because . . .  A failure would above all immediately . . .  

initiatives in this fi eld that are at least as 
im por tant will be dropped

the technically superior quality of the 
approach is not being adequately 
acknowledged

exacerbate material problems

our own credibility will suffer there are doubts  whether it would also be 
equitable  under pressure

do irreparable moral damage

relationships among those involved will be 
adversely affected

existing relationship structures are being 
queried

put a strain on existing cooperative relationships

too few  people will be positively motivated at the beginning it will involve losses for 
 different parties in the fi rst place

adversely affect the well- being of those involved

there will be a shortage of funding elsewhere the  actual fi nancial effects are still unclear cause fi nancial losses

Lo
n

g
-t

er
m

As things stand  today it seems to me that it is 
very uncertain in the medium to long term 
 whether . . .  

In the longer term it appears particularly 
uncertain  whether . . .  

In the medium-  to long- term one might pay the 
price in that . . .  

the expected long- term benefi ts will occur the solution is sound and  viable enough the path for other solutions is being obstructed 
once and for all

the moral and ethical claim will be realized all will keep to their word new injustices arise

it will ever be accepted in the public power 
and relationship structure

those involved will deal with each other in 
a professional and cooperative way

prejudice between groups increase

it will gain positive feedback from third parties the results will be perceived as rewarding too many  people are dissatisfi ed

the potential fi nancial yield will be exploited the necessary funding can be found the economic results are not being properly 
appreciated
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other three accordingly. Each answer is attached to one of the fi ve PVSC dimen-
sions. This specifi c data- gathering technique calls for value judgments as a means 
to also foster rather implicit valuation pro cesses. It is im por tant to clearly defi ne 
the evaluation object (pro ject, policy, product,  etc.) and what is meant by the pub-
lic in a concrete mea sure ment (e.g., a local or national perspective). Another im-
por tant step is the careful consideration of the respondents— that is, which public(s) 
is/are being called into existence. In a number of projects the organizations wanted 
to give their managers and employees a voice and to contrast self- perceptions with 
third- party evaluation (e.g., customers, lobby groups, media, citizens, or business 
partners).

In its most general form, this data gathering leads to a pentagonal profi le in-
dicating perceived public value creation opportunities and risks. The scores of each 
of the fi ve dimensions are computed from the forced ranking results and trans-
lated into a managerial perspective. The labeling may vary according to the 
cultural context (business, nonprofi t, or public administration). One often used 
version  is:

• Utilitarian- instrumental values (1): Is it  useful?
• Utilitarian- instrumental values (2): Is it  profi table?
• Moral- ethical values: Is it  decent?
• Political- social values: Is it po liti cally  acceptable?
• Hedonistic- aesthetic values: Is it a positive experience?

Figure 10.1 shows the profi le of an assessment of a business divestment de-
cision at Haniel, a German  family holding (see no. 1 in  table 10.3).  After an 
accounting procedure and cost- benefi t analy sis had been done, Haniel wanted 
to assess the public value consequences. Clearly there was no  simple cut- off 
point (“make or break”) or signifi cant threshold between the opportunities 
and the risks. From a business perspective (usefulness and profi tability), the 
opportunities (the solid line) clearly outweighed the risks (the dotted line). A 
confl ict emerged between the moral- ethical dimension and the political- social 
one, however. Whereas the pro ject was seen as bearing a moral risk, the po liti-
cal dimension appeared less risky.3 This assessment was carried out by the 
board, which subsequently deci ded to validate its view by extending the assess-
ment to the investors and external stakeholders. In effect, the board welcomed 
the broader perspective as instrumental to the decision- making pro cess. In par-
tic u lar, the managers expanded their views on what is legitimate beyond a purely 
 legal or economic perspective. In a  manager’s words, “It helps us to not only see 
the pain, but also the gain.” As a result, Haniel deci ded to continue the opera-
tions. Further, the management deci ded to better manage the obvious tensions 
by establishing a better monitoring system and engaging in dialogue with the 
stakeholders.

It should be noted that the methodology also provides a differentiated view of 
how sustainable any public value creation may be. The data used for the general 
profi le is also analyzed from a time perspective. For example, the PVSC shows 
 whether the moral opportunities are or are not sustainable over time. Figure 10.2 
illustrates how the PVSC reveals potential sustainability gaps and how it indicates 
an anticipated change over time.

534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   164534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   164 7/23/15   9:57 AM7/23/15   9:57 AM



PUBLIC VALUE  165

This example from the aforementioned divestment decision (see no. 1  in 
 table 10.3) shows that the opportunities in the moral dimension are decreasing 
and the risks are increasing over time. However, the opportunities and risks for 
the business’ fi nancial return are decreasing over time.

This type of inquiry was also used in the managerial quest to reconfi gure a 
part of the value chain of TAKKT, a business equipment fi rm— that is, to also 
extend the supply chain to Asian countries, with their  different values and regu-
lations (see no. 2 in  table 10.3). This prioritizing version was likewise chosen for 
Mobiliar, a Swiss insurance com pany, which was interested in assessing the pub-
lic value consequences of a potential takeover (see no. 3 in  table 10.3).

Version 2: Screening
This PVSC version builds on consensus building in a dialogue format. The Fed-
eral Employment Agency in Germany used this version in a leadership workshop 
to assess projects that had potential both for public value creation and destruction 
(see no. 4 in  table 10.3). Each situation involved a risky strategy, and reputations 
 were at stake. Besides the large bud gets or costs, the societal implications  were of 
paramount importance in the management decision. Ten projects creating new ser-
vices  were introduced to a jury, which discussed and scored each dimension in 
res pect of each pro ject individually. Beforehand, each public value dimension was 
characterized by only three indicators so that it could be dealt with in a facilitated 
group discussion. In Germany, a jury deciding on a public value award for public 

Opportunities

Risks

Is it useful?

Is it decent?

Is it politically

acceptable?

Is it a

positive

experience?

Is it

profitable?

Figure 10.1 The public value scorecard (illustrative)
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Figure 10.2 Assessment of changes in opportunities and risks over time (illustrative)
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swimming pools has applied the same procedure every two years since 2010 (see 
no. 5 in  table 10.3). This group typically receives about thirty applications from 
 different public pool operators, who report on each of the fi ve PVSC dimensions. 
Starting in 2015, there will be a global public value award, building on a similar 
logic to assess projects addressing megatrends such as megacities and demographic 
change (see no. 6 in  table 10.3).

Version 3: Surveying
For large- scale surveys, the PVSC needs to be simplifi ed. Intense forced ranking 
is hardly possi ble with a thousand customers and via telephone. Therefore, three 
organizations translated the indicators and adapted them to a question battery, 
using a Likert scale from 1 to 6. The fi rst or ga ni za tion, Fresenius Medical Care 
(see no. 7 in  table 10.3) asked major stakeholder groups (doctors, politicians, and 
patient groups) in  different places to assess the public value of its dialysis clinics 
and ser vices; the surveys assessed absolute (not relative) public value creation. At 
the Federal Employment Agency (see no. 8 in  table 10.3), this version has been 
applied to analyze the relationship between public value and other mea sures, like 
customer satisfaction and controlling data. Deutschen Auslandsschulen (German 
Schools Abroad) used the large- scale survey version to obtain an internal view of the 
public value creation by German schools all over the world (see no. 9 in  table 
10.3). In all three cases the analyses followed descriptive and inference statistics 
(e.g., regression analy sis).

Version 4: Exploring
The most demanding PVSC version for the respondent is the exploratory one. It 
builds on the value knowledge guide (WertwissensGuide), which allows a hybrid 
between qualitative exploration and quantitative analy sis (a version of the reper-
tory grid; Meynhardt 2004). Such an approach is suitable when an or ga ni za tion 
is interested in the manner and par tic u lar language in which the public recognizes 
and frames its public value.

Contrary to a quantitative design with prefabricated items, the semantic space 
and worldview  were considered  here. The guiding question is, What makes our 
or ga ni za tion valuable to society? This method requires at least forty- fi ve minutes 
for completion and allows for relative (not absolute) assessment.

Beside the soccer club FC Bayern Munich, the Goethe Institute in Germany, 
Deutschen Auslandsschulen, and the German Stock Exchange have also relied on 
this inquiry technique (see nos. 10, 11, 12, and 13 in  table 10.3).

Version 5: Sensing
Given the new technological possibilities of analyzing big data, an inquiry tech-
nique for social media data was developed.4 This version of a public value score-
card directly draws on conversations and public opinion as manifested in multiple 
social media channels, such as Twitter, Facebook, Google+, or blogs. Similar to 
 human beings, a software tool “reads and understands” sentences and extracts 
meanings (questions, intentions, ambiguity, direction, amplifi cation,  etc.). It de-
tects not only single words or phrases but analyzes grammar and context. In con-
trast to sentiment analy sis, this new way of semantic analy sis provides much more 
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valid results. Against this background of advanced linguistics, a huge number of 
indicators  were attached to each public value dimension in order to determine a 
theory- driven interpretation of statements. Although in an early stage, it is now 
possi ble to automatically interpret a specifi c statement to what extent it is at-
tached to single or multiple public value dimensions. Furthermore, each phrase 
is evaluated as to  whether it is positive, negative, or neutral. This methodology, 
for example, was used to analyze the conversation in microblogs and blogposts 
(Twitter, Facebook, Omgili, Google+, and  others) about Nestlé, a Swiss multi-
national food and beverage com pany (see no. 14 in  table 10.3). Almost 4,500 
statement  were analyzed and mapped against each scorecard dimension. As a 
result, a typical PVSC (see fi gure 10.1) was created. Interestingly, the study 
revealed very much the same results previous surveys about Nestlé’s public 
value did.

It is to be expected that this real- time sensing of public value in social media 
will become of greater importance in the near  future. Such an inquiry tech-
nique allows for a closer monitoring of public values dynamics, even avoiding 
reactivity inherent in many  others methods. Also, it reduces costs of collecting 
data.

CONCLUSIONS:  FUTURE DIRECTIONS OF THE PVSC

The public value scorecard does not tell us how public value is created. In its cur-
rent versions, it focuses on the creation of public value along fi ve dimensions; it 
also tells us where the trade- offs and gaps are. Consequently, blind spots are dis-
covered that are not other wise noticed in strategic planning, po liti cal deliberation, 
and innovation pro cess.

As the projects show, the current PVSC can be integrated into management 
systems (e.g., incorporated into a balanced scorecard or as an extension of cus-
tomer satisfaction surveys). It may be used to evaluate projects and initiatives on 
an ongoing formative or summative basis. The next step for improving the PVSC 
will be a methodological link to dynamic perspectives. Applying ideas from self- 
organ ization theory and based on network methodology thinking (Gomez and 
Probst 1999), PVSC designers can deploy it to better understand interdependen-
cies, feedback loops, and potential intervention entry points. This dynamic per-
spective aligns the PVSC more closely with the daily experience of constraints, 
sudden developments, and time lags.

The PVSC discerns, mea sures, and assesses public value creation in  different 
situations across sectors. It can be seen as a theory- based effort to incorporate 
society’s voice and will help organizations better understand their role in a given 
social context: What is the public value created? Where are the tensions, para-
doxes, and trade- offs of which we  were not aware? How do we better manage 
risks and opportunities in a highly contested environment? As a dialogue tool about 
mutual interdependencies in pluralist socie ties, the PVSC confronts managers with 
the challenge to justify their mandates or business models from a societal perspec-
tive. Although the PVSC is nonnormative, it urges managers to engage in a dialogue 
about where our socie ties are heading.
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NOTES
1. For a detailed description of emotional self- organ ization and  different views in 

 psy chol ogy— for example, on unconscious and conscious evaluations— see Meynhardt 
(2004).

2. Those interested in more technical information about the PVSC (e.g., an interpretation 
manual with cases, validation procedure, and reliability challenges) should contact the 
author for further material: timo.meynhardt@unisg.ch.

3. The data analy sis and interpretation is supported by guidelines and case- based mate-
rial; see Meynhardt and Gomez (2013).

4. This version was co- developed together with Ernst & Young Ltd.
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IN THE EYE OF THE BEHOLDER

LEARNING FROM STAKEHOLDER 

ASSESSMENTS OF PUBLIC VALUE

JOHN C . THOMAS, THEODORE H . POISTER, AND MIN SU

Over the better part of the past de cade, we have worked with the Georgia 
Department of Transportation (GDOT) to solicit systematic feedback from 

a variety of its stakeholders, including partners and oversight entities as well as 
customers and employees. This feedback provides a unique body of data for ex-
amining stakeholder perspectives on the public values relevant to a specifi c govern-
mental agency.

This data will be analyzed in this paper to explore a number of questions about 
stakeholder perspectives: What public values do  different constituent groups view 
as more and less im por tant relative to the GDOT? How well do these values fi t 
standard categorizations of public values? We refer, in par tic u lar, to the Beck 
Jørgensen and Bozeman (2007) schema, which we prefer to Moore’s (1995) for 
its greater precision on specifi c values. How do  different stakeholder groups see 
vari ous public values relating to each other? Finally, what do the answers to these 
questions tell us about public values more generally?

To set the stage for this exploration, this chapter will fi rst survey prior research 
on stakeholder perspectives on agency per for mance in general and public values 
in par tic u lar. A second section will briefl y summarize the GDOT Stakeholder 
Assessment Pro ject that produced the data for this research. We will then explore 
what the data tell us about stakeholder perspectives on public values relative to the 
GDOT before concluding by considering the implications of the fi ndings.

COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIPS AND STAKEHOLDER ASSESSMENTS

Public agencies appear increasingly to perform their functions in partnership with 
other public, nonprofi t, and private- sector entities, with many or most public ser-
vices now the joint products of collaboration between governmental and non-
governmental actors (see, for example, Alford 2009). The rise in partnering is 
documented in a proliferation of research on collaborations and on participants in 
those collaborations. Researchers focusing on collaborations and networks have 
examined when collaborations arise, how they function, how well they perform, 
and the extent to which they have come to characterize the work of government 
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(e.g., Edelenbos and Klijn 2006; Hill and Lynn 2005; Considine and Lewis 2003; 
Agranoff and McGuire 2003). Another line of research has focused on defi ning 
the nature and role of vari ous stakeholders in collaborative efforts. Bryson (2004b), 
for example, proposed a range of techniques for identifying and engaging stake-
holders at vari ous steps in agency decision making (for an illustration, see Bryson, 
Cunningham, and Lokkesmoe 2002).

To date, though, few scholars have examined how collaborative partners and/
or stakeholders perceive each other’s per for mance. As the principal exception, an 
extensive lit erature and practice focuses on the use of citizen satisfaction surveys 
to gain perspectives on governmental effectiveness (e.g., Miller, Kobayashi, and 
Hayden 2008; Hatry et al. 1998; Lyons, Lowery, and DeHoog 1992). Only a few 
scholars have extended this research to additional stakeholders beyond citizens 
(e.g., Thomas, Poister, and Ertas 2010; Daley 2009; Van Ryzin and Freeman 1997).

As best we can tell, no one to date has asked the even larger question of how an 
agency’s per for mance may be perceived by partners collectively—by, for example, 
citizens, customers, contractors, and public- sector partners (other governments 
or public agencies)— including what the vari ous partners value about that per-
for mance and how they agree or differ in those judgments. Those perceptions and 
opinions could prove valuable to agencies by suggesting which aspects of their per-
for mance their ser vice partners value most.

As that discussion implies, no one appears  either to have asked how stakehold-
ers view the public values that agencies do pursue or should pursue (as one lim-
ited exception, see Nabatchi 2012). Based on an extensive review of how public 
administration scholars have defi ned these values, Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 
(2007, 360–61) propose that public values for public administration fall into seven 
categories: (1) the public sector’s contribution to society; (2) the transformation 
of interests to decisions; (3) the relationship between public administrators and 
politicians; (4) the relationship between public administrators and their environ-
ment; (5) the intraor gan i za tional aspects of public administration; (6) the be hav ior 
of public- sector employees, and (7) the relationship between public administration 
and the citizens.

The current research is designed as a fi rst effort  toward fi lling this void in the 
lit erature. It will explore what can be learned from examining how  different stake-
holders perceive the per for mance of a specifi c public agency: the Georgia Depart-
ment of Transportation.

THE GDOT STAKEHOLDER ASSESSMENT PRO JECT

The Georgia Department of Transportation is the principal transportation agency 
in state government in Georgia. Its core business consists of planning, building, 
maintaining, and operating nearly eigh teen thousand miles of highways in the 
state. When this research began in 2005, approximately six thousand employees 
worked for the department, down from a high of more than ten thousand in the 
late 1960s due to a series of bud get retrenchments. Among other impacts, this 
shrinkage of in- house staff resulted in much greater reliance on external con sul-
tants to perform the department’s engineering and design work (Gen and King-
sley 2007).
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Like many other public agencies, the GDOT has become more customer ori-
ented in recent years— for example, by tracking citizen satisfaction through an-
nual public opinion polls. Departmental leaders had also begun to recognize that 
succeeding in the mission of providing a safe, seamless, and sustainable transpor-
tation system for Georgia required the cooperation of numerous external stake-
holders. Refl ecting that recognition, one of the fourteen objectives in the GDOT’s 
2004 strategic plan called for improving working relationships with suppliers, busi-
ness partners, and other critical stakeholders.

The GDOT Stakeholder Audit
Based on that objective, the plan specifi ed a strategic initiative to identify the 
department’s stakeholders and solicit their feedback regarding the GDOT’s per-
for mance. This research began when the GDOT invited the authors to assist in 
implementing the initiative by conducting what eventually became known as a 
stakeholder audit, an exhaustive identifi cation of the full range of relevant stake-
holders combined with defi nition of the information the department might need 
from specifi c stakeholders (Thomas and Poister 2009).

Working with the department’s Offi ce of Strategic Development, we began 
by conducting personal interviews with twenty- eight top managers, extending all 
the way from the commissioner at the top down through lower or gan i za tional 
layers to division directors, executive staff, offi ce heads, and program directors. 
We sought to talk with anyone in the GDOT who, by virtue of programmatic 
responsibilities, had “outward- looking” perspectives on the department’s interac-
tions with stakeholders. For each stakeholder group identifi ed in this pro cess, we 
also asked about existing communication channels, the extent to which the GDOT 
received systematic feedback from the group, and information the department might 
need from the groups.

Based on the interviews, we grouped similar stakeholders into clusters in-
cluding any relevant organizations or associations, resulting in the stakeholder 
map shown in fi gure 11.1. The stakeholders on the right side of the map include 
customer groups such as public transit users, property  owners, motorists, and citi-
zens at large. At the bottom are nonprofi t and other advocacy groups. On the left 
side are partners and suppliers, such as con sul tants, contractors, and vendors. 
Across the top are fi ve clusters for (1) entities that provide oversight and resources 
to the GDOT, such as the Governor’s Offi ce; (2) nontransportation agencies whose 
missions overlap with the GDOT’s, such the Georgia Departments of Community 
Development and Natu ral Resources; (3) other state agencies whose missions also 
focus on strengthening Georgia’s transportation system, such as the State Road 
and Tollway Authority; (4) other public entities that also plan and deliver transpor-
tation ser vices, such as local governments and public transit authorities; and (5) the 
media.

As the next step, we analyzed the interviews to defi ne fourteen areas where 
the GDOT appeared to need additional feedback from specifi c stakeholder groups 
and recommended a data collection technique for meeting each need. We priori-
tized the recommendations by means of a brief survey asking ninety- six high- level 
GDOT managers to rate their usefulness. These ratings and further discussion with 
the four statutory offi cials in the department led to recommendations that the 
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Figure 11.1 The stakeholder universe of the Georgia Department of Transportation
Source: Poister, Thomas, and Berryman 2013.
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GDOT initially move forward with nine of the proposed opportunities for en-
hanced stakeholder feedback. Departmental leaders accepted the recommenda-
tions and asked us to conduct further research on external stakeholder groups plus 
GDOT employees as internal stakeholders.

The Stakeholder Surveys
We conducted a separate survey for each of nine stakeholder groups: (1) planning 
and design con sul tants; (2) highway contractors; (3) top county and municipal 
elected offi cials; (4) top county and municipal transportation administrators; (5) 
Georgia residents; (6) licensed  drivers; (7) professional  drivers (e.g., truck  drivers); 
(8) members of the General Assembly (the state legislature); and (9) GDOT em-
ployees. We developed instruments for each survey working with GDOT steering 
committees composed of departmental staff whose responsibilities intersected with 
the par tic u lar stakeholder group and, for most of the surveys, advisory committees, 
convened as focus groups, of representatives of specifi c stakeholders. For example, 
advisory committees created by the Georgia Municipal Association and the Asso-
ciation of County Commissioners of Georgia assisted in developing the two local 
government surveys.

While the surveys have some questions in common, most questions  were indi-
vidually tailored to the specifi c groups. Common questions focused on per for-
mance grades for the GDOT, departmental priorities, and satisfaction with working 
relationships with the department. Tailored questions focused largely on GDOT 
programs of interest to a par tic u lar group and specifi c pro cesses through which 
group members interacted with the department. With con sul tants, for example, 
these pro cesses included con sul tant se lection, contract negotiation, pro ject man-
agement, con sul tant evaluation, payment, and the audit pro cess.

The Focus of the Current Research
In another paper we use data from all of the surveys to develop a global, or 
360- degree, assessment of the GDOT’s per for mance (Poister, Thomas, and Ber-
ryman 2013), paralleling similar efforts in private- sector organizations (Rao and 
Rao 2005; Dalessio 1998). Here the interest in public values recommends focus-
ing in depth on only a few of the surveys.

We choose to focus on three surveys— those for local government administra-
tors, state legislators, and consultants— because we believe that the three together 
provide an instructive range of perspectives on public values questions. Local ad-
ministrators provide the perspective of public offi cials who function as customers 
and partners relative to the GDOT (Thomas, Poister, and Ertas 2010). Legislators 
provide the perspective of overseers or principals since they must authorize GDOT 
programs and funding. Finally, con sul tants offer the perspective of third parties 
who are funded by GDOT to perform some of its functions.1

The survey of local administrators targeted the top transportation administra-
tor in each of Georgia’s 515 municipalities and 159 counties. “Top administrator” 
refers to the appointed offi cial with each local government who was principally 
responsible for its transportation function, such as the head of a public works de-
partment or a transportation engineer in larger jurisdictions or the city or county 
 manager or administrator in smaller jurisdictions. The survey was conducted dur-
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ing midsummer 2006, using a dual- mode, online and hard- copy method, with two 
rounds of reminders sent to initial nonrespondents. This procedure brought re-
sponses from 43  percent of the administrators, a good response rate for a survey of 
this kind and similar to Van Ryzin and Freeman’s (1997) response rate of 46  percent 
for another stakeholder survey. The response rate would be even higher had it not 
been for a low response rate from municipalities with populations below ten thou-
sand, jurisdictions that often have no involvement with the GDOT anyway.

The legislator survey was conducted in summer 2007, again administered both 
online and by hard copy via regular mail with two follow-up reminders to initial 
nonrespondents. This survey achieved a 47  percent response rate— again an ex-
cellent rate for this kind of survey; the rates  were almost identical for the Georgia 
House and the Senate.

The con sul tant survey was administered online in early fall 2005 to all 579 
consulting fi rms on the GDOT’s list of certifi ed con sul tants, followed by the usual 
reminders to nonrespondents. A total of 176 completed surveys  were returned for 
a nominal response rate of 30  percent, but the response rate was much higher for 
fi rms that had actually worked with the GDOT in the preceding fi ve years.

FINDINGS

Questions in all of the surveys  were designed to obtain information on assessments 
of GDOT per for mance on desired outcomes, perceptions of the quality of the pro-
cesses of working with the GDOT, and desired priorities for  future GDOT work. 
In this chapter we focus on the fi rst two of those elements to examine the specifi c 
public value dimensions in the surveys themselves and their fi t to the Beck Jørgensen- 
Bozeman schema and the relationships between the vari ous public value dimensions 
within the specifi c stakeholder groups. The  actual levels of perceived GDOT achieve-
ment are discussed elsewhere (Poister, Thomas, and Berryman 2013).  Table 11.1 
displays sample questions from the legislator survey to illustrate how both the pro-
cess and outcome dimensions  were mea sured, where “outcomes” refer to intended 
end products or ser vices and “pro cesses” refer to steps  toward the outcomes.

Can we assume that the survey questions refl ect the  actual public values of 
interest to the vari ous stakeholders? One might won der in the case of the ques-
tions about aspects of GDOT outcome per for mance because they  were mostly 
 either stipulated by the GDOT leadership team or based on mea sures with cur-
rency in the national transportation community (American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Offi cials 2004; Transportation Research Board 
2005). Similar questions  were suggested by the focus groups, however, and their 
 actual survey responses, as detailed below, imply that the questions resonated as 
public value dimensions for the stakeholder groups.

The pro cess public value dimensions, by contrast, refl ect suggestions made by 
the stakeholders themselves in the advisory focus groups we convened. In gen-
eral, when a focus group member suggested a possi ble pro cess dimension, we asked 
other group members for their opinions on its importance and then translated to 
survey questions any dimensions that appeared im por tant for multiple group mem-
bers. As a consequence, the pro cess elements included in the surveys refl ect what 
these stakeholders valued.
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The Public Values of GDOT Stakeholders
Tables 11.2 and 11.3 show the public values included in the GDOT stakeholder 
surveys, separated into GDOT pro cesses and GDOT outcomes. The two tables 
list the specifi c values cited by stakeholders, show the correspondence of each value 
to the Beck Jørgensen- Bozeman categories (as judged by the authors), and indi-
cate which stakeholder survey(s) cited each value. Some of the evaluative dimen-
sions refer to an index (e.g., cumulative scores of GDOT timeliness in responding 
to con sul tants at each of several points), and  others to a single item (e.g., road 
condition and  ride quality). Full explanation of the indices is available elsewhere 
(Poister, Thomas, and Berryman 2013).

As the fi rst notable fi nding, the survey questions indicate that the three stake-
holder groups suggested relatively similar evaluative dimensions for both GDOT 
pro cesses and outcomes. On the pro cess side, all three groups expressed interest 
in responsiveness, timeliness, fairness, and satisfaction with their GDOT working 
relationship. Two of the groups shared concerns for burden, clarity, and consis-
tency in their GDOT contracts (con sul tants) or grants (local administrators). Leg-
islators could not be expected to share these concerns because they do not come 
to GDOT as supplicants seeking contracts or grants. The groups also differ in 
which dimensions of helpfulness, courtesy, customer ser vice, professional treat-
ment, competence, and usefulness they cite as im por tant, but these differences may 
mostly refl ect semantics. That is, helpfulness and courtesy probably equate to cus-
tomer ser vice, and judgments about professional treatment and competence may 
well translate to quality of customer ser vice.

 Table 11.1. Sample pro cess and outcome questions: GDOT legislator survey

Examples of Questions on Program Pro cesses

To what extent have you been satisfi ed with the response(s) of GDOT offi cials to your 
contacts with them in the last 12 months on each of the following dimensions?

Very 
Satisfi ed Satisfi ed

Unsure/
Neutral Dissatisfi ed

Very
Dissatisfi ed

Not 
Applicable

Helpfulness m m m m m m

Timeliness m m m m m m

Courtesy m m m m m m

Fairness m m m m m m

Overall 
Responsiveness

m m m m m m

Examples of Questions on Per for mance Outcomes

How would you grade the state highways in your area in each of the following areas (where 
A is excellent, B = good, C = fair, D = poor, F = failing, and DK = Don’t Know)? (Please circle the 
appropriate grade)

Highway condition and  ride quality A B C D F DK

Traffi c fl ow and congestion A B C D F DK

Safety A B C D F DK
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 Table 11.2. Stakeholder evaluative dimensions versus public values: GDOT pro cesses

GDOT Stakeholder 
Evaluative Dimension*

Corresponding Public Value 
(Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007) L** A C

Burden (of paperwork,  etc.) Relationship between public administration 
and environment: user orientation

X X

Clarity (of proposal 
guidelines)

Relationship between public administration 
and environment: user orientation

X X

Consistency (of decisions) Relationship between public administration 
and environment: user orientation

X X

Pro cess effectiveness Relationship between public administration 
and environment: user orientation

X X

Responsiveness (to 
requests)

Relationship between public administration 
and citizens: responsiveness

X X X

Timeliness (of responses) Relationship between public administration 
and citizens: responsiveness

X X X

Fairness (of decisions) Relationship between public administration 
and citizens: equity/fairness

X X X

Helpfulness Relationship between public administration 
and citizens: user orientation

X

Courtesy Relationship between public administration 
and citizens: user orientation— friendliness

X

Customer ser vice Relationship between public administration 
and environment: user orientation

X

Professional treatment Be hav ior of public- sector employees: 
accountability— professionalism

X

Communication quality Relationship between public administration 
and citizens: dialogue

X X

Competence Intraor gan i za tional aspects of public 
administration: productivity— effectiveness

X

Usefulness (of programs) Intraor gan i za tion al: productivity/
effectiveness

X

Communication (to 
stakeholders)

Relationship between public administration 
and environment: openness/secrecy

X X

Satisfaction with working 
relationship

No corresponding public value X X X

Notes: *Dimensions may include multiple stakeholder survey questions. Wording of questions on some 
dimensions varied slightly between surveys. **L = legislators; A = local government administrators; 
C = con sul tants; X = applied to group; blank = did not apply.

177
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One evaluative dimension for GDOT processes— satisfaction with the GDOT 
working relationship—is con spic u ous in its lack of correspondence to the Beck 
Jørgensen- Bozeman categories. Moore also appears to omit this dimension from 
his classifi cation of public values (1995, 52–55). This is an im por tant dimension, 
affecting all three groups and arguably providing a summary judgment on working 
with the GDOT for each. While perhaps capturing well the effects on the public 
of actions by public servants, the Beck Jørgensen- Bozeman inventory appears to 
overlook an im por tant public value dimension for the interaction between public 
servants and their stakeholders.

On the outcome side, all three groups  were asked about the six evaluative di-
mensions linked to the GDOT’s contribution to society, including pavement con-
dition and road quality, traffi c fl ow and congestion, highway safety, providing a 
variety of transportation options, preserving the environment (in GDOT construc-
tion projects), and meeting Georgia’s transportation needs. Legislators, as over-

 Table 11.3. Stakeholder evaluative dimensions versus public values: GDOT outcomes

GDOT Stakeholder 
Evaluative Dimension*

Corresponding Public Value 
(Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007) L** A C

Pavement condition and/or 
road quality

Contribution to society: common good X X X

Traffi c fl ow and congestion Contribution to society: common good X X X

Highway safety Contribution to society: common  good X X X

On- time pro ject delivery Contribution to society: common good X

Providing variety of 
transportation options

Contribution to society: common good X X X

Per for mance in planning 
and designing highways

Contribution to society: common good X

Preserving the environ-
ment in road building

Contribution to society: sustainability X X X

Spending appropriately Intraor gan i za tion al: productivity/parsimony X

Adequately involving 
the public

Relationship between public administration 
and environment: openness/secrecy— 
listening to public opinion

X

Meeting the needs of the 
General Assembly

Relationship between public administrators 
and politicians: responsiveness

X

Meeting Georgia’s 
transportation needs

Contribution to society: common good X X X

Notes: *Wording of questions on some dimensions varied slightly between surveys. **L = legislators; 
A = local government administrators; C = con sul tants; X = applied to group; blank = did not apply. 
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seers to the GDOT, suggested and  were asked about the additional dimensions 
of the appropriateness of the GDOT’s spending and the adequacy of its public 
involvement pro cesses.

Together the vari ous evaluative dimensions touch on six of the seven Beck 
Jørgensen- Bozeman categories of public values, missing only “transformation of 
interest to decisions.” That category probably applies better to the work of elected 
po liti cal bodies than to the work of an administrative agency such as the GDOT.

Constellations of Public Values
To assess how the  different values relate to each other, we use  factor analy sis, a 
technique designed to show how variables in a data set cluster (Kim and Mueller 
1978). With each of the three data sets (that is, the three sets of survey questions), 
we fi rst examined the initial results and dropped any variables in which high 
uniqueness scores indicated that they  were not well explained in the  factor analy sis. 
 After completing a principal component  factor analy sis with the remaining vari-
ables, we conducted  factor rotation to simplify the structure. We report the results 
for the orthogonal  factor rotation because “the factors remain perfectly uncorre-
lated with one another and are inherently easier to interpret” (Kieffer 1998, 13).

Looking fi rst at the legislator data, the results in  table 11.4 show three princi-
pal factors that explain 68.9  percent of the variance for the full set of variables, 
with the high Cronbach alpha of .872 indicating high internal consistency of the 
variables.  Factor 1 might be termed “pro cess and bottom- line per for mance” since 
it includes both two bottom- line per for mance metrics (grades for meeting the Gen-
eral Assembly’s needs and the state’s transportation needs) and three metrics for 
the quality of GDOT pro cesses (i.e., responsiveness to contacts, satisfaction with 
the working relationship, and grades for on- time pro ject delivery). Notably, only 
one true GDOT outcome mea sure, the grade for road maintenance, is associated 
with this  factor. When thinking about the GDOT’s per for mance in meeting the 
needs of the General Assembly and the state, legislators appear to think mostly 
about the effectiveness of GDOT pro cesses.

By contrast, outcome per for mance metrics dominate  factor 2, which we ac-
cordingly label “per for mance outcomes.” This  factor consists of four variables 
for elements of outcome per for mance: grades for (1) highway condition, (2) traf-
fi c fl ow and congestion, and (3) highway safety— all in the legislator’s home dis-
trict—as well as for (4) per for mance in preserving the environment. This  factor 
explains only slightly less of the variance (28.3  percent) than does the fi rst  factor 
(28.9   percent), implying that legislators give per for mance outcomes a high— 
though not the highest— priority.

 Factor 3 might be termed “funding availability for alternative transportation.” 
It consists of (1) perceptions of the adequacy of GDOT funding,2 and (2) grades 
for providing a variety of transportation options, suggesting that legislators see 
providing transportation alternatives as linked to the level of available funding.

Using the same procedure with the data on local government administrators 
also resulted in three factors, as shown in  table 11.5. As with the legislators, 
 factor 1 appears to refl ect “pro cess and bottom- line per for mance.” This  factor 
contains a number of pro cess elements— a general pro cess effectiveness index,3 
responsiveness, consistency, timeliness, burden, clarity, and working relationship 
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satisfaction— along with the single outcome mea sure of the bottom- line grade for 
meeting the state’s transportation needs. Even more than was true with the legisla-
tors, local administrators appear to associate the GDOT’s bottom- line per for mance 
with the quality of their own interaction with the department. Moreover, this 
 factor accounts for more than half (44.8  percent) of the total variance explained 
by the three factors (70.2  percent).

We label  factor 2 “road congestion and safety outcomes” because it consists 
solely of grades for (1) traffi c fl ow and congestion and (2) highway safety in the 
administrator’s home area, an understandable pairing since congestion can exacer-
bate road safety problems. As with the legislators, however, these outcome per for-
mance metrics are not linked as closely to bottom- line per for mance as are ratings 
of GDOT pro cesses.

 Factor 3 appears to refl ect “funding availability for maintaining roads” since it 
is limited to the two variables of (1) funding adequacy (an index) and (2) grades 
for road quality. Like state legislators, local administrators associate funding ad-
equacy with a specifi c per for mance outcome, but that outcome for local adminis-
trators is road quality, whereas for legislators it was transportation alternatives.

Following the same procedure with the con sul tants’ data again resulted in three 
factors, which together account for 68.6  percent of the variance, as shown in 
 table 11.6.  Factor 1 captures “quality of program pro cesses” by including the pro-
cess dimensions of responsiveness, professionalism, competence, timeliness, clar-
ity, and working relationship satisfaction.  Factor 2 clearly refl ects “GDOT outcome 
per for mance” by including (1) a general effectiveness index, (2) grades for per for-
mance in highway development, and (3) overall per for mance in meeting the state’s 
needs. Finally,  factor 3 might be termed “program pro cess challenges” since it com-

 Table 11.4. Orthogonal  factor loadings: legislator data

Variable

 Factor Loadings

 Factor 1  Factor 2  Factor 3

Overall responsiveness .847 — — 
Working relationship satisfaction .857 — — 
Road maintenance  grade .602 .477 — 
On- time pro ject delivery grade .619 — .439
Meeting Georgia Assembly needs grade .760 — .449
Meeting Georgia’s transportation needs grade .612 — .416
Highway condition grade (in home district) — .718 — 
Traffi c fl ow and congestion grade (in home district) — .736 — 
Highway safety grade (in home district) — .857 — 
Preserving the environment grade — .657 — 
Adequacy of funding — — .777
Providing variety of transportation options — — .718

Percentage of variance explained 28.3 23.7 16.9
n = 85
Cronbach’s alpha (test scale) = .872      

Note: A dash (— ) indicates loading < .4.
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bines the pro cess dimensions of burden, fairness, clarity, and (for a second time) 
working relationship satisfaction. This  factor appears to be a variation on  factor 
1, but refers more to pro cess challenges than to pro cess in general.

Looking across the three  factor analyses, several themes emerge. Most nota-
bly, the perceived quality of program interactions with the GDOT looms largest 
for all three groups. For legislators and administrators, those pro cesses are so im-
por tant that they link more closely to perceptions of the GDOT’s bottom- line 
per for mance than does any true outcome per for mance mea sure (e.g., road quality 
or highway safety). Although program interactions do not link to bottom- line per-
for mance for con sul tants, two of the factors there refl ect the quality of those in-
teractions. In other words, all of these groups appear to give more importance to 
interactions with the GDOT than to  actual per for mance outcomes, and those in-
teractions are so im por tant for two of the groups that they cluster with bottom- 
line grades for meeting the state’s transportation needs.

Elements of outcome achievement emerge as only a secondary  factor for all 
three groups. For legislators and administrators, this  factor includes some combi-
nation of traffi c fl ow and congestion, highway safety, and road quality and pave-
ment condition in the respondent’s home area, plus per for mance in preserving the 
environment. For con sul tants the  factor consists of the outcome variables of a ge-
neric effectiveness mea sure,4 the grade for per for mance in road development, and 
the overall grade for meeting the state’s transportation needs.

Finally, funding adequacy as linked to an ele ment of GDOT outcome per for-
mance emerges as central to a third  factor for legislators and local administrators. 
(Con sul tants  were not asked about funding adequacy.) For legislators, funding 

 Table 11.5. Orthogonal  factor loadings: local administrator data

Variable

 Factor Loadings

 Factor 1  Factor 2  Factor 3

Pro cess effectiveness (index) .823 — — 
Burden (index) .642 — — 
Clarity (index) .833 — — 
Consistency (index) .723 — — 
Responsiveness (index) .835 — — 
Timeliness (index) .837 — — 
Customer ser vice (index) .901 — — 
Working relationship  satisfaction -.815 — — 
Meeting Georgia’s transportation needs  grade -.686 — — 
Traffi c fl ow and congestion grade (in home area) — .851 — 
Highway safety grade (in home area) — .851 — 
Highway condition grade (in home area) — .459 .712
Funding adequacy (index) — — .710

Percentage of variance explained 44.8 16.7 8.7
n = 191
Cronbach’s alpha (test scale) = .834      

Note: A dash (— ) indicates loading < .4.
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adequacy linked to the GDOT’s per for mance in providing transportation options; 
for local administrators, the link was to road quality and pavement condition.

Paths of Infl uence
Another valuable perspective comes from examining how the  different public value 
assessments may link with each other in a possi ble causal sequence. Here we will 
summarize results as reported in two earlier papers on possi ble paths of infl uence 
for the local government administrators and the legislators (Thomas, Poister, and 
Ertas 2010; Thomas, Su, and Poister 2012).5

Analy sis of the assessment data from the survey of local government adminis-
trators reveal that they see themselves relating to the GDOT in three distinct, if 
interrelated, roles:

1. They want to be treated like customers, receiving prompt and helpful ser-
vice, when they approach the GDOT about specifi c programs for their 
jurisdictions.

2. They partner with the GDOT in the many programs that require joint work 
by the department and local governments in providing transportation ser-
vices and infrastructure and, more generally, in creating public value.

3. They function as principals in monitoring the GDOT’s per for mance based 
on their standing as appointed offi cials in a demo cratic and federal system 
of government.

Multinomial regression analyses identifi ed factors that appear to underlie these 
perceptions. Feeling treated like a customer proved to be a function primarily of 

 Table 11.6. Orthogonal  factor loadings: con sul tant data

Variable

 Factor Loadings

 Factor 1  Factor 2  Factor 3

Responsiveness (index) .652 — .441
Professional treatment (index) .843 — — 
Competence (index) .816 — — 
Timeliness (index) .739 — — 
Pro cess effectiveness (index) — -.985 — 
Clarity (index) .482 — .506
Burden (index) — — .877
Fairness (index) — — .627
Per for mance in planning and designing 

highways grade
— .713 — 

Meeting transportation needs in General 
Assembly grade

— .904 — 

Working relationship  satisfaction −.435 — −.494

Percentage of variance explained 26.9 23.6 18.1
n = 78
Cronbach’s alpha (test scale) = .798      

Note: A dash (— ) indicates loading < .4.
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the perceived quality of interactions with the GDOT, as mea sured especially by 
perceptions of the quality of GDOT communications.

The perceived quality of partnering, as mea sured by satisfaction with the 
GDOT working relationships, proved to be principally a function of (1) a feeling 
of being treated as a customer, (2) the perceived timeliness of the GDOT’s re-
sponses, and (3) the perceived quality of the GDOT’s communications. A fourth 
signifi cant predictor was the programmatic benefi ts these administrators reported 
their jurisdictions receiving from the GDOT relationship (mea sured by the num-
ber of GDOT programs they reported receiving in recent years). (All four predic-
tors  were statistically signifi cant at the .01 level or better.) Working relationship 
satisfaction thus appears to refl ect both the quality of interactions with the GDOT 
and direct substantive benefi ts received from the GDOT.

Perhaps the most interest ing pattern emerged in trying to explain assessments 
of the GDOT’s mission achievement, as mea sured by grades for meeting the state’s 
transportation needs. As might be expected, perceptions of the quality of several 
specifi c transportation outcomes (i.e., grades for road quality, traffi c fl ow and 
congestion, and highway safety) contributed substantially to this bottom- line 
assessment for local administrators, but their satisfaction with the GDOT work-
ing relationship also fi gured prominently.  Table 11.7 summarizes the linkages for 
the three relationships.

We initially proposed a similar three- part model for legislator assessments of 
the GDOT’s pursuit of public values, positing that legislators would focus sepa-
rately on how effectively GDOT assists them in providing ser vice to constituents 
(the customer perspective), assists the legislature as an institution (the partner per-
spective), and fulfi lls its mission of meeting the transportation needs of the State 
of Georgia (the principal perspective). Here the customer perspective is mea sured 
by legislators’ satisfaction with their individual working relationships with the 
GDOT, the partner perspective by legislators’ grades for the GDOT’s per for mance 
in meeting the needs of the General Assembly, and the principal perspective by 
GDOT’s per for mance in meeting Georgia’s transportation needs.

 Table 11.7. The fl ow of infl uence: local government administrators

Ser vice interactions Ë
(index)

Quality of customer ser vice

GDOT timeliness (index) Ó    Í

Quality of GDOT 
communication

 Ó
Ó

Programmatic  Ë
benefi ts (index)

Satisfaction with working relationship

Í

Perceptions of 
transportation  Ë
outcomes (index)

Per for mance in meeting 
state’s transportation needs
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The data suggested a divided verdict on this model. As expected, the personal 
factors of perceived overall responsiveness to legislator requests and the specifi c 
perceived responsiveness of the GDOT’s central offi ce in Atlanta emerged as the 
principal statistically signifi cant determinants of working- relationship satisfaction. 
Unexpectedly, the GDOT’s perceived per for mance in meeting the needs of the 
General Assembly also proved to be principally a function of personal legislative 
criteria only— specifi cally, legislators’ satisfaction with their personal working 
relationship with the GDOT, and the GDOT’s perceived per for mance in deliv-
ering projects on schedule. The GDOT’s perceived per for mance in keeping the 
legislature informed did not prove a signifi cant predictor.

These fi ndings suggest that most legislators relate to administrative depart-
ments principally in terms of what the department can do for them: Can you 
address this constituent request? Can you deliver projects for my district on 
time? They may be less concerned with what a department does for the legislature 
as a  whole because, as a consequence of their specializing, only a minority of legis-
lators engage in depth in the work of any par tic u lar department. In any event, it is 
largely personal legislative criteria that appear to shape both satisfaction with the 
working relationship with the GDOT and the grades for GDOT per for mance in 
meeting the legislature’s needs.

Personal legislative criteria even affect assessments of bottom- line departmen-
tal per for mance. Grades for meeting the needs of the General Assembly, itself a 
refl ection of personal legislative criteria, proved the strongest single predictor of 
grades for meeting the state’s transportation needs. Here, though, perceptions of 
a number of other aspects of GDOT per for mance (i.e., road safety, road mainte-
nance, and providing a variety of transportation options) also emerged as statis-
tically signifi cant, as did the perceived appropriateness and adequacy of the 
GDOT’s funding. In assessing the department’s overall per for mance, legislators 
appear to consider what the GDOT has done for them as individual legisla-
tors, how well it has provided vari ous ser vices to the state and its residents, how 

 Table 11.8. The fl ow of infl uence: legislators

Responsiveness to 
legislator requests

Ë Working relationship 
 satisfaction

Í

On- time pro ject delivery Ë Per for mance in meeting 
needs of General Assembly

Í

Perceptions of transportation 
outcomes (index)

Ë Per for mance in meeting 
state’s transportation needs

Appropriateness of GDOT 
spending

Ï
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appropriately it spends, and how adequately it is funded.  Table 11.8 summarizes 
the vari ous linkages.

Taken together, the fi ndings for legislators and local administrators imply a sub-
stantial, sometimes primary, role for pro cess criteria— that is, quality of interac-
tions with the department—in assessments of the GDOT’s bottom- line per for-
mance. Perceptions of outcome achievement, such as grades for road quality and 
highway safety, also exert infl uence on those assessments, but in every case they 
must share top billing with pro cess criteria— the perceived quality of personal in-
teractions with the GDOT.

CONCLUSIONS

The vari ous fi ndings suggest a number of conclusions about stakeholder perspec-
tives on public values and about public values in general. At the most basic level, the 
fi ndings imply support for most aspects of the Beck Jørgensen- Bozeman inventory 
and categorization of public values. Only one of the Beck Jørgensen- Bozeman cat-
egories did not emerge as im por tant for any of these stakeholder groups, and that 
category, “transformation of interests to decisions,” should not be expected to 
apply to an administrative body (the focus  here). As well, only one of the public 
value dimensions of interest to the three groups of GDOT stakeholders did not fi t 
in one of those categories.

The Signifi cance of Partnering in a Service- Dominant World
At the same time, the one public value dimension missing from both the Beck 
Jørgensen- Bozeman and Moore listings, “working relationship satisfaction,” rep-
resents a signifi cant omission. Working relationship satisfaction speaks to the 
quality of partnering between the GDOT and its stakeholders, as when local 
governments join with the department in building local roads and bridges. That 
partnering has arguably become a crucial public value dimension as a consequence 
of a sea change in what the public realm is about. As Osborne, Radnor, and 
Nasi explain, “the business of government is, by and large, not about delivering 
pre- manufactured products. . . .  On the contrary, the majority of ‘public goods’ 
( whether provided by government, the non- profi t and third sector or the private 
sector) are in fact not ‘public products’ but rather ‘public ser vices.’ . . .  Social 
work, health care, education, economic and business support ser vices, commu-
nity development and regeneration, for example, are all ser vices rather than con-
crete products” (2013, 136). That change is signifi cant because, “the role of the 
user is qualitatively  different for manufactured products and ser vices. In the former 
they are ‘simply’ their purchasers and consumers. However, for ser vices, the user 
is also a co- producer of the ser vice. At a fundamental level, therefore, co- production 
is not an ‘add-on’ to ser vices but a core feature of them” (139; emphasis in the 
original).

For the world of public values, this reality implies that the quality of partnering 
itself warrants inclusion in any exhaustive listing. This partnering goes beyond what 
public actors provide in terms of such public value pro cess dimensions as “timeli-
ness,” “enthusiasm,” “reliability,” and the like to encompass the quality of the joint 
action of authoritative public actors and citizens as well as other stakeholders.
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The Importance of Public Value Pro cess Dimensions
In a service- dominant public realm, how things get done can be as im por tant as 
what ever outcomes may eventually be achieved. For government, that assertion 
echoes the long- standing observation that pro cess can be as im por tant as outcomes 
in the evaluations of the work of government. Sometimes, as Fountain has 
observed, the pro cess can even become the outcome since “customers fi nd it 
diffi cult to distinguish clearly between the quality of an intangible ser vice and the 
pro cess by which the ser vice was rendered” (2001, 4). Additional evidence comes 
from Van Ryzin (2011), who found in an analy sis of a resident survey covering 
thirty- three nations that citizens’ evaluations of bureaucratic pro cesses proved 
more im por tant in explaining citizen trust of bureaucrats than did citizens’ evalu-
ations of outcomes.

We might expect that elites, in contrast to citizens, would more clearly differ-
entiate pro cess elements from outcomes and, in so  doing, give greater weight to 
the latter in their assessments of any public agency’s per for mance. Elites by virtue 
of their training and experience might understand better that outcomes are the 
bottom line for government.

We might expect that, but it did not prove to be the case  here. In par tic u lar, 
state legislators and local government administrators, two indisputably elite public 
groups in terms of training and experience, appeared to be infl uenced in assess-
ing the GDOT’s bottom- line per for mance more by their personal experiences with 
the department than by their perceptions of specifi c GDOT transportation out-
comes. (Comparable data  were not available for the con sul tants.) These elites 
showed no inclination to differentiate public value pro cess dimensions from pub-
lic value outcome dimensions in assessing the per for mance of public agencies.

To be clear, these fi ndings and speculations apply only to the circumscribed 
world of three stakeholder groups for one state government agency. It would be 
valuable to test how well the propositions might fi t stakeholder groups for other 
public agencies in other states and at other levels of government. Much remains 
to be learned about public values as seen from the perspective of government’s 
stakeholders.

NOTES
1. We chose not to include the survey of Georgia residents in this research because it 

asked only about outcomes, not about any signifi cant pro cess components.
2. Although questions on the adequacy of the GDOT’s funding  were included in all three 

surveys, that adequacy does not appear to qualify as a public value. It is better viewed 
as a constraint on or facilitator of GDOT per for mance on vari ous public values.

3. Pro cess effectiveness is an index refl ecting several evaluations of pro cess that do not fi t 
 under any other rubric.

4. Effectiveness is an index based on several questions about the effectiveness of specifi c 
GDOT programs.

5. To be clear, the data in both studies is cross- sectional. The assertions of possi ble causal 
paths are based on theory.
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CREATING PUBLIC VALUE USING 
 PERFOR MANCE INFORMATION

ALEXANDER KROLL AND DONALD P . MOYNIHAN

Under the label of per for mance management, reforms promising to provide 
public value by tracking and encouraging goal achievement  were adopted in 

most countries in the Organisation for Economic Co- operation and Development 
(Bouckaert and Halligan 2008; OECD 2009). The explicit values associated with 
these reforms are effi ciency (minimizing costs for a given output) and effective-
ness (selecting, designing, and managing programs and ser vices so that they can 
achieve maximum impact). Reformers argued that public organizations  were short 
on such values, that per for mance management systems could deliver them, and 
that this in turn would raise the legitimacy of governance (Osborne and Gaebler 
1993).

This chapter examines the relationship between per for mance management 
and public value. First, we discuss how per for mance mea sure ment processes— 
formulating a mission, setting a strategic goal, mea sur ing per for mance, reporting 
to stakeholders— defi ne and rec ord public value. We point to the importance of 
non- mission- based goals and discuss the (sometimes questionable) link between 
per for mance management and values like accountability, transparency, and le-
gitimacy. Second, we introduce the concept of per for mance information use, iden-
tifying  different types— passive, po liti cal, perverse, and purposeful— and explaining 
how each type of use relates to public value. The third part of the chapter fo-
cuses in greater depth on purposeful per for mance information use, since this is 
the aspect of per for mance management most likely to foster the creation of public 
value. We review empirical evidence on the antecedents to this desirable be hav ior. 
We conclude by considering the lessons of per for mance management for public 
value.

PER FOR MANCE MANAGEMENT PRO CESSES AND PUBLIC VALUE(S)

How do we know if the actions of a public  manager create public value? To judge 
by public- sector reform in recent de cades, the answer has been to develop quan-
titative indicators of achievement. This section discusses how basic per for mance 
management pro cesses relate to public value creation.  Unless other wise noted, we 
will use the term “public value” as a placeholder for what a society values and aims 
to create through its public institutions, which is a broad enough conceptualization 
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to capture the sometimes competing interpretations of Moore (1995) and Boze-
man (2007). What this value might be can differ from one society (or community) 
to another, and it is determined by demo cratic politics and repre sen ta tion. Occa-
sionally we will refer to specifi c values (consistent with the Bozeman approach to 
public values), when considering the relationship of per for mance systems with a 
variety of normative standards.  Table 12.1 offers a brief overview of the per for-
mance management concept and its features, which we will discuss below.

A stylized summary of the claims that proponents of per for mance management 
have made include the following (for a more detailed discussion, see Moynihan 
2008; Pollitt and Bouckaert 2011; Van Dooren, Bouckaert, and Halligan 2010): 
Over time, public organizations became increasingly focused on rules at the 
expense of or gan i za tional goals, contributing to ineffi ciency and a growing loss 
of public trust— a loss of public value. Per for mance management reforms prom-
ise to redirect attention  toward the mission and goals of organizations and in turn 
restore public faith in government.  Whether or not these claims have been borne 
out is not the primary focus of this chapter. Per for mance management systems 
have been widely implemented, and  here we address what we know about how 
they relate to public value. It is worth noting that the doctrine of per for mance man-
agement explicitly invokes certain values— most obviously effi ciency and effec-
tiveness but also transparency, accountability, and the legitimacy of the state.

In practice, mandates to implement per for mance management have boiled 
down to a few key pro cesses: requiring public agencies to identify their mission, 
set strategic goals and per for mance targets, track mea sur able indicators of per-
for mance, and broadly disseminate this data (Hatry 2006). Clearly defi ning an 
or ga ni za tion’s mission can help answer the question of what the public value is that 
a par tic u lar entity provides. Defi ning a mission and identifying strategic goals may 
be as im por tant as rigorously mea sur ing  whether these goals have been actually 
achieved. (In some cases providing guidance and meaning through a mission and 
strategic outlook has been more im por tant than actually collecting operational 
per for mance data.) Public organizations are often confronted with numerous 
ambiguous and often confl icting objectives, which is why deciding on a mission 

 Table 12.1. Per for mance information use for value creation

Key elements

• Stating a mission; setting strategic goals; setting per for mance targets
• Indicators- based data collection
• Analy sis (trends and benchmarks) and reporting of per for mance information
• Use the data

When not to use it

• When its purpose is only symbolic
• When its only purpose is cost cutting and to direct blame
•  When there are not enough resources to ensure capacity for analy sis and thus a minimum 

of data quality
• When complex ser vices are paired with high- powered incentives
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narrative can help prioritize effort and resources, channel discussion and serve as 
a source of inspiration (Bryson 2004a).

Per for mance information can increase transparency by offering feedback on 
the outcomes of ser vice provision; it can also increase accountability, showing the 
degree to which a governmental unit achieved its goals. Just mea sur ing per for-
mance can be a fi rst step  toward the creation of public value, as it puts normative 
pressure on individuals and emphasizes that what they do is not without conse-
quences but will be documented and evaluated (Pollitt 2010).

Creating Value, or Displacing Values?
Per for mance management pro cesses have become central mechanisms by which 
public value is represented, recorded, and communicated to employees, stakeholders, 
and the public. While per for mance management is sometimes framed as a neutral 
tool, this underestimates the inherently po liti cal nature of defi ning a mission state-
ment, setting goals, and mea sur ing per for mance. Defi ning per for mance is a po liti cal 
act; choosing the most minor mea sure represents a categorization of the role and 
responsibility of the state.

One critique of per for mance management pro cesses is that they tend to privi-
lege certain values over  others. The mission of the or ga ni za tion, however defi ned, is 
given priority over other public values. Though mission orientation can generally 
help to strengthen an or ga ni za tion’s public value focus, it can also harm the 
achievement of non- mission- based values that might be less prominent but still 
desirable. In the context of UK local government, Boyne (2002) concludes that 
per for mance mea sures prioritized effi ciency and effectiveness but largely excluded 
indicators of equity, responsiveness, or participation (see also Radin 2006). Pi-
otrowski and Rosenbloom (2002) argue that the emphasis on per for mance mea-
sures has served to reduce efforts to provide other, more valuable, mechanisms to 
ensure transparency, such as Freedom of Information Act requests. Wichowsky 
and Moynihan (2008) offer the same argument in the context of what they call 
citizenship outcomes, such as due pro cess and civic engagement. For example, they 
point out that the mea sure ment of results for community development programs 
emphasized employment and safe and stable housing, neglecting mea sures like 
participation in governing boards, percentage of  house holds reporting they feel a 
part of the community, or volunteer hours devoted to community action efforts. 
Rosenbloom (2007) argues that these problems can best be remedied by mandat-
ing the mea sure ment of non- mission- based goals in what he calls constitutional 
scorecards.

Whereas from a managerial perspective a mission- based focus helps to deal 
with outcome complexity, ignoring non- mission- based goals has to be considered 
more critically from a public value perspective. It is perfectly understandable that 
managers seeking to create public value might argue that they cannot mea sure 
 everything but must focus their attention on goal achievement. This view rests 
on the notion that the primary basis for public legitimacy is goal achievement 
and that other values  matter less. Such an assumption is contestable. Van Ryzin 
(2011) offers a cross- national analy sis of trust in government, showing that confi -
dence in due pro cess and equity of treatment is more im por tant than perceptions 
of effectiveness.
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Does Information Use Lead to Value Creation?
Though mission statements, mea sure ment, and reporting are necessary conditions 
of public value creation, current research argues that the most critical issue is 
 whether systematically and laboriously produced per for mance information is 
actually used in decision making (De Lancer Julnes and Holzer 2001; Kroll 2014; 
Moynihan 2008; Moynihan and Pandey 2010; Van Dooren and Van de Walle 
2008). There is no automatic connection between mea sure ment and improvements 
in agency per for mance or in outcomes.  After all, if no one appears to be using per-
for mance data, it is diffi cult to believe it is  doing much to facilitate public value.

There are a variety of  different ways in which per for mance mea sures can be 
used (Moynihan 2009), and all of them have  different relationships with public 
value. We focus the bulk of this chapter on the most obvious way, which is pur-
poseful use of data to better inform decisions in ways that will improve programs 
and ser vices and thus contribute to the creation of public value. But we consider 
three other potential uses of per for mance data that illustrate the more complex 
relationship between per for mance management and public value in  table 12.2.

Passive Use
One response to per for mance mandates may be passive, where public managers 
use data only to comply with the procedural requirements but for  little  else. Re-
quirements to regularly document progress in terms of goal achievement can cre-
ate signifi cant transaction costs but with  little apparent benefi t (Radin 2006). As 
employees see multiple waves of reforms making  little difference, they may become 
cynical about the value of such efforts. Beyond transaction costs, producing more and 
more data may have negative consequences in other ways. It may systemize biases 
against non- mission- based values, as discussed above. It may also lead to infor-
mation overload, increasing information asymmetries between bureaucrats and 
politicians at the expense of the latter (Kroll and Proeller 2013).

Po liti cal Use
One goal of using per for mance information is to create po liti cal legitimacy and 
support. Both stakeholder theory (Freeman 1984) and new institutional theory 
(Meyer and Scott 1992) portray organizations as engaged in an ongoing effort to 
acquire legitimacy from their environment. In order to receive the support of ex-
ternal stakeholders, organizations’ actions have to be considered “desirable, proper, 
appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and 
defi nitions” (Suchman 1995, 574). One way to prove that public administrators 
do what relevant stakeholders and politicians expect them to is to report informa-
tion on goal achievement. Thus, per for mance reporting can fulfi ll the function of 
“promoting” (Behn 2003) or “advocating” (Moynihan 2008) public organizations, 
departments, or their programs. Moore (1995) argues that creating support, which 
is necessary to acquire resources and autonomy, is an essential management chal-
lenge in public value creation.

The existing work on po liti cal per for mance information use does not suggest 
that it is inherently helpful or damaging to public value but simply a refl ection of 
how per for mance systems are increasingly integrated into contemporary po liti cal 
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pro cesses. In some cases these pro cesses place unrealistic and countervailing de-
mands on public organizations; in other cases they can be used to protect and 
strengthen public organizations.

In the most positive terms, the po liti cal use of per for mance information may 
be seen as part of a pluralistic dialogue through which public value is actively ne-
gotiated, refl ecting a managerial responsibility to communicate with stakehold-
ers. The picture becomes more negative if advocacy becomes “spinning” (Hood 
2006), a propaganda tool through which there is a signifi cant gap between “talk” 

 Table 12.2. Per for mance information use and public value

Type of per for mance 
information use Relationship to public value

Passive: using data to 
comply with reporting 
requirements

Strengths
•  Formulating a mission and per for mance goals can help to 

determine what the value is a par tic u lar public or ga ni za tion can 
create

•  Mea sur ing goal achievement can increase transparency and 
accountability in terms of  whether the intended value was created

Weaknesses
•  Creates sense of cynicism about per for mance 

management reforms
•  Transaction costs of per for mance systems not justifi ed if data is 

not being used
•  Danger of neglecting non- mission- based indicators (e.g., equity, 

due pro cess)

Purposeful: using data 
to learn, innovate, and 
motivate in ways that 
improve per for mance

Strengths
• Directs attention to mission achievement
• Encourages innovation and improvements in per for mance
•  Directs attention to public value in bud get and 

management decisions

Perverse: using data to 
improve mea sured 
per for mance via goal 
displacement and data 
manipulation

Weaknesses
•  May create appearance of success if formal targets are being 

reached, but weakens public value
•  Creates cynicism about  under lying purpose of public programs

Po liti cal: using data to 
argue about appropri-
ate goals and program 
achievement

Strengths
• Facilitates debate about meaning of public value
• May buffer or ga ni za tion from external demands
•  Can help to create legitimacy, acquire resources, and create 

autonomy necessary to creating value

Weaknesses
•  Reporting is counterproductive if it is only symbolic and decou-

pled from or gan i za tional routines
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and “action.” A growing number of studies have applied this theoretical approach 
to the case of per for mance reporting (Lawton, McKevitt, and Millar 2000; Rau-
tiainen 2010; Taylor 2009; Van Dooren 2005; for a review, see Modell 2009). They 
fi nd that per for mance reporting often serves an external purpose: it is used to meet 
the expectations of external stakeholders and to portray public organizations as 
modern and performance- driven even as internal management pro cesses remain 
unaffected. This strategy fi ts with what Brunsson (2003) refers to as “or gan i za-
tional hy poc risy.”

Organizations may also be especially concerned with ensuring that they are 
not seen as failing. A basic insight from psy chol ogy is that humans are more mo-
tivated by avoiding loss than achieving positive outcomes. This “negativity bias” 
reveals itself in per for mance reporting via directing attention to per for mance 
scores that are not meeting aspirational levels (Nielsen 2014a), disproportionate 
citizen dissatisfaction with missed targets (James 2011), bureaucratic explanations 
of failed per for mance (Charbonneau and Bellavance 2012), and setting artifi cially 
low per for mance targets (Hood 2006).

Or gan i za tional hy poc risy does offer some virtues. One of the best managerial 
strategies to protect or gan i za tional per for mance is to buffer the or ga ni za tion from 
signifi cant changes (O’Toole and Meier 2003). Public organizations are not the 
only actors that might use data about public program performance—so too may 
stakeholders, clients, and elected offi cials both friendly and unfriendly to the or-
ga ni za tion. To the extent that public organizations can use per for mance informa-
tion as a buffer against externally imposed change, po liti cal uses of per for mance 
data are benefi cial and may also pave the way for purposeful utilization. For ex-
ample, per for mance reporting set up only to satisfy politicians may become inter-
nally relevant for managerial purposes if agency leaders take this reform as an 
opportunity to foster double- loop learning, cultural change, improving internal 
communication and coordination, or leadership development (Moynihan 2008).

Perverse Use
Perverse use occurs when agents use per for mance data in ways clearly at odds with 
public value. Examples of dysfunctional uses of these data are gaming (creatively 
interpreting numbers), cheating (making up numbers), effort substitution (focus-
ing on easy or highly rewarded targets at the expense of  others), and cream skim-
ming (excluding more diffi cult- to- serve populations). These responses become 
more likely  under certain conditions. More complex tasks give rise to incomplete 
contracts that fail to specify all key aspects of per for mance and are more diffi cult 
to monitor. High- stakes rewards to achieve mea sured per for mance create an in-
centive for perverse be hav ior. The likelihood of perversity increases when agents 
lack traditional rule- based constraints or intrinsic values that might discourage 
misbehavior (Bevan and Hood 2006; James 2004; Radin 2006; Heinrich and 
Marschke 2010; Soss, Fording, and Schram 2011).

These conditions are most likely to occur in ser vice delivery contexts that rely 
upon performance- based contracts. While a passive response evokes cynicism of 
per for mance reforms, perverse responses give rise to a more corrosive sense of 
cynicism about  whether the basic purpose of a program is being fulfi lled. Quali-
tative accounts of employees working  under these conditions reveal a sense of help-
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lessness and frustration among frontline employees who believe their skills are 
not being used to help clients (Dias and Maynard- Moody 2007; Soss, Fording, and 
Schram 2011).

It is critically im por tant that the perversity of per for mance systems be ad-
dressed and minimized where possi ble. This is the Achilles’ heel of the per for mance 
movement and serves as the most effective rebuttal to its success stories, such as 
the “stat” model that originated in New York City policing where it helped reduce 
crime, encouraged the reform of welfare systems to encourage work, or promoted 
the restructuring of education to emphasize better per for mance. In each of these 
examples, per for mance mea sure ment systems have been a central part of the 
policy change that appears to have generated greater public value. But in each 
case, critics point to widespread manipulation of data by providers and the dis-
placement of im por tant goals. In the case of welfare reform there is ample evi-
dence that per for mance systems did not encourage the provision of meaningful 
skills to those seeking work, there  were systematic differences in treatment based 
on race, and that low- skilled clients  were systematically pushed off the roles (Soss, 
Fording, and Schram 2011; Brodkin and Majmundar 2010). In education, the em-
phasis on test scores has opened a debate on  whether other educational values are 
being ignored (Abernathy 2007), as well as giving rise to scandals where cheating 
on tests appears to have become endemic in entire school systems (Jacob and Lev-
itt 2003). For example, in the city of Atlanta, evidence of systematic cheating led 
to the indictment of the school district superintendent, who had previously won 
national accolades for her achievements (Winerip 2013). In the case of policing, 
Compstat- like per for mance management systems  were criticized for encouraging 
aggressive stop- and- frisk practices targeted  toward minorities as well as a culture 
of data manipulation (Eterno 2012). These types of perverse be hav ior have been 
documented enough that they should be seen not as inherently unusual but as a 
systematic risk that elected offi cials need to consider in the design of per for mance 
systems.

ANTECEDENTS OF PURPOSEFUL PER FOR MANCE INFORMATION USE

The purposeful use of per for mance data in decision making is the ele ment most 
closely linked to the improvement of outputs and outcomes for the public, and 
therefore to public value (for examples and references, see Van Dooren and Van 
de Walle 2008). Understanding its dynamics and antecedents is im por tant for pro-
fessionals and researchers alike; it is crucial for the practice of public manage-
ment in order to design systems and create a supportive environment that makes 
it easy for public managers to use per for mance data in a way that aligns with pub-
lic value. It is also relevant for researchers who can optimize their models and 
sharpen existing explanations of  whether the per for mance movement is having an 
impact (Moynihan and Pandey 2010; Van Dooren 2008).

The lit erature we will review will incorporate mainly recent studies, beginning 
with an early article by De Lancer Julnes and Holzer (2001). We are aware that 
the research on the use of information systems is much older (Bozeman and 
Bretschneider 1986), even more so when including studies from the private sector 
(Lucas 1975). However, for the sake of comparability and reliable inference we 
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have deci ded to focus on studies whose mea sure ment demonstrates a shared un-
derstanding of what “per for mance information” and “purposeful use” mean while 
limiting ourselves to studies that focus primarily on public offi cials.  Table 12.3 pro-
vides an overview of the most im por tant antecedents we identifi ed, grouped in a 
series of categories for easy communication (though we acknowledge that many 
variables span multiple categories).

Environmental Factors
There is evidence that the involvement of external stakeholders— such as oversight 
bodies, politicians, citizens, or interest groups—in per for mance mea sure ment 
practices matters not just for po liti cal use of per for mance data but also for purpose-
ful use. Stakeholders can encourage managers to take per for mance information 
seriously, and they can also help in making sense of numbers or in identifying 
meaningful indicators (Askim, Johnsen, and Christophersen 2008; Berman and 
Wang 2000; Bourdeaux and Chikoto 2008; De Lancer Julnes and Holzer 2001; 
Moynihan and Hawes 2012; Yang and Hsieh 2007). Knowing that stakeholders 
care about per for mance data adds “po liti cal weight” (Ho 2006) and signals to 
managers that they should be on top of their department’s data, per for mance 
trends, and explanations of outliers (Moynihan and Ingraham 2004).

Another im por tant  factor is the po liti cal environment. Notably, research indi-
cates that competition and confl ict foster the use of per for mance information rather 
than constrain it. In such an environment, per for mance data is more likely to 
become critical “ammunition” in contested po liti cal debates, and managers will 
need such data to justify their decisions to a heterogeneous fi eld of competing 
stakeholders (Bourdeaux and Chikoto 2008; Moynihan and Hawes 2012). Askim, 
Johnsen, and Christophersen (2008) suggest that po liti cal competition creates pres-
sure on the government in charge to improve, and that per for mance reports are an 
im por tant source of feedback to determine where the major problems are or what 
the right benchmark is.

A fi nal relevant environmental  factor is the general po liti cal support that pub-
lic ser vice providers receive. Managers in organizations that have been assured of 
this support are more likely to engage in per for mance data use and more open 
to experimental learning based on this information because they do not fear im-
mediate bud get cuts, sanctions, or blame in cases where poor per for mance is 
reported or failure becomes transparent (Moynihan, Pandey, and Wright 2012a; 
Yang and Hsieh 2006).

Or gan i za tional Support
Leadership support is another crucial  factor. Only if managers and employees are 
convinced that top- level leaders are committed to a reform will they make the effort 
to participate and devote their scarce resources accordingly (Boyne et al. 2004; 
Moynihan and Ingraham 2004; Moynihan and Lavertu 2012; Yang and Hsieh 
2006). This might require that top- level leaders show symbolic commitment as well 
as make purposeful use of strategic per for mance data themselves. Dull (2009, 260) 
summarized the leadership effect quite well: “If they perceive a lack of credible lead-
ership commitment to results- model reform, managers may see reform as a threat 
or a nonissue, gathering less information from fewer, less diverse sources, engaging 
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 Table 12.3. Factors infl uencing per for mance information use, exemplary mea sures, 
and exemplary studies

 Factor Exemplary Mea sures Exemplary Studies

Environmental

Stakeholder 
involvement

“The extent of support for per for-
mance mea sures by elected offi cials 
and/or citizens.”

“Citizens help this or ga ni za tion 
evaluate per for mance.”

Berman and Wang 2000; 
Bourdeaux and Chikoto 
2008; Moynihan and 
Ingraham 2004; Ho 2006; 
Moynihan and Hawes 2012; 
Moynihan and Pandey 
2010; Yang and Hsieh 2006.

Po liti cal 
competition/
confl ict

“Party concentration in the municipal 
council indicated by 1- Herfi ndahl 
Index.”

“The stakeholders in this school 
district fulfi ll in general their agree-
ments with one another [reversed].”

Askim, Johnsen, and 
Christophersen 2008; 
Bourdeaux and Chikoto 
2008; Moynihan and 
Hawes 2012.

General po liti cal 
support

“Most elected offi cials trust our 
or ga ni za tion.”

“Most elected offi cials believe that 
our or ga ni za tion is effective.”

Moynihan, Pandey, and 
Wright 2012a; Yang and 
Hsieh 2006.

Per for mance Management System Design

Mea sure ment of 
system maturity

“Per for mance indicators are easy to 
access, have stretching but achievable 
per for mance targets, and meet 
per for mance information needs.”

“Managers are involved in a PI- based 
benchmarking with other cities.”

Ammons and Rivenbark 
2008; Berman and Wang 
2000; De Lancer Julnes and 
Holzer 2001; Ho 2006; Kroll 
and Proeller 2013; Melkers 
and Willoughby 2005; 
Moynihan and Pandey 
2010; Taylor 2009; Yang 
and Hsieh 2006.

Employee 
involvement

“Employees  were involved in 
evaluation prior to the review.”

“Most administrators support the use 
of per for mance mea sures.”

Boyne et al. 2004; Folz, 
Abdelrazek, and Chung 
2009; Kroll 2013; Melkers 
and Willoughby 2005.

Data quality/
usability

“Assessment of data’s understand-
ability, reliability, and overall quality.”

“Diffi culty obtaining valid or reliable 
data [reversed].”

Ammons and Rivenbark 
2008; Dull 2009; Kroll 2013.

(continued)
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 Table 12.3. (continued)

 Factor Exemplary Mea sures Exemplary Studies

Learning forums/
routines

“Work groups are actively involved in 
making work pro cesses more 
effective.”

“The individual I report to periodically 
reviews with me the results or 
outcomes of the programs/operations/ 
projects that I am responsible for.”

Moynihan 2008; Moynihan 
and Landuyt 2009; 
Moynihan and Lavertu 
2012.

Or gan i za tional Support

Leadership support “Agency’s top leadership demon-
strates a strong commitment to 
achieving results.”

“Top managers emphasize and care 
about the pro cess of per for mance 
management.”

Boyne et al. 2004; Dull 
2009; Moynihan and 
Ingraham 2004; Moynihan 
and Lavertu 2012; Yang 
and Hsieh 2006.

Support capacity “The extent to which the or ga ni za tion 
has committed resources time,  people, 
money to be used in mea sure ment of 
program per for mance.”

“Most departments in our jurisdiction 
have adequate information technol-
ogy for per for mance mea sure ment.”

Berman and Wang 2000; 
De Lancer Julnes and 
Holzer 2001; Moynihan 
and Hawes 2012; Yang and 
Hsieh 2006.

Generic Or gan i za tional

Innovative culture “My department is a very dynamic 
and entrepreneurial place.  People are 
willing to stick their necks out and 
take risks.”

“The glue that holds my department 
together is a commitment to innova-
tion and development. There is an 
emphasis on being the best.”

Folz, Abdelrazek, and 
Chung 2009; Johansson 
and Siverbo 2009; 
Moynihan 2008; Moynihan 
and Pandey 2010; Moyni-
han, Pandey, and Wright 
2012b.

Goal orientation/
clarity

“It is easy to explain the goals of this 
or ga ni za tion to outsiders.”

“This or ga ni za tion’s mission is clear to 
those who work  here.”

Moynihan and Landuyt 
2009; Moynihan, Pandey, 
and Wright 2012a, 2012b.
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 Table 12.3. (continued)

 Factor Exemplary Mea sures Exemplary Studies

Individual

Flexibility/decision 
discretion

“Agency managers/supervisors at my 
level have the decision- making 
authority they need to help the 
agency accomplish its strategic goals.”

“Decision making and control are 
given to employees  doing the  actual 
work.”

Moynihan and Lavertu 
2012; Moynihan and 
Landuyt 2009; Moynihan 
and Pandey 2010; Nielsen 
2014b.

Attitude  toward PM “I believe that steering with per for-
mance data is im por tant.”

“Per for mance mea sure ment has 
brought more advantages than 
disadvantages to my unit/agency.”

Ammons and Rivenbark 
2008; Ho 2006; Kroll 2013a; 
Taylor 2011.

Prosocial 
motivation

“Making a difference in society 
means more to me than personal 
achievements.”

“I am prepared to make sacrifi ces for 
the good of society.”

Kroll and Vogel 2013; 
Moynihan and Pandey 
2010; Moynihan, Pandey, 
and Wright 2012a.

Networking 
be hav ior

“Assessment of how frequently 
managers interact with  different 
relevant stakeholders.”

“I maintain a regular exchange with 
colleagues from other cities who 
work in the same fi eld.”

Kroll 2013b; Moynihan and 
Hawes 2012.

Note: PI = per for mance information; PM = per for mance management.

CREATING PUBLIC VALUE  199

fewer  people, and leaning on familiar ideas and practices.” Support capacity is simi-
larly im por tant. There are quite a few studies that have found that an investment in 
the know- how and technology needed to analyze per for mance data and produce 
usable reports is a critical condition of purposeful use (Berman and Wang 2000; De 
Lancer Julnes and Holzer 2001; Moynihan and Hawes 2012; Yang and Hsieh 2006).

Per for mance Management System Design
A number of fi ndings speak directly to how per for mance management systems are 
designed. One of the most prominent factors in per for mance data use is the 
sophistication of the mea sure ment system. These systems can differ in terms of 
the variety, usefulness, and accessibility of data. Data use tends to be higher when 
mea sure ment systems score high on these dimensions (Ammons and Rivenbark 
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2008; Berman and Wang 2000; De Lancer Julnes and Holzer 2001; Ho 2006; 
Kroll and Proeller 2013; Melkers and Willoughby 2005; Moynihan and Pandey 
2010; Taylor 2009; Yang and Hsieh 2006). A similar positive effect was found when 
users evaluated the quality of data positively (Ammons and Rivenbark 2008; Dull 
2009; Kroll 2015).

Per for mance systems also tend to facilitate greater information use if they involve 
line managers and employees in developing these systems (Boyne et al. 2004; Folz, 
Abdelrazek, and Chung 2009; Melkers and Willoughby 2005). Such involvement 
fosters support of per for mance management practices and buy-in to the system. One 
recent study further examined the positive effect of a social norm embracing per for-
mance mea sure ment (Kroll 2015) and found that such a norm creates readiness for 
data use among managers (affects their intentions) and at the same time pressures 
managers to show this be hav ior even if this is not consistent with their intentions.

One challenge faced by per for mance systems is that they invariably create rou-
tines to collect and disseminate data but too rarely create learning routines to 
encourage the use of this data. Research has indicated that managers make pur-
poseful use of per for mance data when their organizations have established mecha-
nisms for discussing and collectively making sense of this information (Moynihan 
2008; Moynihan and Landuyt 2009; Moynihan and Lavertu 2012). These “learn-
ing forums” create opportunities for managers and employees to refl ect on their 
core pro cesses and related outcomes and to provide communication channels to 
make solutions to problems on the individual level usable for the  whole or ga ni za-
tion. A recent practical example of these routines comes in the GPRA Moderniza-
tion Act of 2010, which mandated that all US federal agencies create quarterly 
data- driven meetings centered on their most im por tant goals (Moynihan 2013).

Generic Or gan i za tional Factors
Another category of variables are or gan i za tional factors that are not directly linked 
to the adoption of mea sure ment practices and can therefore be labeled generic. 
One highly relevant  factor in this category is or gan i za tional culture. There is a good 
deal of support for the fi nding that an innovative culture has a positive effect on 
the use of per for mance information (Folz, Abdelrazek, and Chung 2009; Johans-
son and Siverbo 2009; Moynihan 2008; Moynihan and Pandey 2010; Moynihan, 
Pandey, and Wright 2012b). “Innovative”  here means that the members of the or-
ga ni za tion are open to change and to learn from mistakes in order to improve 
programs and ser vices for customers and target groups. Per for mance information 
is most likely to be valued as im por tant additional feedback that can be used to 
improve and innovate. A similar effect was found for the existence of goal clarity 
in public administration (Moynihan and Landuyt 2009; Moynihan, Pandey, and 
Wright 2012a, 2012b). If organizations have clearly stated goals, it is also more 
likely that the achievement of these objectives will be regularly discussed and eval-
uated, thus adding weight to the organizations’ per for mance information.

Individual Factors
On the individual level, managers’ attitudes  toward a performance- based steering 
philosophy are im por tant. If they are not convinced that per for mance data will 
help them manage their entities more effectively, they will not devote effort  toward 
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using the information (Ammons and Rivenbark 2008; Ho 2006; Kroll 2015; Tay-
lor 2011). This research suggests that managers  matter, and that they can make a 
difference even in settings where per for mance mea sure ment is diffi cult or report-
ing and evaluation routines are underdeveloped. It also implies that  people’s per-
ceptions of per for mance management reforms are critical. Reforms are more likely 
to succeed when there is a convincing reform narrative and a participative imple-
mentation strategy.

Another individual variable is the managers’ motivation. Per for mance systems 
have often been paired with monetary incentives. These incentives  matter, but have 
been associated with perverse rather than purposeful be hav ior in many cases 
(Heinrich and Marschke 2010; Soss, Fording, and Schram 2011). There is grow-
ing evidence that purposeful per for mance information use can be better achieved 
by appealing to the prosocial motivation of helping  others and making a differ-
ence in society (Kroll and Vogel 2013; Moynihan and Pandey 2010; Moynihan, 
Pandey, and Wright 2012a). This is because data use requires effort on the part of 
the managers (reading reports, making sense of data, initiating change) that is hard 
to observe— and therefore to enforce. Managers who have a strong prosocial ori-
entation are found to take on this burden voluntarily. Moreover, per for mance re-
ports often incorporate data on the impact that ser vices and programs have on 
clients, which is im por tant feedback for those who care about the difference they 
can make through their work. There is much practical work to be done to design 
per for mance systems to better relate per for mance indicators to the desire of em-
ployees to make a difference (Moynihan 2013).

Notably, sociodemographic differences (age, gender, education, position, ex-
perience,  etc.) appear to  matter  little to data use; most of these variables  were found 
to be inconclusive or insignifi cant (De Lancer Julnes and Holzer 2001; Dull 2009; 
Melkers and Willoughby 2005; Moynihan and Ingraham 2004; Moynihan and 
Pandey 2010; Taylor 2011). Networking be hav ior can be positively associated with 
purposeful use, however (Moynihan and Hawes 2012). Though the research on 
this variable is still scarce, there is evidence that managers who are active network-
ers and open to feedback from diverse sources also show great interest in per for-
mance reports (Kroll 2013).

A fi nal variable in this category is the managers’ discretion. This  factor was 
found to have a positive effect (Moynihan and Lavertu 2012; Moynihan and Lan-
duyt 2009; Moynihan and Pandey 2010). The reasoning  behind this is that man-
agers have a stronger incentive to use per for mance data if they are able to change 
pro cesses autonomously and to determine how to achieve their goals. One study 
of Danish school administrators found that managerial authority was central to 
making per for mance management systems actually improve or gan i za tional per-
for mance (Nielsen 2014b).

CONCLUSION: LESSONS FOR PUBLIC VALUE

We conclude by drawing out the key lessons from our analy sis on the relation be-
tween per for mance management and public value.

Per for mance systems have become a key way through which public value is 
represented. In contemporary governance, mission statements, strategic goals, and 
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per for mance mea sures have become perhaps the dominant mechanism through 
which public managers are asked to defi ne and be held accountable to the public 
value promises they make.

Creating per for mance information is a po liti cal act. In a demo cratic environ-
ment, asserting one par tic u lar goal or mea sure versus another represents a form 
of policymaking and should be recognized as such. Our lit erature review suggests 
that compared to other types of per for mance information use, there is perhaps 
least attention to po liti cal use. This is an oversight that needs to be remedied, since 
one thing in common among Moore’s account of entrepreneurial public managers 
creating public value, Bozeman’s considerations of choices between public values, 
and the creation and use of per for mance data is that they are all inherently po liti-
cal activities.

Per for mance management systems tend to privilege certain values and displace 
 others. The virtue of per for mance systems is that they direct attention to mission 
achievement. But this can also be a danger if public managers only defi ne public 
value in terms of the effi ciency and effectiveness of their mission achievement. 
Attention to other traditional values, such as equity and due pro cess, may be lost. 
In this one key dimension, the use of per for mance systems seems to illustrate the 
differences between Moore’s and Bozeman’s conceptions of public value(s). The 
entrepreneurial  manager seeking to achieve greater per for mance may improve pub-
lic value in the Moore conception of the term while undercutting other public 
values in the Bozeman understanding of the term. Even if per for mance systems 
aim at including non- mission- based outcomes and adding more scorecard dimen-
sions (see, for example, Moore’s chapter 8 in this volume), it is unlikely that they 
will be able to give a full account of the value a program or or ga ni za tion has cre-
ated. By defi nition these systems are imperfect and lacking in complexity, but they 
can facilitate prioritization and learning if decision makers consider them as what 
they are— one information source among many.

The relationship between per for mance data and public value depends upon 
how the data is used. This chapter has suggested that per for mance management 
can help to strengthen values like accountability, transparency, and legitimacy, 
but there are also examples in which the adoption of such systems has fallen short of 
these values. Much depends upon how per for mance data is used. We have focused 
the greatest attention  here on purposeful per for mance information use because 
of its strong potential impact in creating public value, but we should not assume 
that per for mance systems are always positively related to public value. A discussion 
of passive, po liti cal, and perverse forms of per for mance information use illustrates 
that in some cases per for mance systems may do  little to facilitate, and may even 
damage, public value. In par tic u lar, the evidence of perverse outcomes is strong 
enough that they cannot be dismissed as an exception or unanticipated conse-
quence of per for mance management.

The key benefi ts of per for mance systems lie in encouraging purposeful use of 
per for mance data. Overall, research on per for mance management seems to indi-
cate that planning, mea sur ing, and reporting are im por tant elements that are able 
to create transparency, accountability, and legitimacy. However, to generate value 
for citizens in the sense that the quality and intended impact of public ser vices 
increase, it is not enough to set up sophisticated mea sure ment systems. Instead, 
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managers need to make use of per for mance information to learn what works and 
what  doesn’t and initiate change when necessary. In par tic u lar, this means fi nding 
ways to encourage purposeful use.

Establishing purposeful use is not easy. While we advocate for purposeful 
per for mance information use, this is not an easy task.  Different US federal reforms 
have had  little effect on purposeful use but have instead encouraged passive use 
(Moynihan and Lavertu 2012). One challenge is that while it is easy to require the 
creation and dissemination of per for mance data, fi nding ways to facilitate use is 
both a novel task for governments and one for which they have  little existing knowl-
edge. This chapter has offered an overview of im por tant antecedents of purposeful 
per for mance information use. Some of the factors have been tested more often 
than  others, increasing our confi dence about their infl uence. For example, mea-
sure ment system maturity, stakeholder involvement, leadership support, support 
capacity, and an innovative culture have turned out to be highly relevant im-
pact factors in a great number of studies, whereas  others have shown positive ef-
fects that still deserve further examination. It is surprising that we know relatively 
 little about the role of the data users themselves, particularly since sociodemo-
graphic differences  were found to be of  little relevance. Therefore, studying the 
extent to which individual factors— such as identities or learning styles— matter 
for data use is a promising endeavor for further research.

Set realistic expectations for per for mance management. It is also helpful to 
temper expectations about the potential impact of per for mance systems. Chang-
ing ingrained patterns of decision making is no small task, and efforts to foster 
purposeful per for mance information use will, at best, likely result in incremental 
changes, with data use orientated  toward existing patterns and routines of deci-
sion making. Another limitation is that per for mance information is descriptive and 
subjective— that is, these data do not suggest why there may be a prob lem or how 
it can be solved. Interpretations can vary among individuals and are often contro-
versial and role- induced.
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PUTTING PUBLIC VALUE TO WORK

A FRAMEWORK FOR PUBLIC 

MANAGEMENT DECISION MAKING

ANTHONY M. CRESSWELL,  MEGHAN COOK, 
AND NATALIE HELBIG

This chapter pre sents a practical solution to the problems government manag-
ers face when attempting to use public value creation as a guide for decision 

making and investment. The current context of ideological polarization and 
often fractured and privatized government exacerbates these problems. As a 
result, decision makers need improved tools to support their pursuit of public 
value, particularly in situations complicated by competing public values.

To be useful and effective, tools to incorporate public value thinking in gov-
ernment decision making must address issues of po liti cal strategy, operational 
planning, and effective implementation of initiatives. They must provide means 
for taking into account the relevant diversity in public values as contested prin-
ciples or preferences held by citizens and groups (Bozeman 2007; Davis and 
West 2009), and a more general idea of public value in terms of how govern-
ment actions can provide specifi c desirable outcomes from the point of view of 
par tic u lar citizens or groups (Moore 1995; Moore and Khgram 2004). To 
translate public value thinking into practice, government decision makers need 
ways to take into account both the context of value diversity linked to the par-
ticulars of their decision prob lem— that is, the Bozeman perspective— and how 
those preferences are linked to the expected actions and outcomes of the deci-
sion from Moore’s perspective. Without linking to specifi c actions and out-
comes, the abstract notions of a public or of public value are not particularly 
useful. Indeed, fi nding an applicable understanding of what constitutes the pub-
lic is problematic. As Bryson, Crosby, and Bloomberg note, “In practical terms, 
the public may already be known, may need to make itself known, or may need 
to be created” (2014, 451). The methods presented  here offer one approach to 
that prob lem.

In addition, the tools should also accommodate the complex forms and nu-
ances of public value without the resulting complexity overwhelming the decision- 
making pro cess. Analytical and decision support tools must frame public value in 
a suffi ciently specifi c and detailed way in order to guide assessment of realistic 
alternatives when examining  actual government initiatives.
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This chapter describes the public value assessment tool (PVAT),1 which speaks 
to these needs. The PVAT uses the key concepts from the Center for Technology 
in Government’s public value framework (Cresswell, Burke, and Pardo 2006) and 
draws on the CTG’s twenty-two years of applied research on information and com-
munication technologies and effective forms of cross- boundary collaboration to 
support government policymaking and ser vice delivery. The PVAT helps create a 
formal and structured method for assessing public value and a way to make it a 
systematic part of the planning pro cess. It also addresses several of the practical 
problems identifi ed in recent theory and research about public value and value- 
oriented or normative approaches to government administration and reform (Be-
nington and Moore 2011a; Cresswell 2010; Davis and West 2009; Frederickson 
1990, 2010; Hui and Hayllar 2010; Beck Jørgensen and Vrangbæk 2011; Beck Jør-
gensen and Bozeman 2007).

The PVAT offers one solution that addresses a core prob lem in putting public 
value thinking into practice: the deep complexity of the concepts themselves and 
the range of possi ble value propositions and impacts. This prob lem arises in part 
as a result of disagreement on the many forms public value can take (Alford and 
Hughes 2008; Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007; Rutgers 2008; Van der Wal and 
Van Hout 2009) and about the specifi c content and sources of public values (Beck 
Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007; Bozeman 2012).

The PVAT was made available to government users and analysts, originally as 
part of National Science Foundation Grant 52732. The tool outlines a series of 
steps that document the perceived public value for vari ous initiatives across a set 
of seven public value dimensions and constructs an overall summary of public 
value propositions that can guide group deliberation and decision making, mainly 
among public managers but potentially also involving the public. As of December 
2014, an electronic version of the PVAT has been downloaded over 650 times by 
public, private, nonprofi t, and academic organizations throughout the world. The 
PVAT has also been adopted by one large US government agency for use in devel-
oping its open government plan for submission to the White House. This chapter 
briefl y describes initial government responses to the use of the tool and the impli-
cations for public value assessment generally.

A PUBLIC VALUE FRAMEWORK

The framework described  here is  simple in concept but complex in application. 
It brings into focus two distinct but equally im por tant types of public value: the 
delivery of benefi ts directly to citizens and other private entities, and enhancing 
the value of government itself as a public asset. These two types are grounded 
in both the philosophical foundations of the public value concept and its devel-
opment in the public administration lit erature; it connects what happens in the 
government with the impacts on stakeholders in the public domain. The ap-
proach helps decision makers expand the typical view of stakeholders and their 
interests to do justice to the scope of government and how it affects individu-
als, groups, and other public and private organizations. A more detailed dis-
cussion of the mechanisms by which value is generated appear in the following 
sections.
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Public Value Dimensions
The public value framework organizes public value descriptions into seven basic 
clusters, each identifi ed as a high- level value dimension; each dimension has sev-
eral subdimensions. The seven dimensions are stated at a high enough level of 
abstraction to make them applicable to virtually any government initiative. The 
subdimensions can be stated or adapted in more specifi c terms tailored to the 
characteristics of an initiative  under consideration. The seven dimensions are as 
follows (Cresswell, Burke, and Pardo 2006; Center for Technology in Government 
2011):

1. Financial: impacts on current or anticipated income; asset values; liabilities; 
entitlements; other aspects of wealth; or risks to any of the above.

2. Po liti cal: impacts on personal or corporate infl uence on government actions 
or policy; the stakeholder’s role in po liti cal affairs; or infl uence in po liti cal 
parties or prospects for current or  future public offi ce.

3. Social: impacts on  family or community relationships; social mobility; status; 
and identity.

4. Strategic: impacts on economic or po liti cal advantage or opportunities; 
goals; and resources for innovation or planning.

5. Ideological: impacts on beliefs; moral or ethical commitments; alignment 
of government actions, policies, or social outcomes with beliefs; or moral 
or ethical positions.

6. Stewardship: impacts on the public’s view of government offi cials as faith-
ful stewards or guardians of the value of the government itself in terms of 
public trust, integrity, and legitimacy.

7. Quality of life: impacts on individual and  house hold health; security; satis-
faction; and general well- being.

By naming the value impact dimensions in this way, we aim to reduce the 
complexity when thinking about the variety of public values. Similarly, Beck Jør-
gensen and Bozeman (2007), based on an analy sis of over two hundred published 
articles, used cata loging to reduce the complexity associated with public value 
concepts; they identifi ed nodal values that “appear to occupy a central position in 
a network of values” (371). Some of the values are expressed as competing ideas or 
opposite ends of a continuum, such as advocacy versus neutrality or competitiveness 
versus cooperativeness. One limitation of this approach to reducing complexity is 
that any attempt beyond  simple groupings raises questions about the hierarchical 
aspects of values or interdependence among them.

The dimensions are also similar to those identifi ed in more recent work. Ben-
ington (2009) describes four dimensions of public value: ecological, po liti cal, eco-
nomic, and social and cultural. Using  factor analy sis of survey results, Meynhardt 
and Bartholomes (2011) found evidence of three basic value dimensions rooted in 
psychological theories of  human needs and motivation: instrumental- utilitarian 
(institutional per for mance), moral- ethical (moral obligation), and political- social 
(po liti cal stability). While reducing complexity by cata loging concepts is effective, 
it leaves unanswered the question of who benefi ts.

534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   206534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   206 7/23/15   9:57 AM7/23/15   9:57 AM



PUTTING PUBLIC VALUE TO WORK  207

The framework’s dimensions also employ concepts in public fi nance and eco-
nomics. In these literatures, “public” refers to publicly as opposed to privately held 
goods. Public goods are those that persons can enjoy in common; those enjoyed 
by any one person or group do not diminish those available to  others (Samuelson 
1954), such as security provided by government investments in military and law 
enforcement capabilities. Private returns, by contrast, can be captured exclusively by 
individuals, such as the benefi ts of government- provided health insurance for se-
nior citizens or trash collection provided by local governments. Some government 
activities provide a mix of public and private goods in these terms. Public edu-
cation, for example, provides a mix of benefi ts to individual students and their 
families along with the benefi ts to society as a  whole resulting from a more pro-
ductive economy, a better- informed electorate, and improved social be hav ior 
inculcated in schools (Weisbrod 1962). The public value framework described 
 here includes public, private, and mixed returns as impacts of government activ-
ity. The public part of our public value approach also includes citizen benefi cia-
ries (or private returns) whose interests are the foundation of the value proposi-
tions (Benington 2009).

Central to our public value framework is an expanded— and shifting— view of 
where impacts of government activity occur. Following Meynhardt and Metel-
mann’s (2009) recasting of public value not as something that the public values 
but as the impact on values about the public, the CTG’s public value framework 
allows room for both positive and negative value impacts. At a granular level, the 
value propositions refer to impacts on persons both inside and outside govern-
ment, including ideological and tangible impacts. Thus the variety of possi ble value 
propositions for government initiatives will be quite large and complex, typically 
including a mix of positive and negative results.

To illustrate, consider who wins and who loses when a city’s department of 
health puts restaurant health inspection results online. Restaurant patrons might 
avoid unhealthy eateries and reduce their risk of food- borne illness. Encouraged 
by favorable public response, the mayor might publish other kinds of data, such as 
hospital ratings, with similar positive impacts for some patients and for the mayor 
as well. Some restaurateurs might lose business or even fail, and restaurant busi-
ness might decline overall, reducing tax revenues. Health inspector workload and 
stress might grow dramatically and require the city to increase the inspection staff 
and bud get at the cost of some other program. Software developers might profi t from 
creating mobile applications for access to these data resources. Other second- order 
effects might be even more diverse and tangled.

To account for this diversity of possi ble outcomes, our multidisciplinary 
approach links to the lit erature in economics and public fi nance, po liti cal science, 
sociology, management and or gan i za tional studies, philosophy, public adminis-
tration, and psy chol ogy. It arranges values in clusters, not in hierarchies. Although 
the approach does not identify relations among the value dimensions or how they 
can interact in practice, it does lead analysts and decision makers to take potential 
interdependencies into account. A special advantage of the set of dimensions is 
that it encourages consideration of impacts beyond fi nancial effi ciency or specifi c 
program effectiveness.
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Linking Value to Initiatives: Understanding the Value Chain
The value dimensions are just one part of the public value framework. In use, the 
framework begins with description of a specifi c policy or program initiative as 
the focus of attention; that initiative would not necessarily involve impacts on all 
public value dimensions. Therefore, use of the framework should identify the 
links between the initiative and its explicit or implied value chain and the subset 
of desired or expected impacts.

For that purpose the framework includes a generic way to view the potential 
value propositions for a government initiative. In fi gure 13.1, the smaller ellipse 
shown with broken lines includes what could be called a limited “internal” value 
proposition from the point of view of an agency or program. The costs are ex-
pressed in fi nancial terms and the returns or impacts are in terms of agency- defi ned 
effi ciencies or effectiveness gains. The larger ellipse includes possi ble broader “ex-
ternal” impacts to both government more generally and the environment.

The implicit benefi ts are typically not part of the expressed goals of the initia-
tive. The policy or electoral benefi t refer to the positive impacts of the initiative on 
the reputation, status, support, or  career prospects of offi cials. Secondary per for-
mance gains are impacts on the per for mance of parts of government other than 
those involved directly in the initiative. For example, an initiative that improves the 
nutritional value of school lunches may lead to healthier children (the direct ben-
efi t) but may also lead to higher academic achievement levels. The benefi t assess-
ment includes development risk,  whether or not the initiative can be successfully 
developed, and benefi t risk,  whether a successfully developed initiative actually 
produces the expected results.

Basic Public Value Generators
Each specifi c initiative will involve some mix of operational mechanisms or busi-
ness pro cesses that are intended to generate the desired impacts within the value 
chain. A  simple initiative involving, say, a new benefi t payment may have a  simple 
value chain  running from eligibility determination, through the payment transac-
tion, to how the payments are used. An entirely new ser vice program, such as a 
job training program for green industry, would likely have more complex business 
pro cesses; those pro cesses would consist of the purposeful sequences of activities 
and events that result in the delivery of the ser vice and are believed to account for 
an increase or decrease in public value. For a given public value analy sis, it would 
be the responsibility of the persons applying the framework to identify and analyze 
the appropriate business pro cesses and expected value impacts.

That description and analy sis can be quite challenging. To guide and assist in 
that task, the framework identifi es what we call generic value generators. These 
generators, based on the case studies and lit erature foundations of the framework, 
serve to broaden the scope of what a public value analy sis might include. The gen-
erators refl ect the idea that value can take many forms, including but not at all 
limited to economic or fi nancial impacts. Any government initiative has the po-
tential to generate more than one kind of public value impact as described by the 
seven value dimensions listed above. These generators can serve as a heuristic 
device to assist in identifying a wide range of possi ble value mechanisms and 
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impacts and how they come about. Each generator can apply in de pen dently to 
virtually any kind of government initiative.

The generic value generators are:

• Increases in effi ciency: obtaining increased outputs or goal attainment with 
the same resources, or obtaining the same outputs or goals with lower re-
source consumption.

• Increases in effectiveness: increasing the quality and/or quantity of the de-
sired outcome.

• Enablement: providing the means for or allowing desirable activity that is 
other wise infeasible or prohibited, or preventing or reducing undesirable 
events or outcomes.

• Intrinsic enhancements: changing the environment or circumstances of a 
stakeholder in ways that are valued for their own sake.

Adapting the framework to open government initiatives was accomplished by add-
ing the following generators:

• Transparency: access to information about the actions of government offi -
cials or operation of government programs that enhances accountability or 
citizen infl uence on government.

• Participation: the frequency and intensity of direct citizens’ involvement in 
decision making about or operation of government programs or in se lection of 
or actions of offi cials.

• Collaboration: the frequency or duration of activities in which more than 
one set of stakeholders share responsibility or authority for decisions about 
operation, policies, or actions of government.

The restaurant inspection example above, based on an  actual case in New York 
City, illustrates how public returns can result from all four of these value genera-
tors, some of which accrue in addition to— and largely in de pen dently of— effi ciency 
gains. The New York City Department of Health distributes data in a more effi -
cient and apparently more effective way; that data enables restaurant patrons to 
make improved decisions about where to eat, and they may also feel safer and more 
confi dent in city government. Judging from the initial reaction, however, the De-
partment of Health reported complaints that the reinspections  were too slow, such 
that a bad grade could not be quickly remedied. In addition, the New York City 
chapter of the New York Restaurant Association claimed that the grades hurt over-
all restaurant business. That claim was disputed by the mayor’s offi ce, which offered 
data on the reduction of incidences of food- borne illness following implementation 
of the inspection regime.

Links to the Business of Government
Public value is generated when an initiative links government goals and operations, 
as well as business pro cesses, to public interests and then generates positive or 
negative value to stakeholders. Goals and business pro cesses provide links between 
how the initiative interacts with stakeholders to generate value. A public value as-
sessment framework should therefore include attention to how the initiative links 
to the relevant government goals, operations, and business pro cesses.
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This linking pro cess is typically more complex than it may appear, requiring 
a comprehensive and reasonably detailed picture of the government goals and op-
erations that make up the initiative. Such a picture identifi es the relevant links 
between the stakeholders and the initiative’s business pro cesses. Many government 
initiatives have potential links across many agencies and pro cesses. For example, 
the Washington State Digital Archives collects rec ords from hundreds of state and 
local agencies and makes many of them available to the public online.2 The Penn-
sylvania Integrated Enterprise System supports  human resources management, 
bud geting, and other administrative functions for all state executive agencies.3 To 
deal with this broad a scope of potential value impacts, the framework should 
accommodate a wide range of possi ble value outcomes across many agencies or 
pro cesses. Using the framework can lead analysts to incorporate such a compre-
hensive view of where value impacts can originate.

An analy sis of the business pro cesses and potential impacts of initiatives can 
also use additional frameworks and models. The business reference models that 
have been developed for the US and Australian governments are good examples for 
government generally.4 A business reference model describes the business opera-
tions of an or ga ni za tion in de pen dent of the or gan i za tional structure that performs 
them. Additional work has been done for the health sector (Brown, Kelly, and 
Querusio 2011). These reference models supplement the public value framework 
by assisting in making explicit the links between public value goals and an initia-
tive’s business pro cesses. The business reference model approach is incorporated 
in the design of the PVAT for open government discussed in the next section.

The Stakeholder Analy sis: Who Receives Value?
An analy sis of value impacts requires identifying those with an interest in the 
value generating process— that is, the stakeholders. When the infl uence mapping 
is combined with identifi ed stakeholder interests, the details of possi ble value im-
pacts can be brought to light. Using the PVAT thus includes: (1) identifying the 
persons or groups (including organizations) whose interests are potentially af-
fected, (2) identifying what their specifi c interests may be, and (3) assessing their 
role and potential infl uence in the delivery of public value. The fi rst two aspects 
are necessary to identify specifi c value impacts and possi ble assessment strategies 
and thus are outlined briefl y  here. A more detailed discussion of stakeholder analy-
sis can be found in the work of Williams and Lewis (2008) and Bryson (2004b).

The method in the framework is  simple: it is based on identifying stakeholders 
and mapping them in a way that refl ects their importance, and means of infl u-
ence, and then estimating the way the initiative will impact their interests, as noted 
in fi gure 13.2.

Accurate mapping of this sort requires ample knowledge of the po liti cal and 
or gan i za tional context (Meyer and Höllerer 2010). All the requisite knowledge may 
not be found inside the agency, raising the prospect of involving external partici-
pants and environmental scanning as part of the analy sis. External participation 
of interest groups can increase the diffi culty of pro cess management, which can 
impact outcomes (Bryson 2004b; Edelenbos and Klijn 2006; Hendricks 2006). 
The details for working through this pro cess in the context of a par tic u lar initia-
tive are described in the PVAT materials.
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A PUBLIC VALUE ASSESSMENT TOOL: APPLYING IT TO OPEN 
GOVERNMENT INITIATIVES

The PVAT is a simplifi ed approach to combining descriptions of an initiative’s pub-
lic value impacts, value chain, and stakeholder analy sis into a con ve nient form to 
support deliberation and group decision making. The tool provides a method to 
deal with two central challenges of applying public value analy sis to decisions about 
specifi c government initiatives: how to validly apply a general method to par tic u-
lar cases and how to reduce the level of effort required to feasible levels. To fur-
ther facilitate the analy sis, the PVAT was developed into an electronic tool that 
provides a way to electronically collect and pre sent the results of a group- based 
approach and to identify the public value of a portfolio. A portfolio approach to 
planning and assessment for open government is crucial in the current climate of 
scarce resources and growing pressure for improved per for mance. Organizations 
face tough challenges in justifying, planning, implementing, and balancing their 
open government portfolios; decision makers do not have readily available, gener-
ally accepted ways to systematically identify and analyze information about the 
public value of government programs and ser vices. The PVAT, however,

• sets forth a common language to discuss public value
• helps identify both explicit and implicit assumptions about value
• provides a documentation structure for data gathering
• summarizes individual public value assessments into a portfolio view
• serves as the foundation for group discussion and deliberation

Origins of the PVAT: Grounded in Practice
In late 2009 the CTG received an Early Concept Grant for Exploratory Research 
from the National Science Foundation to develop a resource for open government 
leaders. Undertaken in cooperation with the US General Ser vices Administration, 

Minimal effect Keep informed

Keep satisfied Key player 

Low

High

Low High

Power

Level of Interest

Figure 13.2 The stakeholder map: power versus interest
Source: Adapted from Ackermann and Eden (1998, 122; and 2011, 183).
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the approach for this work included a mix of best practices analy sis and data gath-
ering from federal agency representatives, nonprofi t groups, and other state and 
local government offi cials and scholars interested or involved in open government 
efforts. In a December 2010 workshop held at the National Academy of Public 
Administration in Washington, DC, the CTG tested the conceptual design and 
elicited advice and feedback from open government teams from seven federal 
agencies: the US Offi ce of Personnel Management, the US Department of Trans-
portation, the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, the US Merit 
Systems Protection Board, the US Environmental Protection Agency, the US Gen-
eral Ser vices Administration, and the White House Offi ce of Science and Tech-
nology Policy.  After the workshop, two agencies took the draft framework and used 
it in their current open government planning efforts; they provided valuable feed-
back about the mechanics of conducting open government assessments. Using the 
comments from these agencies, the CTG refi ned the tool.

The PVAT Pro cess
The PVAT pro cess involves six steps, and a detailed description of each step is 
shown in fi gure 13.3. In steps 1–5, each initiative is subjected to the public value 
analy sis; step 6 combines those assessments into a portfolio view. With the cur-
rent PVAT, analy sis of as many as twenty efforts can be conducted in steps 1–5 
and summarized in the step 6 portfolio view.

Steps 3 and 4 are the most challenging; they call for an assessment of both 
positive and negative public value for each primary stakeholder affected by that 
effort. Public value statements are described using the value types and descrip-
tions above. Using these dimensions and descriptions, the participants rec ord the 
expected public value impacts for each stakeholder for as many of the dimensions 
as they judge to be relevant.

Using the public value impacts for each stakeholder, the group identifi es changes 
stakeholders will see in realizing that value. For instance, if certain stakeholders 
are  going to see a positive economic value, what is the source of that value? Will 
there be a change in effi ciency or a change in transparency that allows the stake-
holders to do something they could not do before? In the PVAT, stakeholder changes 
are described using the public value generators, which include changes in effi ciency, 
effectiveness, enablement, intrinsic enhancements, transparency, participation, and 
collaboration.

As noted previously, analy sis of a portfolio from a public value perspective cre-
ates a richer picture of value and is meant to complement and enhance other forms 
of traditional strategic analy sis such as return on investment and risk analy sis. 
When organizations use the PVAT they can begin to compare and discuss their 
overall portfolio in terms of public value. As such,  after a PVAT analy sis, govern-
ment leaders can ask the following questions of their own portfolio:

• What types of public value are we providing?
• Does our overall portfolio address our mission and deliver the best mix of 

public value returns to our stakeholders with available resources?
• Which initiatives will generate the most public value?
• What are the capabilities needed to implement an action plan?
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Figure 13.3 Steps in the PVAT pro cess
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• What are the costs of implementing the efforts?
• Are we providing the desired mix of value types?
• How can we adjust our portfolio so that we offer the public value we intend?
• Are we addressing the interests of a comprehensive set of stakeholders, or 

only for a few?

Since the PVAT has been released, it was highlighted by the Australian government 
as one of the best ways to understand the value of information in Australia, and 
in the United States it was identifi ed as a best practice by the US General Ser vices 
Administration and shared on the US government’s Howto . gov website.

This general interest and evidence of ac cep tance is not because the PVAT is a 
source of automated direction setting or decision making. The tool itself will not 
generate an answer to what is the best mix or balance of open government initia-
tives, but it will give government leaders a common language and framework 
through which to discuss the public value of their efforts and then use this infor-
mation to inform and support their decision making and planning.

An Example of Use: The US Department of Transportation Case
 Under President Barack Obama’s Open Government Directive,5 every federal 
agency was required to update its open government plan during 2012. In Decem-
ber 2011, the US Department of Transportation (DOT) staff sought the CTG’s 
help in using the PVAT to support agency- wide open government planning. Over 
the next four months, the CTG worked with DOT staff to conduct the PVAT 
analy sis, including a workshop to train DOT planners in the use of the PVAT. The 
pro ject planners then used the PVAT to assess their open government projects and 
submitted their results to the agency- level open government team. The CTG worked 
with the open government team to prepare an agency- wide portfolio of projects 
based on the PVAT results; that portfolio was presented to the DOT Open Govern-
ment Executive Steering Committee in March 2012 and ultimately became the 
agency’s fi nal open government plan.6

Analy sis of the DOT Case
 After using IdeaScale to solicit ideas from across the agency7 DOT teams pro-
posed eigh teen  different projects to include in the agency’s open government 
action plan. To have their pro ject included in the agency’s open government plan, 
the department teams  were required to conduct a PVAT analy sis. Each team de-
scribed its effort, identifying primary and secondary stakeholders as well as the 
public value and stakeholder interests.

 After the team- level analy sis, the workbooks went to the open government team 
to conduct the agency- level portfolio analy sis. That team extracted a core list of 
stakeholders from the PVAT workbooks and common initiatives proposed across 
the agency. The team could then see what subset of the overall stakeholder list 
would be primary stakeholders in a new portfolio of projects. For this round of 
PVAT analy sis the agency identifi ed the following nine groups as primary stake-
holders for their proposed efforts:

1. regional transit agencies
2. data developers
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3. academic and research institutions
4. DOT internal departments
5. emergency responders
6. citizens who use online travel tools
7. veterans and veteran agencies
8. advocacy groups
9. regional transit agencies

The public value statements and stakeholder interests summarized by the DOT 
teams made up the core of the PVAT portfolio analy sis, demonstrating how each 
proposed effort would likely provide value to the stakeholders, as well as high-
lighting public managers’ associated logic models. The summary of one initia-
tive, opening more regional transit data, indicated that negative economic value 
may accrue for some equipment vendors, whereas advocacy groups would likely 
see positive strategic value. Primary stakeholders such as regional transit authori-
ties would likely see changes in operating effectiveness. The teams also identifi ed 
the logic models associated with their reasoning as part of the summary docu-
ment. For example, one model assumed that that opening data would lead to more 
informed decision making and that application developers would see an economic 
gain due to the data being available. The teams discussed these logic models as 
part of the public value planning pro cess. The summary analy sis exercise provided 
leaders an enterprise view of their overall portfolio.

Results of Using the PVAT in the DOT Case
The DOT released its open government plan on April 9, 2012.8 In that plan it 
recapped where the agency made progress over the preceding two years, de-
tailed its planning pro cess for this update, and set forth a plan for the follow-
ing three years. In the report the DOT presented how it used the PVAT to 
conduct the analy sis and how the information guided its planning pro cess. The 
public value assessment statements identifi ed by DOT teams  were the basis for 
the report, and there are references to the PVAT throughout. Such analy sis helped 
to build the case for the projects that  were selected to be part of the DOT’s open 
government action plan.  After describing the use of the PVAT, the Open Govern-
ment Report states, “Using the PVAT pro cess DOT developed both in- depth 
qualitative public value statements and overall activity summary judgments, both 
of which are essential inputs to overall agency decision making for Open Gov-
ernment Planning. The PVAT pro cess was then used to help describe the value 
of the set of activities considered for adoption in DOT’s Open Government Plan, 
as a portfolio.”

There are other potential benefi ts of the PVAT approach—in par tic u lar, a more 
systematic, in- depth understanding of stakeholders and their interests. Discourse 
about public value is often mixed with strategic and tactical planning. Ordinary 
discussions of value are unlikely to include and document all types. PVAT results 
provide a structured and coordinated view of value impacts and risks, and establish 
a sound basis for implementation strategies; they can also be a valuable boundary 
object for group deliberations, and agencies can use some or all of this information 
for developing business cases, marketing materials, or action plans.
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Challenges in Using the PVAT as Revealed by the DOT Case
The DOT’s use of the PVAT revealed several challenges to successful use of pub-
lic value approaches in practice: the need for suffi cient time on task, the diffi culty 
learning an unfamiliar terminology, the time it takes to manage group dynamics, 
and the challenges of integrating the tool and results with existing planning cycles 
and techniques.

Time on task needed to complete the right level of analy sis. Undertaking a pub-
lic value assessment in the detail required by the PVAT is a major task. The DOT 
limited the allotted time for its teams to conduct this analy sis because of other 
competing priorities. Some teams reported the need for more time for analy sis 
and discussion to obtain the right level of granularity in their statements.

Comfort and fac ility with the specialized language. Those conducting the as-
sessment must understand the public value types and how to construct value state-
ments based on those descriptions. In par tic u lar, creating qualitative statements 
often takes considerable time. Some participants needed more examples and ex-
planation of public value before they could start the assessment. Some public value 
types are diffi cult to interpret. Several participants had substantial discussion about 
each value type before starting any assessments.

Crafting statements of value. Thinking about value with a three- pronged 
approach— specifi c pro ject, specifi c stakeholder, and specifi c public value type— 
took practice. Making a judgment about value often took multiple tries, starting 
at a high level and then revising the judgment to be at a more granular and spe-
cifi c level. Some statements combined two or more values, requiring a second re-
viewer or members of the group to help craft separate value statements that could 
be assessed in de pen dently.

Making it a group effort, not an individual one. The PVAT was meant to sup-
port group planning and decision making. The two most frequently used strategies 
by the DOT department teams  were (1) individuals  doing the assessment alone, 
then coming together in groups to discuss and reconcile their statements and 
judgments, and (2) groups working together from the beginning through each PVAT 
section with one person documenting their statements. When time was short, the 
participants did more individual analyses, deferring discussion  until the portfolio 
review; in such a case, the analy sis for each effort did not go through a vetting pro-
cess. The limitation of this approach is that the group must then  either backtrack 
through all the work or simply accept each value statement as given.

Integrating public value information with traditional planning analyses. Once 
a full PVAT portfolio assessment is completed, including a summary of mostly qual-
itative public value statements, it is sometimes diffi cult for decision makers to 
connect this qualitative information with more quantitative return on investment 
and risk analy sis data. Since a PVAT analy sis is not meant to generate an answer but 
to instead provide a more comprehensive picture of value, it is sometimes not clear 
how to use that information. The DOT teams often wanted a single score or value; 
what they and the decision makers had was more overall knowledge about projected 
value, but, they did not have information on how it linked to the fi nancial side of 
decision making. How to make those links can be informed by the PVAT results, but 
will still require judgment and other forms of analy sis by decision makers.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

This chapter illustrates the promises and challenges of putting public value to work 
as a managerial decision support tool. Putting public value to work in a practical 
sense requires attention to implementation challenges, which can be formidable. 
Any move to institute public value thinking within a unit, division, or enterprise 
will require fi nding ways to overcome these challenges. The suggestions that fol-
low address how research and practice can mutually inform one another.

There is  little guidance in the empirical lit erature to assist offi cials in using 
forms of public value analy sis, though a start has been made. Our work is in line 
with Moore’s pro cess perspective (1995) to examine more inductively how public 
value is construed in government decision making (Meynhardt and Metelmann 
2009). Our examination  here of a similar pro cess shows how government actors 
adapt a given construction of public value, the PVAT, to fi t par tic u lar program 
issues. Single cases such as this can provide fairly rich and useful descriptions of 
decision pro cesses but cast only a very narrow beam of light onto the dimly lit 
range of government action. This is one line of research that can build grounded 
knowledge of public value analy sis as a decision tool through the use of additional 
case studies. Absent theoretical consensus about public value in government pro-
cesses, much can be learned from both approaches to the study of public value in 
use: inductive construction in pro cess versus testing a priori frameworks.

Some studies empirically defi ne, determine, and prioritize im por tant public val-
ues. Other scholars criticize the basic premise of defi ning universal values and 
instead propose that values are enacted by individual citizens and groups (see, for 
example, West and Davis 2011). This work would take a  different tack than ours 
and include such questions as: How does the public perceive the value proposi-
tions and dimensions? How does the public assess the per for mance of government 
in terms of these dimensions (Meynhardt and Bartholomes 2011)? How does the 
public interact with government to pursue these interests? The large body of ex-
isting interest group research (see, for example, Contandriopoulos 2011; Cooper, 
Nownes, and Roberts 2005; Dür and De Bièvre 2007; Hendricks 2006; Keiser 
and Miller 2010) already contains rich sources of material on these questions, but 
that material is not necessarily framed in a way that sheds direct light on these 
public value issues. Thorough reviews of this lit erature can add much to the dis-
course on public value.

It was clear from our limited work with a US federal agency that there is wide 
variation in how well agency decision makers know their stakeholders. If stake-
holder interest is one basis for identifying public value, then government offi cials 
will need thorough and current knowledge of those interests. That suggests stud-
ies of current knowledge levels, how that knowledge is acquired and used, and 
how it is balanced against other decision criteria. Pursuit of these questions could 
be informed by the existing lit erature on representative bureaucracy (see, for ex-
ample, Sawa and Selden 2003) in examining how administrators’ objectives are 
balanced with stakeholder values and demands. It would also help expand the over-
all understanding of public value in practice to further examine how interests and 
stakeholder value propositions affect co ali tion formation and other interactions 
among stakeholders to infl uence policy and programs. Existing interest group re-
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search does speak to this question, but not from the point of view of public value 
creation (Contandriopoulos 2011; Edelenbos and Klijn 2006; Robbins 2010).

NOTES
1. The PVAT can be obtained at http:// www . ctg . albany . edu / publications / online / pvat/? sub 

= online.
2. The Washington State Digital Archives can be found at http:// www . digitalarchives . wa 

. gov.
3. The Pennsylvania Integrated Enterprise System can be found at http:// www . ies . state . pa 

. us.
4. The federal enterprise reference models can be obtained at http:// www . whitehouse . gov 

/ omb / e - gov / fea; http:// www . fi nance . gov . au / policy - guides - procurement / australian 
- government - architecture - aga / aga - rm / 2 - reference - model - overview / .

5. The Open Government Directive can be found at http:// www . whitehouse . gov / sites 
/ default / fi les / omb / assets / memoranda _ 2010 / m10 - 06 . pdf.

6. For the fi nal plan, see http:// www . dot . gov / sites / dot . dev / fi les / docs / open - gov - v2 _ 0 . pdf.
7. IdeaScale was an online application used by federal government agencies working on 

the president’s Open Government Directive; see https:// ideascale . com / .
8. The DOT’s open government plan can be obtained at http:// www . dot . gov / sites / dot . gov 

/ fi les / docs / DOT%20Open%20Government%20Plan%20v3 . 0 . pdf.
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SHARED RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
THE COMMON GOOD

MEA SUR ING PUBLIC VALUE ACROSS 

INSTITUTIONAL BOUNDARIES

ENRICO GUARINI

Public management research has paid increasing attention to the public 
value paradigm. Despite the number of studies on the topic, we do not yet 

have a comprehensive empirical understanding of what happens when the pub-
lic value paradigm is translated into per for mance mea sure ment regimes and 
models.

A major issue  here is how to integrate public value mea sure ment across net-
works of business, civil society, and government within which public policies 
and ser vices are implemented these days (Cleveland 2002; Linden 2002; Page 
2004; Klijn 2005; Crosby and Bryson 2005, 2010; Osborne 2010). The changing 
economic climate in the wake of the fi nancial crisis from 2007 onward can only 
add new twists to the debate. Mea sure ment is a basic condition for discerning and 
assessing public value in these cross- sector environments.

Given their focus on government per for mance  under the aegis of what has 
come to be called new public management, public value studies generally have not 
concerned themselves with the output of private- sector organizations. Business and 
nonprofi ts have been regarded as  little more than “alternative providers” in efforts 
to diminish the state, or “ser vice agents” for the delivery of government policy (Os-
borne and McLaughlin 2004).

On the other side, studies on corporate social responsibility (CSR) and social 
entrepreneurship have grown in parallel and have developed frameworks to prop-
erly consider the role of business and civil society in the provision of socially de-
sirable outcomes.

Despite the shifting roles and responsibilities of business and governments 
in regard to societal problems, a need for increased governance of boundary- 
crossing partnerships also arises because of the range of interests and powers of 
the vari ous actors involved (Bryson, Crosby, and Stone 2006). This functional 
issue cuts across the sectorial domains, and the question of public accountability 
becomes paramount.
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Improving information and data fl ow among cross- sector networks is an es-
sential and urgent prerequisite for discerning and assessing public value and pub-
lic values as well as promoting collaborations and partnerships.

Per for mance mea sure ment and reporting systems play an im por tant role in 
achieving this goal. How should the existing per for mance mea sure ment and re-
porting systems in place across governments, nonprofi t organizations, and private 
fi rms be reshaped to operate within cross- sector environments?

Although scholars have focused on public value creation in strategic per for-
mance mea sure ment (Moore 1995, 2003, 2013; Spano 2009), there have been rela-
tively few attempts to embed public value issues into per for mance management 
within cross- sector networks. How citizen involvement in per for mance mea sure-
ment and reporting is developed, implemented, and sustained at the local level has 
also been a limited area of research given its importance for improving demo cratic 
governance (Sanger 2008; Woolum 2011).

By looking for implications for public management, this chapter aims to offer 
a set of preliminary answers to the question of how governments themselves should 
shape policymaking, per for mance mea sure ment, and reporting in order to inte-
grate the contribution of civil society and private business to public value creation.

Presented in this chapter are the results from a case study of a regional gov-
ernment in Italy experiencing boundary- crossing public value mea sure ment and 
reporting. The goal of the research was to collect information about how mea-
sure ment efforts at the local level refl ect public value creation in a networked 
setting, about the pro cess that was used for community engagement, and about the 
extent to which the pro cess to develop public value mea sure ment and reporting is 
relevant for public and private leaders. As a conclusion, some implications for pub-
lic management and governance are emphasized.

PUBLIC VALUE AND THE “SOCIAL” RESPONSIBILITY OF ORGANIZATIONS

Steering  toward public value has become a management paradigm of increasing 
salience in recent years (Moore 1995, 2013; Benington and Moore 2011b; Stoker 
2006; O’Flynn 2007; Alford 2008; Alford and O’Flynn 2009). According to this 
managerial approach (Moore 1995), value is created by public managers when gov-
ernments achieve authorized outcomes that benefi t the public.

Yet defi ning what the “value” created by an or ga ni za tion is and discerning the 
“public” or “private” nature of such value is a complex theoretical and practical 
issue. A classic prob lem is how the public interest is pursued (Bozeman 2002; Be-
nington and Moore 2011b). While general economic, management, and policymak-
ing theories have in the past been based on the clear separation— and often the 
juxtaposition—of market and state or between corporate goals and the rationale of 
public choices, current theories seek to integrate and make the two elements more 
compatible (Bozeman 2007; West and Davis 2011).

The last two de cades have also witnessed a signifi cant rethinking of what gov-
ernance means and how the government role is evolving to encompass the notion 
of partnership and policy network for ser vice delivery (Rhodes and Marsh 1992; 
Klijn, Koppenjan, and Termeer 1995; O’Toole 1997, 2000; Kickert, Klijn, and 
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Koppenjan 1997; Goldsmith and Eggers 2004; Stoker 2006; Agranoff 2006; 
Bryson et al. 2006; Osborne 2010).

As clearly emphasized by the CSR paradigm (Perrini 2006; Schwab 2008; 
Porter and Kramer 2011), both businesses and nonprofi ts can contribute to the 
pursuit of public value through their socially responsible actions, and by making 
ser vices and policies more relevant, responsive, and effective. Clarifying the pub-
lic values that might be achieved (or demolished) by private actors is a relevant 
issue in Bozeman and other colleagues’ approach (Frederickson 1991; Bozeman 
2007; Beck Jørgensen 2007; Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007; Julnes 2012).

By pointing out the aspect of the “value for the society” in a democracy, Boze-
man emphasizes the importance of discerning what the public values are when 
the market or the government is involved in the provision of goods and ser vices 
in a policy area. Conversely, given the focus on government operational capacity, 
Moore’s public value approach generally has not been explicitly concerned with 
the contribution of private- sector organizations to government achieving public 
value. Business and nonprofi ts have been considered by Moore mainly as “ser vice 
agents” for the effi cient and effective delivery of government strategy. Only recently, 
Moore’s managerial approach is evolving  toward integrating a broader range of 
public values in per for mance mea sure ment tools (Moore, 2013).

Yet a unitary and integrative conceptual framework of these  different ap-
proaches to public value is still needed. In this view, it is interest ing to integrate 
current lit erature with the Italian theoretical tradition of economia aziendale de-
veloped since the mid-1920s (Zappa 1927) but still unknown in the international 
academic context.1 The interdependence between economic per for mance and pub-
lic value is central in the theoretical basis of economia aziendale. Within this 
tradition the concept of “public value” may be ascribed to any socioeconomic en-
tity in society. The dimension of “value” refers to the or ga ni za tion’s results. Any 
socioeconomic entity uses resources as inputs and adds—or subtracts— economic 
value to them. This value is inherently mea sured by the costs and benefi ts of the 
vari ous resources used for the production of goods and ser vices (the “proposed 
value”), but also what it should be worth for stakeholders and society (the “recog-
nized value”). Here the dimension of “public” refers to stakeholder interest as well 
as to the closely related criteria to be used in order to assess an or ga ni za tion’s re-
sults. “Private interest” refers to the individual needs of stakeholders, whereas 
“public interest” is related to collective preferences and to the pursuit of the well- 
being of society. So, according to economia aziendale, any socioeconomic entity 
has a “social” responsibility (i.e., a responsibility to society) to create public value. 
This value is achieved if the or ga ni za tion’s results fulfi ll stakeholder expectations 
and contribute to the common good. One challenge presented by this holistic ap-
proach is that society and a wide range of stakeholders— including employees— 
have legitimacy and should be considered in the governance of organizations in 
all sectors. In operational terms, this means that societal expectations should be 
embedded in per for mance management regimes and stakeholders involved in dis-
cerning and assessing how public value and public values might be achieved. This 
proposition contrasts with the traditional model of public administration and points 
 toward a  future characterized by the more collaborative, consultative approach in-
dicated by the modern conceptual framework of the new public governance. So, 
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being both positive and normative, the Italian economia aziendale theoretical tra-
dition seems to have attempted to integrate the managerial approach and the 
societal- oriented approach to public values since the mid-1920s.

While integrating societal expectations in business decisions has formed the 
object of several studies in recent years (Chrisman and Carroll 1984; Kaplan and 
Norton 1993; Griffi n 2000; Carroll 2000; Gray 2001), the implications of socially 
responsible initiatives on public value are a relatively new fi eld and much less 
investigated.

Is it enough to simply consider how individual governments or businesses 
are responsive to society, or must we consider how networks, taken as a  whole, 
are responsible for creating public value? To whom should lead networked ac-
tors be accountable?

This point appears to be of great importance especially within transforming 
welfare state socie ties accustomed to a strong tradition of government intervention 
or within institutional settings characterized by the Napoleonic administrative tra-
dition (Pollitt and Bouckaert 2000; Ongaro 2009; Borgonovi and Mussari 2011). In 
this context, trust, fairness, legitimacy, and confi dence in government as a “guar-
antor of public values” (Beck Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007, 373–74) are critical to 
public value creation. The public values the fact that government has the necessary 
overview of public needs and should be accountable for fi nal outcomes and social 
impact (i.e., high- order aspirations such as public health, poverty reduction,  etc.), 
even if public ser vices and activities are carried out by business or nonprofi t 
organizations.

In managerial- driven per for mance mea sure ment systems, public managers 
determine what mea sures to collect and how to report and distribute the infor-
mation to external audiences. The internal focus of such systems is an im por-
tant tool for program and ser vice delivery management, but there is no guaran-
tee that what is tracked is what matters to citizens and external stakeholders 
(Woolum 2011).

Although scholars have focused on public value, there have been relatively few 
attempts to redesign per for mance mea sure ment and reporting in the light of new 
cross- sector environments. Taking into account the perspective of public manag-
ers achieving their or ga ni za tion’s aims, and their responsibility  toward societal 
public values, we are led to two research questions: How can public value be 
discerned within a complex network of business, government and nonprofi t ac-
tors? What type of mea sure ment and reporting system allows government to 
better integrate business and civil society in creating public value?

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The above questions could be answered using a variety of approaches to social 
scientifi c inquiry. This chapter describes and assesses a participatory action re-
search effort (McIntyre 2008) spanning 2004–9 that involved the regional gov-
ernment of Veneto in Italy. Given the research questions and the pre sent author’s 
dual role as active participant and researcher, this approach was considered the 
most appropriate in this case: the research pro cess and assessment  were contex-
tual and their relevance was determined by the participating actors.
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The Veneto case is the sole Italian instance of a boundary- crossing public value 
mea sure ment and reporting system led by a government, and the reasons for 
considering the regional government as a relevant unit of analy sis are several. 
First, the pro cess of devolution of authority from the central government in Italy 
is ongoing, and the regions are asked to set their own policy and strategy on a great 
number of topics. While previously the regions  were simply asked to implement 
national policies, they are  today increasingly autonomous. Second, regions are 
levels of government that, like municipalities, are close to citizens. Regions 
act mainly as redistributors of resources, and as a result they are more likely to 
be sensible to public value and cross- sector collaborations because their per for-
mance is related to the effective collaboration of other local public authorities and 
private local actors.

The participatory action research pro cess included three key steps:

1. The collaborative development of a boundary- crossing conceptual frame-
work for mea sur ing and assessing public value creation by multisector ac-
tors lying at the intersection of regional public programs.

 Table 14.1. Data sources

Data Source Key Issues In for mants Analy sis

Interviews with 
top managers 
and elected 
offi cials

Public value reporting 
aims

Methodology

Stakeholder engagement

10 top managers

30  middle managers

6 elected offi cials

Qualitative 
analy sis of 
accountability 
issues

Informal 
meetings with 
key stakeholders

Visualizing public value

Mea sur ing public value

Social responsibility for 
the common good

150 representatives 
from business, 
nonprofi t organiza-
tions, civic institutions

Summary of 
meetings and 
events

Interaction with 
the community

Visualizing public value

Citizenship for the 
common good

Public value mea sure-
ment and reporting

1,000 students met 
during high school 
meetings

30 high school 
representatives

online forum

8 small municipalities 
testing boundary- 
crossing public value 
reporting

Qualitative 
analy sis of key 
emergent 
issues
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2. A framework that was translated into a quantitative scheme by the collec-
tion of data on outcomes and the fl ows of fi nancial resources as they move 
across public and private actors in the implementation of public programs.

3. The analy sis of implications for policymaking pro cesses and socially respon-
sible initiatives.

These analyses benefi t from an array of data sources, as summarized in  table 14.1.

THE CONTEXT OF THE CASE

Italy has four levels of government: central (the parliament and the cabinet), re-
gional (20 regions), provincial (103 provinces), and municipal (8,102 municipali-
ties). Each level is multifunctional in that it has jurisdiction over several issues and 
mandatory activities. Each region has a council and a president elected directly by 
the citizens, as well as a professional bureaucracy. Regions are allowed to raise 
autonomous taxes, but a large percentage of their revenue fl ow is still represented 
by transfers from the central government. Regions play a limited role in the pro-
duction of ser vices, and they act mainly as regulatory actors and redistributors of 
resources to local provinces and municipalities.

Veneto is located in the northeast of Italy and is among the wealthiest and most 
industrialized regions of the country; its capital and largest city is Venice. Once 
the heartland of the Venetian Republic, Veneto is characterized by a strong com-
munity identity and a long tradition of social responsibility in business and civic 
 volunteerism.

BOUNDARY- CROSSING PUBLIC VALUE REPORTING

At the start of the term of offi ce in 2003 the newly elected regional offi cials  were 
strongly interested in public accountability and reporting. The regional govern-
ment had for years produced information and public per for mance reporting, but 
it was often based on sector- specifi c mandatory obligations. About 280 manda-
tory sector- specifi c reports  were published and, overall, reporting was extremely 
fragmented. The newly elected offi cials strug gled to get information in a concise 
form so that they could easily undertake policymaking, evaluate results, and in-
teract effectively with business and civil society.

The public value mea sure ment and reporting pro ject grew out of the integrative 
leadership of an elected member of the cabinet, along with the efforts of the chief 
bud get offi cer and a group of local partners in other sectors, to remedy this short-
coming. The po liti cal commitment and sponsorship from the elected member of 
the cabinet was crucial for the implementation of the initiative. The pro ject struc-
ture consisted of the  whole regional cabinet as a policy board, and a ten- member 
steering committee comprising local civil society and business leaders who  were 
formally appointed by the chief bud get offi cer together with the po liti cal leader of 
the cabinet (who launched the pro ject). A small group of regional managers based 
in Venice and leading experts participated at the committee meetings and supported 
their operations. A number of representatives from government, businesses, and 
nonprofi ts  were also engaged throughout the pro ject.
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The public value reporting was developed during the po liti cal term 2004–9, 
 after which the pro cess ceased when a po liti cal changeover took place. The com-
munity engagement is still ongoing, but with a differently  shaped framework 
envisioned by the newly elected po liti cal leaders. A web platform is now used just 
to share and discuss policy priorities for the economic development of the region.

The Pro cess of Public Value Reporting
The regional government developed the public value reporting pro cess by involv-
ing the local community. Actors, activities, and outcomes of the pro cess are sum-
marized in  table 14.2. The steering committee led the pro cess, which took place 
in three phases. In the fi rst phase (2004–5), the committee members clarifi ed their 
assumptions, developed some guiding principles for mea sure ment and reporting, 
and produced the value chain framework presented in fi gure 14.1. In the second 
phase (2006–9), the committee analyzed qualitative and quantitative data in or-
der to better understand the fl ow of resources, outputs, and outcomes in the value 
chain framework. Based on this further analy sis, the committee analyzed the full 
set of public programs and developed more specifi c value chain frameworks. A 
preliminary set of per for mance indicators was also developed. The third phase 
(2007–9) was developed parallel to the second phase and involved a large num-
ber of local stakeholders in the pro cesses of mea sure ment and reporting. The goal 
was to assess public value using data in the value chain framework and the pre-
liminary set of per for mance indicators as well as to collect additional data across 
sectors.

Two multistakeholder forums  were or ga nized (2007–9) with 150 representa-
tives of business, civil society, and local government involved in the value chain 
framework. The po liti cal leader sponsoring the pro ject took part in these forums 
but avoided infl uencing decisions. Community leaders  were involved in two in-
formal multistakeholder meetings in which a preliminary set of indicators set out 
by the regional government was proposed for discussion. The list of signifi cant 
items differed among fi rms and other stakeholders but took into account all the 
public programs delivered by the regional government. Additional characteriza-
tions of social responsibility indicators  were clearly called for in each program. 
Relevance for each stakeholder was the criterion used within the forums for 
deciding if an indicator was signifi cant enough to be included in the public value 
reporting. The steering committee facilitated the dialogue about relevance, and 
the fi nal decision was taken by mutual agreement.

Each representative was required to determine what indicators  were likely to 
be of suffi cient signifi cance to be worth mea sur ing in a systematic way and be in-
cluded in the public value reporting. During this pro cess, some indicators  were 
dropped from the preliminary set and  others  were added. While some stakeholder 
groups  were interested in some of the indicators but not  others, all actors agreed 
to embed every endorsed mea sure in a common set.

Finally, participating actors developed three additional practices as a result of 
the shared pro cess. First, a unique web platform, which benefi ted from a grant 
from the central government, was developed to fi nd and share data relevant to 
boundary- crossing public value reporting;  people used this platform as a virtual 
agora to fi nd and offer ideas, resources, and best practices and to join discussion 

534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   226534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   226 7/23/15   9:57 AM7/23/15   9:57 AM



groups. Since its launch the website has received over 800,000 visits. More than 
1,900  people have registered for its newsletter and 285  people have uploaded 
profi les enabling them to share resources. This web platform also supported the 
work of community leaders involved in the multistakeholder forums and facilitated 
the discussion about indicators of public value. Second, thirty high schools and 
over one thousand students engaged in a pro ject of education on citizenship for 
the common good (2007–8). Issues such as social responsibility, public value 
reporting, and citizenship  were discussed in an informal manner during face- to- 
face sessions held by regional offi cials at schools and online. Teachers and students 
 were also engaged in individual research assignments. Third, a separate pro ject 
on boundary- crossing public value reporting grew from the larger regional pro cess 
of mea sur ing public value, and it was activated by a network of eight small local 
municipalities. Here some members of the regional steering committee provided 
expertise in terms of both content and pro cess.

 Table 14.2. The pro cess of public value reporting

Phase Actor Activity Outcome

1
(2004–5)

Steering committee

Regional managers

•  Clarifi cation of 
assumptions

•  Development of principles 
for public value reporting

•  Guiding principles 
for mea sure ment 
and reporting

•  Value chain 
framework (fi g. 14.1)

2
(2006–9)

Steering committee

Regional managers

•  Quantitative analy sis of 
the full set of public 
programs

•  Collection of 
per for mance data

•  Quantitative 
repre sen ta tion of 
value chain 
framework

•  Development of 
more specifi c value 
chain frameworks

•  Preliminary set of PIs

3
(2007–9)

Steering committee

Regional managers

Po liti cal leader

Local stakeholders 
and community

Local municipalities

•  Multi- stakeholder forums

• Web platform

•  Online discussion groups

•  High schools educational 
pro ject on citizenship

•  Separate boundary- 
crossing public value 
reporting

•  Community 
engagement

•  Assessment of public 
value

•  Collection of 
additional data

•  Validated set of PIs

SHARED RESPONSIBILITY  227

534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   227534-61193_ch01_5P.indd   227 7/23/15   9:57 AM7/23/15   9:57 AM



228  GUARINI

The Mea sure ment and Reporting Framework
During the initial six- month steering committee discussions in 2004, the pre sent 
author facilitated a set of “visualizing public value” sessions that helped the group 
to identify a shared framework for the mea sure ment and reporting of public value.

The framework had its roots in the theoretical model of the value chain (Por-
ter 1985) and public policy studies (Hall and O’Toole 2004; Kisby 2007). The 
committee members agreed that, at the regional level, public value creation can-
not be understood by looking at an individual level of government. Most im por-
tant, there was consensus about the need for boundary- crossing mea sure ment and 
reporting systems. It should be noted that this consensus was also facilitated by 
the fact that local leaders  were involved with the steering committee of the pro-
ject since its conception; this helped them to perceive the public value reporting 
as a multisector pro ject and not just a government initiative. The following main 
assumptions  were considered:

• The contribution of business and nonprofi ts to public needs should be inte-
grated in regional planning and public priority setting.

• Rules and decisions are formalized by regional laws, so the legislation de-
fi nes networked patterns of program implementation as well as the shape of 
those patterns (i.e., the content of programs, ser vices, fi nal recipients, ac-
tors involved, role of actors, pro cess of consultation, appropriations,  etc.).

• Private- sector organizations have a key role in creating value for the public 
as they act as intermediate implementation agents and/or as autonomous so-
cially responsible actors.

For the purposes of the research, two lines of relationships  were considered: the 
network with other levels of government (the “vertical” perspective), and the net-
work with business and civil society (the “horizontal” perspective).

Public value at the program implementation level is embedded in a larger 
stream of dimensions, as is illustrated in fi gure 14.1. It should be emphasized that 
this discussion has been developed in a context— such as Italy— with a decentral-
ized setting and the tradition of a welfare state. Central and supranational levels 
of government have programs and resources that create and deliver the input used 
by regions in Italy; these higher levels of government not only transfer funds but 
also can infl uence a region’s per for mance in many other ways (e.g., by rule mak-
ing). In addition, many programs pass through “implementation channels” on their 
way to the fi nal recipients (e.g., a fi rm may receive special funds from the regional 
government in order to transfer money to—or to provide a ser vice for— the fi nal 
recipients). Channels may perform additional activities, add new resources, or ar-
range new programs that affect value for the fi nal recipients. When private actors 
are involved, a social responsibility may be undertaken by fi rms or nonprofi ts and 
enforced by the regional government. Finally, public value may be created by the 
autonomous initiative of businesses and nonprofi ts.

In the second half of 2005, several meetings  were held by the steering com-
mittee to conduct interviews with public managers and to analyze relevant 
government documents. Based on insights gained from document analy sis and 
face- to- face interviews, a more extensive analy sis was launched that drew on 
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qualitative and quantitative data. This activity was developed for four years 
(2006–9), progressively increasing the number of public programs phased into 
the analy sis.

The work mapped the implementation structures explicitly required or en-
couraged by legislation itself. The full set of current laws passed by the regional 
council was reviewed, and all the public programs  were considered. In each in-
stance of a program two types of stakeholders  were recorded— for example, the 
stakeholder to be involved in the implementation of the program (the “interme-
diate” stakeholder) and the fi nal recipient of the program, as mentioned explic-
itly in the law.

Identifying the program implementation network enabled the group to identify 
how much money fl owed to par tic u lar sectors for implementation of par tic u lar 
sets of policy mandates. The amount of money that fl owed to fi nal recipients,  either 
directly or through businesses and nonprofi t organizations, was considered to be a 
specifi c aspect of public value.

Here the relative share of government funding in a policy area was considered 
to have inherent value and, although not an end itself, was seen as instrumental 
to other values— for example, the need for more (or less) government fi nancial sup-
port. In this perspective, a very  simple proxy mea sure that was discussed was the 
relative weight of government spending within the network, as represented in 
fi gure 14.2.

This mea sure ment implies that government decision making concerning pub-
lic programs should also consider its implementation network: policymakers should 
consider how government funds might be augmented by social investments from 
other sectors and realize that the shares of funding contributed by the  different 
sectors might fl uctuate over time. Of course, this is a very rough fi nancial indica-
tor, but actors involved in this pro cess have conceived it to be useful in order to 
stimulate discussion about the role of  different providers of public ser vices within 
a policy area, their social responsibility, and the public value failures that might 
occur (Bozeman 2002, 2007).

Expenditure data was extracted from the accounting system by allocating ex-
penses according to type and recipient. The “destination” of expenses was fi rst 
specifi ed as to the dimension of the type of stakeholder involved in the imple-
mentation. This information was systematically recorded by the accounting sys-
tem, but thus far was not used for decision making. Further on, expenditures by 
intermediate stakeholders  were reallocated to fi nal recipients. Data was coded 
by public offi cials involved in the program. Besides expenditure data and the net-
work resource index, the nonfi nancial per for mance of the value chain framework 
was also considered. Here, several mea sures of output and outcomes connected 
to the creation of public value  were collected for each public program and ar-

Figure 14.2 The relative weight of government spending within the network

Government spending
Network resource index = ______________________________________

Business and nonprofi t organizations’ social
investments + government spending
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ranged in a preliminary set of indicators to be included in the public value report-
ing. This task was conducted by regional managers  under the supervision of the 
steering committee.

DISCLOSING PUBLIC VALUE AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

In order to understand the management implications of the case, this section 
offers two preliminary propositions. Although the case structure, pro cesses, and 
participants in the Veneto case mesh well with Bryson and colleagues’ (2006) frame-
work for understanding cross- sector collaborations, the proposed evaluation  here is 
on the theory of action informing the initiative as defi ned by community leaders 
(Weiss 1995; Sandfort and Bloomberg 2012).

The fi rst proposition is that social responsibility of business and civil society 
in public value creation at the local level is primarily  shaped by government 
policy implementation pro cesses. Multiactor implementation arrays sketched 
through public policy are the main tracks along which the social responsibility of 
each participant— business, civil society, and government— should be acknowl-
edged. Each of these arrays can contribute to public value creation. This evidence 
reinforces conclusions drawn from previous studies analyzing formal products of 
rule- making pro cesses (Hall and O’Toole 2004).

The empirical data provide additional evidence of the ways the value chain 
framework helps to explain the paths of public value creation. About sixteen pro-
gram recipient categories  were identifi ed. An example of visualization through the 
value chain can be seen in the initiatives creating programs for the unemployed, as 
shown in fi gure 14.3.

The implementation pro cess appears to be increasingly directed  toward pro-
viding ser vices and fi nancial transfers through business and nonprofi t organiza-
tions. These issues refl ect less the old principal- agent dimensions of devolution 
and more the community- building and networking dynamics of partnership 
development. The goal of the relationship then relies on ser vice provision and 
community building by means of shared values, planning, and interagency net-
working; this approach involves moving from the old “auditor” model of compli-
ance activity to the new “partner” model in which social responsibility issues can 
play a central role.

The second proposition is that to be effective, the discourse on public value 
creation and accountability at the community level should be “visualized” by a 
cross- boundary mea sure ment and reporting system. The starting point for the mul-
tistakeholder forums (2007–9) was the value chain framework for reporting. 
The per for mance indicators  were used in concert with the fl ow of resources in 
each public value chain to assess public value. The members of the group tested 
the usefulness of data and indicators for internal and external reporting pur-
poses within their own organizations and met regularly with the steering commit-
tee to share experiences and exchange knowledge. Each stakeholder was also re-
quired to enrich the indicator set in order to publicly disclose more data on its own 
level of responsibility. An example of indicators that emerged from these forums, 
and which all stakeholders endorsed, is shown in  table 14.3. Some common ques-
tions helped the pro cess and some common issues emerged.
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 Table 14.3. Public value indicators

Program Mea sure Indicator

Education 
and training

Quality of  human capital •  % of population with higher education 
degrees

Training •  % of population age 25–64 sharing 
lifelong training programs

•  Value of training and development 
provided to staff

Quality of employment •  Employment rate suited to education 
program’s aim

Quality of postgraduate 
programs

•  % of postgraduate students coming from 
other regions

Welfare Employment rate • % of eligible workers employed

Community programs •  Com pany support as % of total of public 
and private resources

•  Regional government support as % of total 
of public and private resources

•  Perception mea sure by workers about the 
effectiveness of public and private programs

•  Impact evaluation of community programs

 Labor accident rate •  % of  labor accidents

Indigence rate •  % of population with low wage rates

•  Pay and conditions compared against local 
equivalent averages

Effectiveness of 
employment offi ces

• % of applicants returned to work

Equal opportunity • % of  women engaged in work

• % of disabled workers

Research and 
Innovation

Research and 
development

•  % of research investments by public and 
private sector organizations

•  % of engagements coherent with  labor 
demand

•  Start-up of new businesses

•  % of partnerships and new business 
agreements

•  Perception mea sures of “the territory as a 
good business opportunity”
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Usefulness of the Reporting
This type of network reporting was identifi ed by  different stakeholders of the 
forum to be a crucial issue and one that they could not easily ignore. The exami-
nation of the expenditure value chains reinforced output obtained from analyzing 
the implementation networks designed by legislation. All participating actors  were 
very surprised about fi gures showing the share of funding of  different sectors in the 
implementation pro cess. The share of business and nonprofi ts in public programs 
had not been ascertained prior to this, and none of the representatives expected it 
to be so relevant.

Further, value channels  shaped by the expenditure pro cess tended to call for 
even more ambitious social responsibility of business and civil society than did 
the formal design of programs explained by laws. Stakeholders recognized that 
the proposed disclosure framework could result in a marked improvement in their 
planning and interaction with the regional government. Firms realized that col-
lecting and submitting data as to the proposed reporting model could help them in 
interacting with po liti cal leaders and public managers from the regional government 
and better integrate their socially responsible initiatives with the implementation 
networks of government programs.

While data showed the signifi cance of fi rms in public program implementa-
tion, the discussion of public value creation was, however, mainly focused on the 
responsibility of the regional government rather than the social responsibility of 
business. This seems to be related to the strong Italian tradition of government 
intervention in the market. Some fi rms asked the government to make achieve-
ment of the indicators a condition for creating public value, and  others requested 
more government fi nancial support for small businesses as a preliminary condi-
tion for increasing business responsibility in public- private partnerships. A key 
conclusion of the group was that citizens and fi nal recipients had a more clear un-
derstanding of the paths along which public value is created or destroyed.

Evaluation of Public Value Indicators
As noted above, the pro cess of stakeholder engagement conducted within the mul-
tistakeholder forums (2007–9) determined which indicators should have been 
included in the reporting set. An observation drawn from the forums’ work is that 
stakeholders from business and civil society sectors  were, in general terms, no 
better informed as to which indicators should be included in the public value report-
ing than was the regional government itself. Furthermore, some indicators of pub-
lic value that stakeholders discussed primarily refl ected the regional government’s 
responsibility (e.g., increasing economic growth, raising the living standards of 
poor  people,  etc.) rather than the social responsibility of business and civil soci-
ety. This happened because regional government managers felt more comfortable 
in leading the conversations around successful programs, whereas local stakehold-
ers  were much more interested in discussing priorities and principles on which 
regional policies should be based (apart from quantitative mea sures). This issue 
characterized also the wider initial dialogue that developed within the web plat-
form.  After the fi rst round of meetings and web forums, however, the conversa-
tions  were much more constructive and stakeholders contributed effectively to the 
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validation of per for mance indicators. This circumstance helps clarify that the 
meaning of public value and public values is intimately connected with how they 
are visualized and addressed by public managers, po liti cal leaders, and other 
stakeholders.

In par tic u lar, stakeholders most valued effective reporting, improved decision 
making, accurate data, transparency, and the well- maintained web platform. They 
found that the pro cess of mea sur ing created value in and of itself: it generated trust 
and empowered participants through increased knowledge. This simply serves to 
highlight the importance of a regular stakeholder dialogue and further confi rms 
the need to integrate Moore’s managerial approach with Bozeman’s society- oriented 
focus to public values and embed this combined approach into per for mance man-
agement regimes.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE

Social responsibility of business and civil society is exciting for a local govern-
ment because it offers additional, or alternative, cost- effective ways of achieving 
economic, social, and environmental benefi ts. Civic initiatives and responsible 
business practices must rest on principles integrated into government policy-
making and must be managed throughout its operations. A boundary- crossing 
public value mea sure ment and reporting system can be initiated with a prelimi-
nary database for each channel of value at the local level. Public value is not 
“fi nancial” in essence, but in some circumstances to be operationalized it might 
require fi nancial mea sure ment, which is the primary routine in business and 
government. Nevertheless, the answer to the question of how public value can be 
visualized across institutional boundaries (i.e., integrating the managerial and the 
societal approaches) does not lie as much in the kind of mea sures that are needed 
but in the pro cess of community engagement by which these mea sures are devel-
oped and reported. As confi rmed by this case, to implement such a system a 
strong relationship with key po liti cal and professional constituencies within the 
or ga ni za tion and within the local network is needed. This requires public man-
agers to work across boundaries and develop a new culture and new leadership 
skills to better fi t within a public value frame. It should also be noted that some-
times active citizenship does not immediately fall into an explicit request to gov-
ernment for engagement. This case shows that public managers, while apparently 
acting in the background,  were able to catalyze the social responsibility of local 
stakeholders. Public managers acted as “guarantors of operations” that helped create 
and guide the stakeholders’ dialogue and helped maintain and enhance the overall 
effectiveness of the system. This point gives further evidence regarding Moore’s 
arguments of public managers acting as entrepreneurs in creating public value. 
Po liti cal commitment or sponsorship is also crucial for effective public managers’ 
entrepreneurship.

Yet, on the government side, further issues should be fi gured out:

• What responsibility are fi rms and nonprofi ts  going to undertake as regards 
the considerable share of funding? Are additional private resources added 
to public funds?
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• What community programs are arranged by fi rms and nonprofi ts, and how 
well may they be integrated with regional programs?

• How are public values achieved and protected?

Clearly the answers to such questions have im por tant implications for the role of 
the regional government, especially within institutional contexts where corporate 
social responsibility should be developed and supported. More fundamentally, it 
requires an ability to select which governance structure or sector (business, gov-
ernment, or civil society) is most appropriate and in what conditions (O’Flynn 
2007).

Part of this will involve enacting legislation in order to create a normative 
framework that will ensure that business practices deliver outcomes that meet the 
systemic challenges facing socie ties. On the other hand, the regional government 
should work with business to create the incentives that will encourage fi rms to 
take further action at the instrumental level for the mutual benefi t of both busi-
ness and society.

CONCLUSIONS

The voluntary social responsibility practices of businesses and nonprofi ts are not 
and cannot be an effective substitute for good governance of public values. Public- 
sector regulatory capacity plays a crucial role in facilitating, supporting, and em-
powering these practices. The absence of governance actions on the part of local 
governments may represent a signifi cant barrier to the real effectiveness of respon-
sible business practices (World Bank 2004) and, as such, a threat to the protec-
tion of public values. Cross- sector collaborations may create synergies between the 
complementary skills and social responsibilities of public, private, and civil soci-
ety actors to achieve public value and public values. Social responsibility is based 
on the distribution of resources among vari ous actors, the goals they pursue, and 
their perceptions of their resource dependencies.

The relevance of the public value reporting framework for the participating 
actors supports empirical evidence that legislation and the regional government 
expenditure pro cess infl uence the design of value chains of public program im-
plementation. Private fi rms and civil society have agreed that these public value 
channels represent the tracks along which shared responsibility can be exercised.

The value chain framework is helpful because it allows

• tracking the dimensions along which each actor creates public value for 
citizens

• identifying businesses and nonprofi ts involved by the regional government 
within a framework of policy implementation

• acknowledging socially responsible initiatives and their relative social impact 
in order to promote and facilitate private- sector responsibility

Improving this kind of information allows regional and local governments to ef-
fectively map existing societal expectations and jointly plan initiatives both with 
businesses and nonprofi t organizations. Reporting data and per for mance in both 
directions is an essential prerequisite for promoting cross- sector collaboration.
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The formulation of what constitutes public value can only be achieved through 
deliberation involving the key stakeholders and actions that depend on mixing in 
a refl exive manner a range of intervention options. Interested parties should de-
velop agreed mea sures of public value and standards for reporting. Here the main 
responsibility lies with government.

The development of managerial tools in governments faced with the cross- 
boundary public value paradigm is at a very early stage. The case discussed in this 
chapter built a bridge across issues of strategy, per for mance mea sure ment, and 
public policymaking and contributed a demonstration in practice of how the man-
agerially focused perspective of creating public value might complement and be 
well integrated with societal expectations and discernment of public values. More 
theoretical and fundamental questions remain for the fi eld.  Future research in-
cludes, but is not limited to, understanding the structure of the decision- making 
pro cess of the network enabled through the participatory mechanism, analyzing 
how power dynamics shape the discourse on per for mance information among the 
network actors, and examining the barriers to informing policy decisions based 
on social responsibility of private actors. When public managers are made aware 
of these questions, the propositions discussed in this chapter can ultimately facili-
tate systems thinking and strategic management in order to assess public value 
and to integrate social responsibility across institutional boundaries.

NOTE
1. The Italian management and accounting context is characterized by the strong and vi-

brant theoretical tradition known as economia aziendale that is rooted in the econom-
ics (economia) of socioeconomic units ( family, business, government, and nonprofi ts) 
considered as long- term, multifaceted, but integrated entities (aziende). These entities 
are investigated from a unitary perspective of management, or ga ni za tion, and account-
ing. It should be emphasized that economia aziendale is a space-  and time- specifi c la-
bel; spatially it is considered purely in an Italian context, and it is regarded within a 
time frame beginning in the mid-1920s with Gino Zappa (1927). An in- depth analy sis 
of the Italian business economics tradition is given in Zan (1994), Viganò (1998), Ca-
palbo and Clarke (2006), and Canziani (2007). Advances of economia aziendale in the 
study of public administration are summarized in Anessi- Pessina (2002).
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CONCLUSIONS

J OHN M.  BRYSON,  BARBAR A C .  CROSBY, 
AND L AUR A B LOOMBERG

In this book we have sought to make several contributions.1 First, the chapters to-
gether demonstrate that the concepts of public value, public values, and the public 
sphere offer fruitful paths forward philosophically, theoretically, and practically be-
yond the older debates about the public interest or the common good. Developing 
a way forward is particularly im por tant at a time when things public are increas-
ingly called into question. Additionally, public value is at the heart of the emerging 
approach to public administration that involves governance across multiple sec-
tors, many stakeholders, and multiple— often confl icting and contentious— takes 
on value questions, including those involving fundamental demo cratic values.

The book’s second contribution is to bring together the conversations about 
public value, public values, and the public sphere that have generally proceeded 
separately within the public administration fi eld. We have tried to demonstrate the 
power of jointly considering public managerial action and cross- sector work as im-
por tant for creating public value; seeing public value and its legitimation and autho-
rization from a variety of perspectives, including Moore’s (1995, 2013), Bozeman’s 
(2007), Bozeman and Johnson’s (2014), and Meynhardt’s (2009); and maintaining 
and enhancing the public sphere as the demo cratic space— psychological, social, 
po liti cal, institutional, and physical— within which public values and public value 
are held, created, or diminished. Aligning these streams helps advance the public 
value lit erature and the public administration fi eld. The public value governance 
triangle (PVGT) is a graphic way of demonstrating the interconnectedness of these 
 different streams of the public value lit erature (see fi gure 1.2).

Beyond the public administration fi eld, conversations about public value, pub-
lic values, and related topics have spawned operationalization efforts internation-
ally in a variety of fi elds, including public economics, po liti cal science, nonprofi t 
management, business management, evaluation, education, urban and regional 
planning, journalism, and law. While the discourse in these fi elds typically does 
not specifi cally mention public value, public values, or the public sphere, the ideas 
are nonetheless pre sent. The chapters in this book thus make a third contribution 
by drawing on this broader conversation, thereby advancing the public adminis-
tration discourse through cross- fertilization. Such an effort is particularly im por-
tant at a time when public administration as a fi eld is fairly isolated from other 
im por tant disciplines (Wright 2011).

A fourth contribution is illustrating how to operationalize the concepts of pub-
lic value and public values.  Doing so seems especially im por tant when scholars and 
prac ti tion ers alike recognize that many complex public challenges can only be solved 
through cross- sector collaborations (and other institutional and or gan i za tional 
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designs) involving business, nonprofi t, media, and/or community organizations 
in addition to government (e.g., Stoker 2006; Crosby and Bryson 2005, 2010). 
These collaborations, however, pose par tic u lar challenges to those who care about 
demo cratic governance and accountability. The public value lit erature can offer 
a way to help public managers and other stakeholders make informed decisions 
about when, where, and how collaborations should be initiated, maintained, re-
structured, or disbanded. Several chapters in this book offer examples of this kind 
of work.

In short, Public Value and Public Administration broadens and deepens previ-
ous theorizing in the public value lit erature and offers language, frameworks, meth-
ods, mea sure ment approaches, and pro cesses for deepening our understanding of 
the worth of what leaders, managers, citizens, and  different kinds of organizations 
can achieve together. The book reveals the potential for, and benefi ts of, focusing 
public value within and across multiple sectors, not just governments and markets. 
As a result, the book makes a signifi cant contribution to the emerging approach to 
public administration that likely will overtake both traditional public administra-
tion and what has been called new public management (Bryson, Crosby, and Bloom-
berg 2014, 2015).

What that emerging approach will be called is still an open question, though 
we prefer public value governance. In the next section we compare and contrast 
the central chapters in the book, and in the third section we propose an agenda 
for advancing practice and theory.

COMPARING AND CONTRASTING THE CONTRIBUTIONS

We compare and contrast the chapters’ contributions in two  different but partly 
overlapping ways. The fi rst set of comparisons and contrasts clarifi es the strand 
of the public value lit erature to which the chapter mainly contributes— that is, 
Moore’s managerial action focus or Bozeman’s policy or societal focus;  whether 
the chapter contributes secondarily to the alternative view or to other parts of the 
lit erature; and how the chapter’s author(s) propose(s) reconciling the managerial 
and public policy or societal views (see tables C.1.1–5). We also consider  whether, 
in the chapters, the objects of value are subjective psychological states, or objective 
states of the world; relatedly,  whether value is intrinsic, extrinsic, or relational; 
 whether something is valuable for its own sake, or as a means to something  else; 
 whether there are hierarchies of values; who does the valuing; how the valuing is 
done; and against what criteria the object of value is mea sured.

The second set of comparisons helps clarify what the chapters contribute to 
the PVGT framework and therefore to a more integrated view of the public 
value lit erature as a  whole (see tables C.2.1–5). We also lay the groundwork 
for a normative argument about how public managers might— indeed, should— 
approach their work as part of the emerging approach to public administration. 
The comparisons and contrasts proceed according to the book’s central sections: 
helping managers create public value; mea sur ing and assessing public value; and 
mea sur ing and managing per for mance.
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Part I: Helping Managers Focus on Creating Public Value
Creating public values requires practical conceptual frameworks and methods, 
tools, techniques, and skills. The chapters in part I all contribute primarily to the 
managerial focus on public value creation and in  doing so touch on all three points 
of Moore’s strategic triangle and the PVGT (see tables C.1.1–2 and C.2.1–2). In 
each chapter, elected offi cials and citizens are the fi nal arbiters of public value, 
but public managers and the citizens themselves can expand the possibilities for 
public value creation. Leadership of many kinds has an im por tant role to play in 
each of the chapters. All of the chapters in part I discuss ways of engaging vari ous 
stakeholders, including elected offi cials, to articulate values and to make decisions. 
They vary greatly, however, in the ways they involve stakeholders, the numbers of 
stakeholders involved, and the extent to which analytic methods inform under-
standing and decision making. There clearly are many ways to involve stakeholders 
and to inform their articulations and valuations of public value and public values. 
An im por tant way forward for the public values lit erature is to cata log these prac-
tices and their strengths and weaknesses for discerning, mea sur ing, and assessing 
public value and public values.

In relation to the authorizing environment, one of the points of the strategic 
triangle, John Alford, Jean Hartley, and John Hughes argue in chapter 2 that public 
managers’ po liti cal astuteness is a key skill. The authors urge public managers to 
use a variety of ways to develop a sense of “what a sustainable plurality of citizens 
wants regarding a given issue, and . . .  to shape it into a value proposition— not to 
supplant politicians’ views and policies but to supplement and enhance them or to 
provide an alternative perspective that politicians may fi nd helpful.” Managerial 
activities that require po liti cal astuteness include: reading collective aspirations, 
securing a mandate, enlisting capabilities to get things done, and knowing the limits 
of po liti cal astuteness. The politics- administration divide is thus honored, even if it 
is understood to be blurred in practice, for the sake of enhancing public value.

Public value for Alford, Hartley, and Hughes generally refers to objective 
states of the world that often can be mea sured; also relevant, however, are the 
subjective judgments of elected offi cials and managers (see  table C.1.1). Public 
value is seen as extrinsic and also intrinsic to the functioning of an effective pub-
lic or ga ni za tion and demo cratic polity. What is being valued may be  either valu-
able in its own right or instrumental; the effective functioning of demo cratic 
governance is both. The only hierarchies of values would be those established by 
elected offi cials and the citizenry. Government decision makers ( whether elected 
or appointed) and the citizenry do the valuing based on the elected offi cials’ 
judgments, managerial discernment and advice, or vari ous techniques for “read-
ing” collective aspirations, including elections. Valuations are made against cri-
teria established by elected offi cials and the citizenry, but the professional advice 
of managers is also relevant.

Po liti cal astuteness fi ts most clearly in the capabilities box of the PVGT and, 
within that, especially with the individual competencies needed to create public 
value (see  table C.2.1). As noted, it is also an im por tant part of gaining necessary 
legitimacy and authority to proceed with public value creation efforts. In addition, it 
is an im por tant part of effectively using any of the practical approaches to addressing 
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 Table C.1.1. Comparing attributes of value from part I, “Helping Managers Focus on Creating Public Value,” chapters 2–4

Value Attribute
Chapter 2
Alford, Hartley, and Hughes

Chapter 3
Sandfort and Quick

Chapter 4
Richardson, Andersen, and 
Luna-Reyes

 (1)  To which approach in 
the public value 
lit erature does the 
chapter primarily 
contribute?

Creating public value Creating public value Creating public value

 (2)  To which approach 
does the chapter 
contribute secondarily?

Public values Public values and public sphere Public values

 (3)  How are the differing 
approaches reconciled?

Elected offi cials and managerial 
offi cials both engage in “reading” 
public values and in deciding how 
best to create public value; elected 
offi cials and the citizenry get the 
fi nal say

Participants bring their own views about 
public values and what might create public 
value to the sessions; through facilitated 
dialogue and deliberation, proposals, plans, 
and recommendations can be developed 
that garner broad support

The pro cess helps managers (or 
other participants) create public 
value by using sophisticated analy sis, 
dialogue, and deliberation to help 
fi gure out how to achieve or gan i za-
tional, public policy, or societal goals

 (4)  Are the objects of 
value subjective 
psychological states, or 
objective states of the 
world?

Generally objective states of the 
world that often can be mea sured, 
but the subjective judgments of 
elected offi cials and managers are 
often relevant

Both subjective and objective; public value is 
a resource, including shared understandings 
and civic capacity, and also an outcome in 
the form of better solutions to public 
problems

Generally objective states of the 
world that can be mea sured
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 (5)  Relatedly, is value 
intrinsic, extrinsic, or 
relational?

Public value is extrinsic and also 
intrinsic to the functioning of an 
effective public or ga ni za tion and 
demo cratic polity

Value is intrinsic in well designed and 
implemented civic engagement pro cesses 
that allow participants to cocreate solutions 
to public problems; building relationships 
among participants helps generate public 
value; solutions developed would indicate 
extrinsic public value

Public value is extrinsic as refl ected 
in the model, but also intrinsic in the 
relationships built among partici-
pants in the model- building group 
that allow model building to 
proceed

 (6)  Is what is being valued 
valuable for its own 
sake or as a means to 
something  else?

What is being valued may be  either 
valuable for its own sake or 
instrumental; the effective function-
ing of demo cratic governance is 
seen as being both

Public value as deliberative capacity is 
valuable for its own sake and as a means 
to producing effective and effi cient 
solutions

Public value as represented by 
outputs of the model may be 
valuable for its own sake or instru-
mental; the same is true of relational 
value among group participants

 (7)  Are there hierarchies of 
values?

No, other than what might be 
established by elected offi cials and 
the citizenry

Developing deliberative capacity is privi-
leged over other public values

No

 (8)  Who does the valuing? Government decision makers and 
the citizenry

Participants in Art of Hosting events The model- building participants

 (9)  How is the valuing 
done?

By elected offi cials, managerial 
discernment, or vari ous techniques 
for reading collective aspirations

Via techniques such as relationship building, 
Open Space Technology, dialogue, documen-
tation of meeting results, action steps

Via assessments of the usefulness of 
the model

(10)  Against what criteria is 
the object of value 
mea sured?

Value delivery is mea sured against 
criteria established by elected 
offi cials and the citizenry, but advice 
from managers is also im por tant

Outcomes are mea sured in the form of 
implementable solutions and increased sense 
of civic agency on the part of participants

Value delivery is mea sured against 
elements of Moore’s triangle and 
values im por tant to stakeholders
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 Table C.1.2. Comparing attributes of value from part I, “Helping Managers Focus on Creating 
Public Value,” chapters 5–6

Value 
Attribute

Chapter 5
Alford

Chapter 6
Hartley

 (1)  To which approach in 
the public value 
lit erature does the 
chapter primarily 
contribute?

Creating public value Creating public value, 
as defi ned mostly by 
Benington

 (2)  To which approach 
does the chapter 
contribute secondarily?

Public values Public sphere

 (3)  How are the differing 
approaches reconciled?

The contingent decision 
rules provide a way for 
public managers to create 
public value that optimizes 
the net benefi ts of ser vice 
delivery, relationships, and 
the government’s strategic 
positioning

A framework is offered to 
help public managers 
understand how public 
value might be created 
through considering the 
 different phases of innova-
tion and the  different kinds 
of public innovations 
involving public values

 (4)  Are the objects of value 
subjective psychologi-
cal states, or objective 
states of the world?

Public value consists of 
effi cient allocation of tax 
dollars, maintenance of 
key relationships, and 
strategic positioning

Public value is dividends 
added to the public realm 
via activities, ser vices, 
relationships, and 
investment

 (5)  Relatedly, is value 
intrinsic, extrinsic, or 
relational?

Value is all three; ser vice 
benefi ts and costs are 
extrinsic; relational benefi ts 
and costs refer, of course, 
to relational value; and 
strategic benefi ts and costs 
are intrinsic to government

Value is extrinsic in that it 
includes what the public 
values, and intrinsic as it 
includes what adds value to 
the public sphere (e.g., 
rules supporting fairness)

 (6)  Is what is being valued 
valuable for its own 
sake or as a means to 
something  else?

A focus on the three 
dimensions of public value 
is a means to providing 
public ser vices that 
maximize benefi ts

Both

 (7)  Are there hierarchies of 
values?

No No

 (8)  Who does the valuing? Public managers Managers, networks, 
citizens, elected politicians

 (9)  How is the valuing 
done?

Via decision framework Managerial and po liti cal 
judgment
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public value and public values concerns and to clarifying exactly what public 
value is to mean in a given situation.

In chapter 3, Jodi Sandfort and Kathryn Quick describe the Art of Hosting 
(AoH) pro cess, which consists of a suite of complementary facilitated methods, 
tools, and techniques of engaging stakeholders in face- to- face interactions, 
dialogue, and deliberation. AoH can help groups develop shared understanding 
of a public concern and develop ideas and plans for responding to it. The approach 
thus represents a far deeper and more integrative way of engaging stakeholders 
than the Georgia Department of Transportation’s survey approach described in 
chapter 11, but cannot  handle the larger numbers of  people involved in the GDOT 
approach.

Sandfort and Quick fl ag the importance of training hosts (or facilitators) in 
the techniques, theories, and design frameworks that can be used to conduct par-
tic u lar deliberative pro cesses. The cases that the authors studied indicate that the 
method has potential for creating public value by prompting “better- informed 
actions” on public policy issues and programs, and si mul ta neously for developing 
the longer- term deliberative capacity of participants, a clear contribution to the 
public sphere. Their research highlights the importance of honoring the centrality 
of relationship building among participants if public value is to be created. The 
research also indicates that the particulars of an engagement design can have sig-
nifi cant consequences for creating public value; not all designs are equally effective. 
The approach thus attends mostly to the public value and operational capacity 
points of the PVGT, though the authors also make use of Bozeman’s normative 
consensus approach to defi ning public values.

In AoH events, public value is both objective and subjective. Deliberative civic 
capacity that includes shared understandings and prob lem solving ability is seen 
as a public value in and of itself but also as a means to producing effective and 
effi cient solutions. Shared understandings, civic capacity, and new solutions may 
be viewed as joining individuals’ views on values with policy or society values. 
Value can be seen as intrinsic in well- designed and implemented civic engagement 
pro cesses that allow participants to cocreate solutions to public problems. Value 
is also relational in the form of shared understandings and heightened civic ca-
pacity. Value is extrinsic in the form of new solutions to public problems. There is 
a hierarchy of values in that deliberative capacity is given a privileged position. 
Participants in AoH events do the valuing via the suite of AoH methods, tools, and 
techniques.

 Table C.1.2. (continued)

Value 
Attribute

Chapter 5
Alford

Chapter 6
Hartley

(10)  Against what criteria 
is the object of value 
mea sured?

Quantitative and qualita-
tive benefi t- cost analy sis 
regarding use of tax 
dollars, relationships, and 
strategic positioning

Varies according to stage of 
innovation; or gan i za tional 
per for mance metrics plus 
sustenance of the public 
sphere
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 Table C.2.1. Comparing contributions from part I, “Helping Managers Focus on Creating Public Value,” chapters 2–4

Contributions to 
Elements of the 
Public Value 
Governance Triangle

Chapter 2
Alford, Hartley, and Hughes

Chapter 3
Sandfort and Quick

Chapter 4
Richardson, Andersen, and Luna-Reyes

Legitimacy and 
authority

Elected offi cials and the citizenry 
are the fi nal arbiters of public 
value, but managers can help 
expand the possibilities for public 
value creation via their po liti cal 
astuteness while still loyally serving 
the government.

Citizens are viewed as im por tant sources of 
legitimacy and authority. The chapter’s 
emphasis is on helping citizens move 
beyond being consumers or recipients of 
policy decisions to being active partners in 
both defi ning public issues and developing 
strategies to address them.

Elected offi cials and the citizenry are the fi nal 
arbiters of public value, but managers can help 
expand the possibilities for public value creation via 
the use of system dynamics group model building 
(SDGMB).

Public value The authors use Moore’s conception 
of public value as revealed through 
the use of the strategic triangle; 
Bozeman’s normative consensus 
approach is seen as not strategic 
enough. The authors are  silent on 
the use of Bozeman and Johnson’s 
public value criteria.

The authors include Bozeman’s conception 
of public value as including the rights, 
benefi ts, and prerogatives to which citizens 
are entitled, and also Moore’s about 
achieving what elected offi cials and citizens 
decide. Dialogue, deliberation, and 
deliberative capacity are seen as public 
values.

The authors see SDGMB primarily as an analytic 
method to help managers create public value in 
Moore’s sense and to help avoid public value failure 
in Bozeman’s conception. They also believe the 
approach and the models it produces can be used to 
promote conversations and dialogue about norma-
tive public values in Bozeman’s sense to a wider 
audience.

Capabilities to 
create public value

Creation of public value can be 
facilitated (or undermined) by 
po liti cal astuteness on the part of 
public managers.

Building deliberative capacity advances 
demo cratic participation in governance and 
provides assistance in producing effective 
and effi cient policy solutions. Procedural 
legitimacy and justice are emphasized; 
procedural rationality and substantive 
rationality receive less emphasis.

Creation of public value can be facilitated by the use 
of SDGMB, which provides a tool to build causal 
hypotheses related to instrumental, sometimes 
competing values, and uses simulation as a form of 
empirical testing of such hypotheses. Looking at the 
results of simulations over time contributes to 
understanding the impact of policies in the short and 
long terms, helping to increase public value success 
and reduce public value failure.

Competence in SDGMB and analy sis is required. 
Procedural legitimacy and justice are emphasized, as 
are procedural and substantive rationality.
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Practical Approaches 
to Addressing Public 
Value and Public 
Values Concerns

Policy analy sis, 
design, and 
evaluation

Po liti cal astuteness can help 
promote better policy analy sis, 
design, and evaluation.

Dialogue and deliberation are seen as 
im por tant ways of improving policy analy sis, 
design, and evaluation. Demo cratic 
participation in pursuing these tasks is seen 
as im por tant.

SDGMB can help public managers and elected 
offi cials engage stakeholders, build on their  mental 
models to help them understand complex systems, 
defi ne problems, articulate  viable solutions, and link 
them to desired public values and outcomes.

Leadership Public managers are seen as 
leaders, though ones subservient to 
their po liti cal masters.

Leadership is im por tant for sponsoring, 
designing, and facilitating deliberative 
pro cesses.

Leadership is im por tant for sponsoring, designing, 
and facilitating SDGMB exercises. Technical expertise 
(a kind of leadership) is also needed on the part of 
facilitators. Leadership is also necessary to implement 
results of the exercises.

Dialogue and 
deliberation

Po liti cal astuteness may be 
exercised or enhanced through 
dialogue and deliberation, though 
this is not a focus of the chapter.

Dialogue and deliberation embody 
demo cratic participation, but also help 
participants learn how to infl uence 
collective actions through engagements 
with  others.

Dialogue and deliberation are im por tant features of 
SDGMB activities, both in terms of building the 
model and fi guring out what responses might be 
required as a result of analyzing the model.

Institutional and 
or gan i za tional 
design, including 
designing and 
implementing 
cross- sector 
collaborations

Better institutional and or gan i za-
tional designs may result from 
po liti cal astuteness, though this is 
not a focus of the chapter.

The cases involved designs for three 
endeavors: the Local Government Innova-
tion pro ject, a realignment of HIV/AIDS fi eld 
ser vices, and the Resilient Region pro ject. 
The extent to which the dialogue and 
deliberation pro cesses produced public 
value depended on session designs, 
facilitation, and follow- through.

The case illustration in the chapter involved re-
sponses to welfare reform in three New York State 
counties. The public managers in the counties varied 
in the use they made of the SDGMB analyses. In two 
counties the se nior managers made signifi cant use of 
the analyses to redesign systems, while in the third 
the  manager did not.

(continued)
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 Table C.2.1. (continued)

Practical Approaches 
to Addressing Public 
Value and Public 
Values Concerns

Formal and informal 
pro cesses of 
democracy

Po liti cal astuteness is an integral 
part of the formal and informal 
pro cesses of democracy. Public 
managers (1) sometimes need to 
cross the line into po liti cal territory 
to get the job done and (2) need to 
be sensitive about how far they 
should go; po liti cal astuteness is 
necessary on both counts.

Dialogue and deliberation pro cesses may be 
used as part of the formal and informal 
pro cesses of democracy. They are especially 
helpful for issue articulation, a search for 
possi ble solutions, and choice of a solution.

SDGMB can be used directly or indirectly to inform 
formal and informal pro cesses of democracy, though 
this is not a focus of the chapter.

Strategic manage-
ment, including 
per for mance 
management 
regimes and models

Po liti cal astuteness is also an 
integral part of effective strategic 
management, though this is not a 
focus of the chapter.

Dialogue and deliberation are, typically, 
directly or indirectly a part of effective 
strategic management pro cesses, as in the 
three cases cited.

SDGMB was used to enhance the strategic manage-
ment of two of the counties, especially through the 
use of per for mance indicators derived from the 
models.
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 Table C.2.2. Comparing contributions from part I, “Helping Managers Focus on Creating 
Public Value,” chapters 5–6

Contributions to Elements 
of the Public Value 
Governance Triangle

Chapter 5
Alford

Chapter 6
Hartley

Legitimacy and authority Elected offi cials and the 
citizenry are the fi nal arbiters 
of public value, but managers 
can help expand the possibili-
ties for public value creation 
via the use of the contingency 
framework for weighing 
public ser vice provision 
alternatives.

Elected offi cials and the 
citizenry are the fi nal 
arbiters of public value, 
but elected offi cials, public 
managers, and  others can 
help expand the possibili-
ties for public value 
creation via innovation.

Public value The author’s focus is on 
managerial decision making 
and thus his approach fi ts 
best with Moore’s concep-
tion. Public value consists of 
effi cient allocation of tax 
dollars, maintenance of key 
relationships, and appropri-
ate strategic positioning of 
the government.

The author relies primarily 
on Benington’s approach, 
in which public value has 
two major dimensions: 
what the public values 
(which may be  different 
from what it wants or 
needs), and what adds 
value to the public sphere. 
It includes not only goods, 
ser vices, and obligations, 
which are valued by the 
public collectively and 
which contribute to the 
public sphere, but also the 
rules and governance 
arrangements that shape 
how society conducts itself, 
including fairness, justice, 
and effi ciency.

Capabilities to create 
public value

Public value may be created 
by many kinds of organiza-
tions, not just governments. 
Depending on how it is 
pursued, externalizing ser vice 
provision can create or 
diminish public value, benefi t 
or diminish government’s 
position, and add or subtract 
from government’s compe-
tence. An im por tant govern-
ment competence involves 
the use of public power.

Capabilities to innovate 
may be found in manag-
ers, networks, users, and 
elected politicians. Public 
value thus may be created 
not just by governments, 
but governments often 
have a special role to play. 
Government’s capacity to 
innovate is therefore a 
public value.

(continued)
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 Table C.2.2. (continued)

Practical Approaches to 
Addressing Public Value 
and Public Values 
Concerns

Policy analy sis, design, 
and evaluation

The author offers a contin-
gency framework for helping 
think through decisions about 
if and how to externalize 
provision of public ser vices.

Policy analy sis, design, and 
evaluation are or should 
be im por tant parts of any 
innovation pro cess.

Leadership Leadership is required to use 
the contingency framework 
and to act based on what the 
framework indicates.

Leadership is required for 
successful innovation and 
may be provided by 
elected offi cials, public 
managers, and  others 
involved in the pro cess.

Dialogue and 
deliberation

The framework may be used 
as an aid to dialogue and 
deliberation about if and 
how to externalize ser vice 
provision.

Dialogue and deliberation 
are likely to be part of any 
innovation pro cess, but 
they are not a focus of the 
chapter.

Institutional and 
or gan i za tional design, 
including designing and 
implementing cross- 
sector collaborations

The differing choices outlined 
in the framework imply 
differing designs for ser vice 
delivery.

In both the public and 
private sectors, innovations 
may be in products, ser vices, 
pro cesses, strategies, and 
positioning. Public- sector 
innovations also include 
new or changed policies, 
governance arrangements, 
or rhe toric.

Formal and informal 
pro cesses of democracy

The framework might be 
used to directly or indirectly 
inform both formal and 
informal pro cesses of 
democracy, though this is not 
a focus of the chapter.

Some innovations come 
about as a consequence of 
the formal and informal 
pro cesses of democracy. 
Innovations in governance 
and the pro cesses of 
democracy are also possi ble.

Strategic management, 
including per for mance 
management regimes 
and models

The framework is intended to 
be an aid to strategic 
management decision 
making.

Strategic management 
systems and pro cesses may 
deliberately encourage 
innovation. Innovations 
may also occur in strategic 
management pro cesses.
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Dialogue and deliberation are key practices for addressing public value and pub-
lic values concerns. In the emerging approach to public administration, the impor-
tance of both are hard to overestimate (Stoker 2006; Bryson et al. 2014, 2015), 
in part because of their contributions to procedural and substantive rationality 
and to procedural legitimacy and procedural justice. The skills necessary to design 
and participate in effective dialogue and deliberation pro cesses would fi t in the capa-
bilities box of the PVGT, but dialogue and deliberation also play im por tant roles 
in legitimating and authorizing actions to create public value and in determining 
what public value should mean. Beyond that, dialogue and deliberation are typi-
cally an im por tant component of the other practical approaches for addressing pub-
lic value and public values concerns. Dialogue and deliberation have long been rec-
ognized as a part of public administration in practice, but scholars have not done 
sustained research on how they contribute to public value creation in practice.

In chapter 4, George Richardson, David Andersen, and Luis Luna- Reyes de-
scribe system dynamics group model building (SDGMB), which can help groups of 
stakeholders “build on their  mental models to help them understand complex sys-
tems, defi ne problems, articulate  viable solutions, and link them to desired public 
values and outcomes.” The approach thus helps individuals and groups use analy sis, 
dialogue, and deliberation to link their conceptions of public value to policy- level or 
societal public values. Showing how the approach can help do that is the chapter’s 
main contribution to the public value lit erature. SDGMB is somewhat similar to 
AoH because it also helps groups build their capacity to solve public problems and 
thereby create public value. The approach differs from AoH in that much greater 
analytic power is brought to bear and fewer participants are involved.

A strength of SDGMB is that it has been used and evaluated for twenty years 
and has a proven track rec ord. The authors note several keys to using it effectively: 
a reliance on team facilitation, careful planning of sessions, scripted tasks for 
whole- group sessions, and additional model building work between sessions. The 
method is more likely to produce public value when the sponsoring team is open 
to new prob lem- solving approaches and appreciates the use of empirical data in 
decision making.

In system dynamics models, the objects being valued are generally seen as ob-
jective states of the world that can be mea sured, although subjective psychologi-
cal states are also at work. In SDGMB, value is extrinsic as refl ected in the model 
but also intrinsic in the relationships built among participants in the model- building 
exercise. Public value, as represented by model outputs, may be valuable for its own 
sake or instrumental; the same is true of relational value among group participants. 
There are no predetermined hierarchies of values. Finally, valuing is done by the 
model- building participants based on criteria they establish and the usefulness of 
the model and what it shows.

The skills necessary to design and participate in effective SDGMB sessions 
would fi t in the capabilities box of the PVGT. These capabilities can help support 
effective policy analy sis, design, and evaluation, which in turn can support the 
other practical approaches to addressing public value and public values concerns. 
Ideally, policy analy sis, design, and evaluation will inform legitimating and autho-
rizing actions to create public value and help determine what public value should 
mean. The approach thus can touch on all three points of the PVGT. SDGMB has 
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252  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

not been used much in the public administration fi eld, but it should be given its 
capacity to  handle complex systems and feedback issues. Research on SDGMB— and 
other policy analy sis, design, and evaluation methods— should take into account 
all three points of the PVGT and the other practical approaches to addressing value 
concerns.

In chapter 5, John Alford offers a set of contingent decision rules that can be 
helpful for public managers seeking to optimize public value when deciding  whether 
all or part of a public ser vice should be contracted out or other wise “externalized” 
(see  table C.1.2). The rules include attention to the purpose of the ser vice and to 
an array of benefi ts and costs. There are, of course, the direct ser vice benefi ts and 
costs, to which Alford adds relationship benefi ts and costs due to the par tic u lar type 
of arrangements chosen. For example, managing a ser vice in- house would have a 
 different profi le of relationship benefi ts and costs than would a “full ser vice” con-
tract, use of volunteers, or broad community engagement. Finally, there are what 
Alford calls “strategic benefi ts and costs” resulting from the decision’s effects on 
the government or ga ni za tion’s positioning or capabilities. The rules are presented as 
part of a contingent decision framework meant to aid judgment in the context of po-
liti cal realities. Alford’s framework thus attends to all three points of Moore’s stra-
tegic triangle and of the PVGT (see  table C.2.2). More generally, a contingent per-
spective on public value represents an im por tant way forward for the public value 
lit erature beyond the specifi c contingent choice framework Alford pre sents.

For Alford, public value consists of effi cient allocation of tax dollars, mainte-
nance of key relationships, and strategic positioning of the government. Value can be 
extrinsic (in terms of ser vice benefi ts and costs to taxpayers and ser vice recipients); 
relational; and intrinsic (in terms of strategic benefi ts and costs to government 
organizations). A focus on the three dimensions of public value is instrumental— 
that is, as a means to providing public ser vices that maximize net benefi ts. There 
is no hierarchy of values; public managers do the valuing using the decision frame-
work, but are likely to need sign- offs from elected offi cials as well. Alford provides 
a quantitative and qualitative cost- benefi t analy sis regarding use of tax dollars, 
relationships, and strategic positioning. The approach is thus mostly utilitarian.

In relation to the PVGT, Alford’s framework has several implications. First, 
public value may be created by many kinds of organizations (not just govern-
ments), but  different kinds of organizations have  different capacities to create pub-
lic value. Depending on how externalization of ser vices is pursued it can create 
or diminish public value narrowly conceived, government’s key relationships and 
position, or competence. An im por tant government competence in this regard is 
the ability to use public power. Alford’s contingency framework is most obviously 
a kind of policy analy sis, design, and evaluation tool, but can be used to inform 
any of the other practical approaches. The kind of contingent thinking Alford 
advocates can— and should—be applied to many other topics beside ser vice 
externalization.

In chapter 6, the fi nal chapter in part I, Jean Hartley argues that public man-
agers attempting to carry out innovations that create public value should think 
through the distinctive aspects of innovation in and by public organizations. Fo-
cusing on each phase of the innovation pro cess, she suggests how public manag-
ers can foster public value by moving well beyond the common business approaches 
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to innovation. Hartley acknowledges that the kinds of innovation— such as products, 
ser vices, pro cesses, and strategic positioning— can be similar in both govern-
ment and business sectors. Beyond those areas, however, public ser vice organiza-
tions innovate in policy development, governance, and public rhe toric.

For Hartley, following Benington (2011), public value is the “dividend” added 
to the public realm via activities, ser vices, relationships, and investments. Public 
value is extrinsic in that it includes what the public values, and also intrinsic in 
that it includes what adds value to the public sphere (e.g., rules supporting fair-
ness). Public value thus has value for its own sake and can also be instrumental to 
achieving other ends. Many kinds of persons and groups do the valuing, including 
managers, networks of vari ous kinds, citizens, and elected politicians. Valuations 
are made based primarily on managerial and po liti cal judgment against criteria 
that vary according to the stage of innovation, or gan i za tional per for mance met-
rics, and inputs from the public realm. Po liti cal astuteness is an im por tant part of 
any successful public innovation pro cess. Hartley thus also shows a concern with 
the three points of Moore’s strategic triangle and the PVGT.

Explicitly connecting the innovation lit erature to the public value lit erature is 
the chapter’s most im por tant contribution. In terms of the PVGT, Hartley argues 
that innovative capabilities for creating public value may be found in managers, 
networks, users, and elected politicians. Public value thus may be created not just 
by governments, though governments often have a special role to play. Hartley ar-
gues that government’s capacity to innovate is thus a public value. Innovations— 
seen as “stepwise” changes— typically must receive legitimacy and authorization 
from elected offi cials. Innovations may add to what the public values and to the 
public sphere, but they also may not, which typically is more problematic in govern-
ment than in business. Policy analy sis, design, and evaluation are or should be im-
por tant parts of any innovation pro cess, and leadership is required for success. Some 
innovations come about as a consequence of the formal and informal pro cesses of 
democracy, and innovations in the pro cesses of democracy are also possi ble. Finally, 
strategic management may stimulate innovation, and innovations in strategic man-
agement pro cesses are also possi ble. Clearly, additional research is merited on how 
innovation can help create public value and assure achievement of im por tant public 
values.

Part II: Mea sur ing and Assessing Public Value
Knowing what public value has been or might be created requires approaches to 
mea sur ing and assessing it. The purposes of discerning, assessing, and mea sur ing 
public value are many. For example, policymakers, citizens, and public managers 
may simply want to know  whether they are getting value for money— that is,  whether 
the short-  and long- term, tangible and intangible results of public endeavors are 
worth the expenditure of tax dollars and public employees’ time. Alternatively, iden-
tifying and mea sur ing public value can also help policymakers choose wisely among 
policy alternatives at key decision points, foster citizen engagement in public work, 
and strengthen the public sphere.

The chapters in part II show that progress is being made in both the public 
value creation and public values streams on developing practical approaches 
to mea sur ing and assessing public value (see tables C.1.3–4 and C.2.3–4 ). Clive 
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 Table C.1.3. Comparing attributes of value from part II, “Mea sur ing and Assessing Public Value,” chapters 7–9

Value 
Attribute

Chapter 7
Belfi eld

Chapter 8
Moore

Chapter 9
Welch, Rimes, and Bozeman

 (1)  To which approach in the 
public value lit erature 
does the chapter primarily 
contribute?

Creating public value Creating public value Public values

 (2)  To which approach does 
the chapter contribute 
secondarily?

Public values and public sphere Creating public value and public sphere

 (3)  How are the differing 
approaches reconciled?

Provides an overview of 
cost- benefi t analy sis to 
determine what net public 
value has been created

Public value account provides a way for 
assessing net public benefi t produced by 
an aggregation of costs and benefi ts 
broadly conceived; by collective determi-
nations concerning the welfare of  others, 
duties to  others, and conceptions of a 
good and just society

Public value mapping (PVM) provides a 
way for assessing public value and market 
successes and failures and can be used as 
a tool by public managers, elected offi cials, 
and  others to assess what public value has 
been created against specifi c public value 
criteria

 (4)  Are the objects of value 
subjective psychological 
states, or objective states 
of the world?

Objective states of the world 
that can be mea sured

Objective states of the world linked to 
both individually and collectively valued 
aspirations of the good and the just

Objective states of the world that can be 
mea sured

 (5)  Relatedly, is value 
intrinsic, extrinsic, or 
relational?

Extrinsic, in the form of 
public goods and externali-
ties that can be monetized

Public value is intrinsic, extrinsic, and 
relational

Public value is extrinsic and also intrinsic 
to the functioning of an effective demo-
cratic polity

text continues on page 257
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 (6)  Is what is being valued 
valuable for its own sake 
or as a means to some-
thing  else?

Objects being valued hold 
value for their own sake, or 
as instruments (e.g., policies) 
for achieving something  else

An evaluand may be deemed to hold 
inherent value or may be seen as a means 
to something  else; this will be refl ected 
in the criteria used to judge it

An evaluand may be deemed to hold 
inherent value or may be seen as a means 
to something  else; this will be refl ected in 
the specifi c criteria and values used to 
judge it

 (7)  Are there hierarchies of 
values?

Values can be mea sured, and 
some hold greater inherent 
benefi t for the public

Yes; public or gan i za tional effectiveness, 
effi ciency, accountability, justness, and 
fairness in the context of demo cratic 
governance are prime values

Not necessarily, although PVM can be used 
to identify linkages among values that 
may be hierarchical

 (8)  Who does the valuing? Technical experts Ultimately, elected offi cials and the 
citizenry are the arbiters of public value, 
but public managers also play an im por-
tant part

Makers of the public value map identify 
im por tant values by assessing a variety of 
documents and other sources; users of the 
results also value, although information 
from other sources can be incorporated

 (9)  How is the valuing done? Through cost- benefi t analy sis Via the public value account and public 
value scorecard

Via public value mapping

 (10)  Against what criteria is 
the object of value 
mea sured?

The costs of producing 
value(s) are weighed against 
the benefi ts of the value(s) 
created.

The costs of using collectively owned 
assets and associated costs, in relation to 
the achievement of collectively valued 
social outcomes

Public value success and failure assess-
ments and market success and failure 
assessments
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 Table C.1.4. Comparing attributes of value from part II, “Mea sur ing and Assessing 
Public Value,” chapters 10–11

Value 
Attribute

Chapter 10
Meynhardt

Chapter 11
Thomas, Poister, and Su

 (1)  To which approach in 
the public value 
lit erature does the 
chapter primarily 
contribute?

Creating public value Public values

 (2)  To which approach 
does the chapter 
contribute 
secondarily?

Public values and public 
sphere

Creating public value

 (3)  How are the differing 
approaches reconciled?

Public value arises from 
intersubjective valuing; a 
public value concerns 
individuals’ relationship 
with their community or 
society; a public value 
scorecard may be used to 
help users create public 
value or to assess public 
value successes and 
failures, as mea sured 
against basic  human needs

The focus is on values 
stakeholders use to judge 
managerial per for mance in 
creating public value

 (4)  Are the objects of 
value subjective 
psychological states, 
or objective states of 
the world?

Public value begins with 
subjective valuations 
based on meeting basic 
 human needs; aggregating 
individual judgments or 
 else interaction among 
valuing subjects leads to 
collective valuation, a more 
objective phenomenon

Public value differs by 
stakeholder group; group 
evaluations are reasonably 
objective as compilations 
of individual subjective 
value judgments

 (5)  Relatedly, is value 
intrinsic, extrinsic, or 
relational?

Value exists in the relations 
between the person, 
group, or ga ni za tion or 
institution and what is 
being valued

Value is extrinsic— 
measured by aggregating 
responses of individuals by 
groups  doing the valuing, 
but also relational in that 
one of the values that 
emerges is the quality of 
relationships between 
public servants and other 
stakeholders
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Belfi eld, Mark Moore, and Timo Meynhardt contribute primarily to the creating 
public value stream, while Jennie Welch, Heather Rimes, and Barry Bozeman, and 
John Thomas, Theodore Poister, and Min Su contribute primarily to the public 
values streams.

The tools and techniques for discerning, mea sur ing, and assessing public value 
clearly  matter, and these authors have pointed the way  toward practical applica-
tions as well as additional fruitful scholarly work and practical applications. The 
chapters also demonstrate some of the diffi culties in using indicators, accounts, 
and scorecards. For example, while the chapters offer some overlap on the dimen-
sions of public value, they do not agree on a common list. Methods also vary based 
on the context and purpose. Belfi eld relies on cost- benefi t analy sis; Moore and 
Meynhardt describe public value accounts, but the entry lines in the accounts are 
not the same; Welch, Rimes, and Bozeman rely on public value mapping, not ac-
counting; and Thomas, Poister, and Su use focus groups and surveys.

The approaches also vary in terms of required staff capacity, technical exper-
tise, and training. Managers may have to make trade- offs between the attractive-
ness of the method and available resources to make the method work well. For 
example, crude calculations based on Belfi eld’s cost- benefi t analy sis and Moore’s 
scorecard might be made on the back of an envelope. Use of public value map-
ping, Meynhardt’s scorecard, and Thomas, Poister, and Su’s survey would require 
larger investments of time and effort. Clearly, additional development of all of these 
approaches can be benefi cial, including careful studies of how best to use the 
approaches and their effectiveness. Note that each of the techniques emphasizes 

 Table C.1.4. (continued)

Value 
Attribute

Chapter 10
Meynhardt

Chapter 11
Thomas, Poister, and Su

 (6)  Is what is being valued 
valuable for its own 
sake or as a means to 
something  else?

Public values are a means 
of meeting basic  human 
needs

Certain outcomes, such as 
high- quality roads, are 
valuable for their own sake; 
 others help accomplish the 
mission of the transporta-
tion department

 (7)  Are there hierarchies 
of values?

No No

 (8)  Who does the valuing? Individuals Stakeholders

 (9)  How is the valuing 
done?

Via psychological pro cesses 
and interaction among 
 people, groups,  etc.

Via stakeholder surveys 
and compilation

(10)  Against what criteria 
is the object of value 
mea sured?

Criteria related to sets of 
 human needs (e.g., 
instrumental- utilitarian 
and moral- ethical)

Outcome mea sures (e.g., 
safety, road condition,  etc.) 
and pro cess mea sures
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 Table C.2.3. Comparing contributions from part II, “Mea sur ing and Assessing Public Value,” chapters 7–9

Contributions to 
Elements of the Public 
Value Governance 
Triangle

Chapter 7
Belfi eld

Chapter 8
Moore

Chapter 9
Welch, Rimes, and Bozeman

Legitimacy and 
 authority

Cost- benefi t analy sis (CBA) does not 
address questions of legitimacy and 
authority.

In a democracy, the arbiter of value is a 
collective public and its elected offi cials. 
The interests of that public include limiting 
the use of authority and ensuring the 
justice and fairness with which government 
operates, as well as its effi ciency and 
effectiveness. A demo cratic government 
cannot act legitimately, responsively, or 
effi ciently and effectively without a pro cess 
that can call a public into existence that can 
understand and act on its own interests.

Issues of legitimacy and authority are 
not addressed directly. Makers of a 
public value map (PVM) would 
identify im por tant values by assessing 
a variety of documents and other 
sources.

Public value CBA is a method of assessing initiatives 
that quantifi es the value of their impacts 
and consequences in monetary terms. It is 
meant to help improve collective decision 
making through clarifying how to make 
effi cient allocations of society’s resources 
when markets fail. If something of public 
value is not being created, most econo-
mists conclude the market is ipso facto 
allocatively ineffi cient. The approach is 
utilitarian.

Moore’s approach to public value predomi-
nates. The public value account (PVA) 
provides a way for assessing net public 
benefi t produced by an aggregation of 
costs and benefi ts, broadly conceived, and 
by collective determinations concerning the 
welfare of  others, duties to  others, and 
conceptions of a good and just society. The 
approach is utilitarian and deontological 
and can be used positively and normatively. 
The PVA is incorporated as the “bottom 
line” into a public value scorecard (PVS) 
used primarily by public managers.

Bozeman’s normative consensus 
approach to public value prevails, 
along with Bozeman’s (2007; 
Bozeman and Johnson 2014) 
conception of public value success 
and failure. The approach is both 
utilitarian and deontological and can 
be used positively and normatively. 
Nonetheless, public managers might 
fi nd a PVM useful as part of the 
pro cess of creating public value.
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Capabilities to create 
public value

The author believes most criticisms of 
CBA on theoretical grounds are over-
drawn and, moreover, that credible 
alternatives are typically not offered. 
Instead he argues that the more limiting 
factors are the practical challenges to use 
of CBA.

Competence in economics and CBA are 
required.

Procedural and substantive rationality are 
emphasized, but if the results of a CBA 
are to be utilized, procedural legitimacy 
and justice would also need to be given 
attention.

The PVS is designed to help public manag-
ers focus on what is necessary to help them 
create public value as mea sured by the 
PVA. The capabilities necessary to produce 
and analyze the PVA and PVS are necessary.

Procedural and substantive rationality are 
emphasized, but if the results of a PVA and 
PVS are to be used, procedural legitimacy 
and justice would also need attention.

Use of the PVM requires the ability 
to identify public values, assess public 
value successes and failures, map 
values, and consider what to do 
about public value and market 
successes and failures. The PVM is 
designed to help policy makers, 
public managers, and  others focus on 
what is necessary in the creation of 
public value as indicated by the PVM.

Procedural and substantive rational-
ity are emphasized, but if the results 
of a PVM exercise are to be used, 
procedural legitimacy and justice 
would also need attention.

Practical Approaches 
to Addressing Public 
Value and Public Values 
Concerns

Policy analy sis, design, 
and evaluation

CBA is a standard technique useful for 
policy analy sis, design, and evaluation.

The PVA and PVS can be useful for policy 
analy sis, design, and evaluation purposes.

The PVM can be useful for policy 
analy sis, design, and evaluation 
purposes.

Leadership Intellectual leadership is necessary for 
good use of CBA on technical grounds. 
Broader leadership is required if the results 
are to be an aid to decision making.

Leadership is required if the PVA and PVS 
are to be used as aids to decision making 
and ongoing management.

Leadership is required if the PVM is 
to be used as an aid to decision 
making and ongoing management.
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 Table C.2.3. (continued)

Contributions to 
Elements of the Public 
Value Governance 
Triangle

Chapter 7
Belfi eld

Chapter 8
Moore

Chapter 9
Welch, Rimes, and Bozeman

Dialogue and 
deliberation

CBA can inform dialogue and delibera-
tion. Dialogue and deliberation would 
also be needed to address several of the 
practical challenges to the use of CBA.

The PVA and PVS can inform dialogue and 
deliberation. Dialogue and deliberation 
would likely also be needed to create an 
effective PVA and PVS.

PVM can inform dialogue and 
deliberation. Dialogue and delibera-
tion would likely be needed to create 
an effective PVM and interpret what 
it shows.

Institutional and 
or gan i za tional design, 
including designing 
and implementing 
cross- sector 
collaborations

CBA can be used to assess institutional 
and or gan i za tional designs, as in several 
of the author’s examples.

The PVA and PVS can be used to assess 
institutional and or gan i za tional designs.

PVM can be used to assess institu-
tional and or gan i za tional designs.

Formal and informal 
pro cesses of 
democracy

CBA can inform the formal and informal 
pro cesses of democracy, though the 
author argues that it does not nearly to 
the extent that it should.

The PVA and PVS can inform the formal 
and informal pro cesses of democracy.

PVM can inform the formal and 
informal pro cesses of democracy.

Strategic management, 
including per for mance 
management regimes 
and models

CBA can inform strategic management, 
though the author argues that it does not 
nearly to the extent that it should.

The PVA and PVS are intended primarily as 
aids to public strategic management that 
attend to all three points of Moore’s 
strategic triangle.

PVM can serve as an aid to public 
strategic management.
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 Table C.2.4. Comparing contributions from part II, “Mea sur ing and Assessing Public Value,” 
chapters 10–11

Contributions to 
Elements of the Public 
Value Governance 
Triangle

Chapter 10
Meynhardt

Chapter 11
Thomas, Poister, and Su

Legitimacy and 
authority

The author is essentially  silent 
on issues of legitimacy and 
authority.

The authors acknowledge the 
importance of all three points 
of Moore’s strategic triangle. 
They develop a survey to 
assess what legislators and 
local government administra-
tors, as sources of legitimacy 
and authority, think of the 
per for mance of the Georgia 
Department of Transportation 
(GDOT), the quality of 
working with the GDOT, and 
what the GDOT’s priorities 
should be.

Public value A public value concerns a 
shared or collectively held value 
about the quality of a relation-
ship involving the public. Public 
value is for the public when it 
concerns relationships with the 
public, and from the public 
when it is drawn from experi-
ence of the public. The 
approach is primarily utilitarian, 
but also deontological, and 
resonates with Benington’s 
approach to individuals’ 
experience of the public sphere.

Public value is seen as what 
elected offi cials, public 
managers, and the GDOT’s 
partners see as serving the 
public. The approach is thus 
most closely connected to 
Moore’s conception of public 
value. The authors also make 
use of Beck Jørgensen and 
Bozeman’s (2007) public 
values inventory and add a 
new category: satisfaction 
with the quality of working 
relationships with a govern-
ment agency.

The approach is mostly 
utilitarian, but also partly 
deontological; it can be used 
positively and normatively.

Capabilities to create 
public value
 
 

The capabilities needed to create 
public value are those necessary 
to provide positively valued 
experiences in relation to the 
fi ve dimensions of Meynhardt’s 
public value scorecard (PVSC).

The capabilities needed to 
create public value are those 
necessary to provide posi-
tively valued experiences 
according to the GDOT 
surveys.
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 Table C.2.4. (continued)

Contributions to 
Elements of the Public 
Value Governance 
Triangle

Chapter 10
Meynhardt

Chapter 11
Thomas, Poister, and Su

The capabilities necessary to 
produce and analyze the PVSC 
are necessary.

Procedural and substantive 
rationality are emphasized, but 
if the results of a PVSC are to be 
utilized, procedural legitimacy 
and justice would also need 
attention.

The capabilities to produce 
and analyze the GDOT surveys 
are necessary.

Procedural and substantive 
rationality are emphasized, but 
if the results of a GDOT survey 
are to be utilized, procedural 
legitimacy and justice would 
also need attention.

Public Values in the 
Creation of Public 
Value as Articulated 
through the Follow-
ing Practical Integra-
tive Approaches

Policy analy sis, 
design, and 
evaluation

The PVSC can be useful for 
policy analy sis, design, and 
evaluation.

The GDOT survey can be 
useful for policy analy sis, 
design, and evaluation.

Leadership Leadership is required if the 
PVSC is to be used as an aid to 
decision making and ongoing 
management.

Leadership is required to 
create a survey like the 
GDOT’s and to ensure that 
the results of the GDOT 
survey are used as aids to 
decision making and ongoing 
management.

Dialogue and 
deliberation

The PVSC can inform dialogue 
and deliberation. Dialogue and 
deliberation would likely also 
be needed to create an 
effective PVSC and interpret it.

The GDOT survey can inform 
dialogue and deliberation. 
Dialogue and deliberation are 
also needed to create an 
effective GDOT survey.

Institutional and 
or gan i za tional 
design, including 
designing and 
implementing 
cross- sector 
collaborations

The PVSC can be used to assess 
institutional and or gan i za tional 
designs.

The GDOT surveys can be 
used to assess institutional 
and or gan i za tional designs 
for the GDOT.
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procedural and substantive rationality, but if they are to be used effectively pro-
cedural legitimacy and procedural justice must be attended to as well.

In chapter 7, Clive Belfi eld focuses on cost- benefi t analy sis (CBA), an arche-
typal method for valuing public value. Indeed, CBA is an im por tant benchmark for 
understanding the net worth of any public value created, although Alford (chapter 5), 
Moore (chapter 8), Welch, Rimes, and Bozeman (chapter 9), and Meynhardt (chap-
ter 10) caution that the full array of valuing tasks and challenges goes beyond the 
conceptual and practical limits of CBA. Moore (1995) was the fi rst to introduce 
CBA to the public value lit erature, but Belfi eld is the fi rst economist to explore 
connections of CBA to that lit erature. He argues that most criticisms of CBA on 
theoretical grounds are overdrawn; moreover, the critics often do not offer credi-
ble alternatives that can adequately account for monetary costs and benefi ts and 
the effi cient allocation of societal resources.

Belfi eld’s chapter outlines the breadth of some of the challenges involved in 
discerning, mea sur ing, and assessing public value and public values using CBA. 
He argues that rigorous CBA is one of the most useful— and underutilized— 
methods for public value assessment, and provides an overview of how it can be 
used in specifi c situations to determine what net public value has been created, 
typically in monetary terms. He offers examples that show how CBA can help poli-
cymakers avoid costly mistakes and cope more effectively with some of the most 
challenging public problems, such as climate change. The approach therefore is 
utilitarian (see  table C.1.3). Belfi eld sees value as representing objective states of 
the world that can be mea sured. Values are defi ned fairly narrowly as public goods 
and externalities that can be monetized. There is a hierarchy of values in that some 
hold greater benefi t for the public. Technical experts do the valuing via CBA, which 
weighs the costs of producing value(s) against the benefi ts of the value(s) created.

In terms of the PVGT, the ability to do useful CBA clearly requires competence 
in the pro cess and in economics (see  table C.2.3). The technique emphasizes 

 Table C.2.4. (continued)

Public Values in the 
Creation of Public 
Value as Articulated 
through the Follow-
ing Practical Integra-
tive Approaches

Formal and informal 
pro cesses of 
democracy

The PVSC can inform the formal 
and informal pro cesses of 
democracy.

Results of the GDOT surveys 
can inform the formal and 
informal pro cesses of 
democracy.

Strategic manage-
ment, including 
per for mance 
management regimes 
and models

The PVSC can serve as an aid to 
public strategic management.

The GDOT surveys  were 
designed to serve as an aid to 
public strategic management.
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264  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

procedural and substantive rationality, but if the results of a CBA are to be uti-
lized, leadership, procedural legitimacy, and procedural justice must be attended to 
as well. The technique is im por tant generally for policy analy sis, design, and evalu-
ation and can provide useful information as part of the other practical approaches. 
CBA does not address questions of legitimacy and authority; public value is assessed 
in utilitarian and monetary terms.

In chapter 8, Mark Moore pre sents a public value account (PVA) and public 
value scorecard (PVS) for assessing the per for mance of government agencies. 
He offered both in his 2013 book Recognizing Public Value, but  here they are 
presented for the fi rst time in juxtaposition to other approaches to mea sur ing 
and assessing public value. The PVA provides a way for assessing net public 
benefi t produced by an aggregation of costs and benefi ts broadly conceived, but 
also by collective determinations concerning the welfare of  others, duties to 
 others, and conceptions of a good and just society. The account therefore pro-
vides a quantitative and qualitative way of linking the managerial focus on pub-
lic value and some specifi c public values. His account is a much broader ap-
proach than CBA and includes both utilitarian and deontological concerns. The 
scorecard includes the PVA, but also attends to the legitimacy and authority 
and capability points of Moore’s strategic triangle; it is a source of per for mance 
mea sures.

In Moore’s view, the development of a specifi c PVA, a PVS, and per for mance 
mea sures is an iterative pro cess that requires attention to philosophical, techni-
cal, managerial, and po liti cal dimensions. Philosophical refl ection is needed to de-
cide what is valuable about an agency’s actions. On the technical side, mea sures 
should “accurately capture the degree to which valued effects are occurring.” In 
relation to the managerial dimension, managers must be able to use per for mance 
mea sures in ways that can help their organizations learn and adapt in order to 
carry out their missions effectively. Finally, Moore emphasizes that the po liti cal 
dimension is crucial for practical reasons and because “the only appropriate arbi-
ters of public value in demo cratic po liti cal systems are citizens, taxpayers, and their 
elected representatives.”

For Moore, public value generally implies objective states of the world that can 
be mea sured. Public value is extrinsic, but also intrinsic to the effective function-
ing of a democracy. Public value thus may be deemed to hold inherent value or may 
be seen as instrumental to something  else. Moore does argue that there is a hierar-
chy of values in which prime values include or gan i za tional effectiveness, effi ciency, 
accountability, justness, and fairness in the context of demo cratic governance. 
Given the primacy of democracy, elected offi cials and the citizenry are the ultimate 
valuers, but public managers also play an im por tant role. Moore’s approach is also 
directly related to the maintenance and enhancement of the public sphere.

Not surprisingly, Moore’s PVA and PVS, which focus on government agencies, 
fi t neatly into the broader multisector PVGT. Public value is mea sured by the PVA. 
Legitimacy and authority are clearly located in the fi nal analy sis with elected 
offi cials and citizens and registered, along with necessary capabilities needed to 
create public value, in the PVS. Leadership, especially by public managers, clearly 
is central to the use of the PVA and PVS, as are the competencies to produce and 
use them. The PVA and PVS can provide useful information as part of employing 
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the other practical approaches to addressing public value and public values con-
cerns. Note, however, that some critics continue to see a somewhat antidemo cratic 
bias in Moore’s recent work (2013) given his lack of a concise defi nition of public 
value, frustrations at times with demo cratic decision making, and focus on help-
ing managers navigate challenging environments without necessarily having clear 
guidance from governing collectives (Rutgers and Overeem 2014). Our own view 
is that these cautions are worth noting, but we also fully acknowledge Moore’s 
commitment to democracy and his deep appreciation of how challenging it can be 
to do the right thing as a public  manager in a fl awed democracy. The PVA and 
PVS certainly merit further scholarly and practitioner attention.

In chapter 9, Jennie Welch, Heather Rimes, and Barry Bozeman explain the 
usefulness of the public value mapping (PVM) tool, which allows users to iden-
tify public values connected to a par tic u lar public issue or prob lem and then as-
sess to what extent the values are being enacted successfully. The PVM tool has 
also been presented elsewhere, but in this book is lined up for the fi rst time oppo-
site other approaches to public value mea sure ment and assessment. It helps public 
managers, elected offi cials, and  others consider interrelationships among values 
and links public value successes and failures with market successes and failures 
in an issue or prob lem area. The tool thus can help assess what public value has 
been, or might be, created in specifi c situations as mea sured against specifi c 
market- related and public value criteria. PVM has been used to evaluate policies 
in many areas, and the authors suggest several additional ways of applying the tool 
and of collecting data on its effi cacy as well as making stronger connections be-
tween the tool and social innovation theory.

Welch, Rimes, and Bozeman conceptualize value as objective states of the 
world that can be mea sured. Public value is extrinsic but also intrinsic to the func-
tioning of an effective demo cratic polity. The authors see evaluands as capable of 
holding inherent value or instrumental value. The users of the PVM are the ones 
who identify the public values based on documents and other sources capturing 
the values of citizens and other stakeholders. The valuing is done via the PVM 
tool in terms of market and public value successes and failures.

Regarding the PVGT, PVM fi ts mostly in the capabilities and public value 
boxes. It provides a useful way of assessing what public value has been or might 
be created, but the competence to use the tool clearly is necessary. PVM also 
can be useful in all of the key practices for addressing public value and public val-
ues concerns. Issues of legitimacy and authority are not addressed directly. Makers 
and users of a public value map would identify im por tant values by analyzing a va-
riety of documents and other sources. PVM can apply to both utilitarian and deon-
tological concerns.

Timo Meynhardt offers in chapter  10 a public value scorecard based on 
 different dimensions than Moore’s and one that is derived from his own well- 
grounded theory of public valuing that draws on well- known psychological 
theory and emphasizes the satisfaction of basic  human needs. Meynhardt’s 
scorecard allows individuals or groups from any sector to rate an  actual or 
proposed policy, program, or product according to the dimensions and then use 
the results to aid decision making and monitor change. This scorecard has been used 
in  different formats by a number of government and business organizations, and 
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266  BRYSON, CROSBY, AND BLOOMBERG

the author can provide a manual that supports its use. Like Moore, Meynhardt 
also hopes to refi ne the scorecard to reveal interdependencies. As with the tools 
in the previous two chapters, Meynhardt’s PVSC has been presented elsewhere, 
but never in juxtaposition to other major approaches to public value mea sure-
ment and assessment.

For Meynhardt, public value begins with subjective valuations based on 
meeting basic  human needs; aggregation of individual judgments or  else inter-
action among valuing subjects leads to collective valuations, a more objective 
phenomenon (see  table C.1.4). Value exists in the relations between the person, 
group, or ga ni za tion, or institution and what is being valued. For Meynhardt, 
public value and public values are means of meeting basic  human needs; there 
is no hierarchy of values. Individuals do the valuing via psychological pro cesses 
and interactions among  people and groups. These valuations are made against 
sets of  human needs: utilitarian- instrumental, moral- ethical, political- social, and 
hedonistic- aesthetic. Like Moore’s approach, Meynhardt’s is both utilitarian 
and deontological, but it is far  different from Moore’s in that it is more focused 
on individual, psychologically based valuations and not tied to demo cratic 
governance.

In a way similar to PVM, Meynhardt’s PVSC fi ts mostly in the capabilities and 
public value boxes of the PVGT (see  table C.2.4). The scorecard provides a useful 
way of helping assess what public value has been or might be created, but the 
competence to use the tool clearly is necessary. The scorecard also can offer use-
ful information for all of the practical approaches for addressing public value and 
public values concerns. Meynhardt is essentially  silent on issues of legitimacy and 
authority.

In chapter 11, John Thomas, Theodore Poister, and Min Su describe the cre-
ation of a number of stakeholder surveys of public values for the Georgia Depart-
ment of Transportation (GDOT). Their chapter is the fi rst to bring stakeholder 
surveys in such detail into the public value lit erature. The authors relied on a com-
bination of stakeholder advisory groups and department leaders in shaping the 
survey questions. The focus is on values that stakeholders use to judge managerial 
per for mance in creating public value. The surveys  were administered to  different 
stakeholder groups, resulting in group- based, reasonably objective evaluations 
compiled from individual subjective value judgments. The construction of the sur-
veys revealed that  different stakeholder groups had used similar value dimensions 
to judge the GDOT’s per for mance. All but one of the dimensions fi t Beck 
Jørgensen and Bozeman’s (2007) public values categories. The authors propose 
adding to that list a dimension related to the quality of interaction, or “working 
relationship satisfaction.” They found that stakeholder groups, including state 
legislators,  were at least as interested in pro cess as they  were in outcomes, a fi nd-
ing Van Ryzin (2011) has found to be generally true across nations. The surveys 
mainly revealed support for utilitarian values, but deontological values  were also 
im por tant. The GDOT uses survey results to inform decisions about what it should 
do, how, and why.

Public value in the GDOT survey is extrinsic, but also relational in that one of the 
values is the quality of relationships between public servants and other stakeholders. 
Stakeholder valuations represent both output and outcome mea sures (e.g., road 
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conditions and safety) and pro cess mea sures (e.g., working relationships). Both 
help the GDOT understand what it means to create public value in transporta-
tion. Values are not placed in a hierarchy.

Again, as with public value mapping and Meynhardt’s scorecard, the GDOT 
stakeholder survey technique fi ts mostly in the capabilities and public value 
boxes of the PVGT. The surveys provide a valuable way of assessing what public 
value has been or might be created. The competence to use the tool clearly is 
necessary. The surveys also can offer useful information for all of the practical 
approaches for addressing public value and public values concerns. Legitimacy 
and authority come from elected offi cials as well as agency and stakeholder sup-
port. Further research on the uses of surveys for public value creation clearly can 
be worthwhile; much of that work might involve recasting existing research into 
a public value frame.

Part III: Mea sur ing and Managing Per for mance
Knowing how to create public value and how to mea sure and assess it are both 
preliminary steps  toward mea sur ing and managing per for mance. The chapters in 
part III focus on mea sur ing and managing per for mance. All contribute primarily 
to the public value stream but also to the public values stream in that the ap-
proaches are all about how to create public value as assessed against a variety of 
values (see tables C.1.5 and C.2.5). In other words, when compared to the chap-
ters in the previous two sections, the set of chapters in this section do a better job 
of integrating the two major streams in the public value lit erature.

In chapter 12, Alexander Kroll and Donald Moynihan offer a signifi cant and 
insightful review of the lit erature on per for mance mea sure ment and manage-
ment for purposes of creating public value. They warn public managers that 
per for mance management systems can create public value but that they also 
typically privilege some public values and displace  others. The authors usefully 
highlight the potential for data manipulation, injustice, and other unintended or 
perverse behaviors that can emerge from the push to show mea sur able results in 
public programs. Kroll and Moynihan urge public managers to engage in “purpose-
ful per for mance information use,” by which they mean “use of data to better inform 
decisions in ways that will improve programs and ser vices and thus contribute to 
the creation of public value.” Purposeful use of per for mance information relies on 
involvement of external stakeholders, po liti cal debate, support of policymakers and 
top administrators, staff support, and a supportive or gan i za tional culture. The per-
for mance mea sure ment system should aim for data collection and reporting that 
are from multiple sources, useful, and accessible. The authors suggest that manag-
ers who have a strong “prosocial orientation” and more discretion are more likely to 
engage in purposeful per for mance information use.

For Kroll and Moynihan, public value refers to objective states of the world 
that can generally be mea sured (see  table C.1.5). Public value is seen as generally 
extrinsic to the per for mance mea sure ment system. It may hold inherent value or 
may be seen as a means to something  else; this will be refl ected in the criteria 
used to judge it, as refl ected in per for mance information. There is no predeter-
mined hierarchy of values. Per for mance information users do the valuing via the 
assessment of the information collected according to specifi c procedures.
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 Table C.1.5. Comparing attributes of value from part III, “Mea sur ing and Managing Per for mance,” chapters 12–14

Value 
Attribute

Chapter 12
Kroll and Moynihan

Chapter 13
Cresswell, Cook, and Helbig

Chapter 14
Guarini

 (1)  To which approach in 
the public value 
lit erature does the 
chapter primarily 
contribute?

Creating public value Creating public value Creating public value

 (2)  To which approach 
does the chapter 
contribute secondarily?

Public values Public values Public values

 (3)  How are the differing 
approaches reconciled?

Public managers are responsible for 
achieving public value, which encom-
passes normative standards socie ties 
want applied to public concerns

Public value can be described via 
dimensions that have some similarity 
to  others’ categories of public values

Public value is created when invest-
ments by government, nonprofi ts, and 
business perform well against indicators 
validated in multistakeholder forums

 (4)  Are the objects of 
value subjective 
psychological states, or 
objective states of the 
world?

Objective states of the world that 
can be mea sured

Public value can be characterized along 
dimensions that have both subjective 
and objective elements: fi nancial, 
po liti cal, social, strategic, ideological, 
stewardship, and quality of life

Objective states of the world that can be 
mea sured

 (5)  Relatedly, is value 
intrinsic, extrinsic, or 
relational?

Public value is extrinsic Both intrinsic and extrinsic values are 
considered

Public value is relational in that it is 
created and expanded in a loosely causal 
“chain of value creating activities”

text continues on page 273
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 (6)  Is what is being valued 
valuable for its own 
sake or as a means to 
something  else?

An evaluand may be deemed to hold 
inherent value or may be seen as a 
means to something  else; this will be 
refl ected in the criteria used to judge it 
as refl ected in per for mance information

Some elements are valuable in their 
own right (e.g, personal health); 
 others are a means to something  else 
(e.g, income)

Both

 (7)  Are there hierarchies 
of values?

No While multiple dimensions of value 
are explored, they are not presented 
as a hierarchy

There are temporal chains of value 
creation, but not a hierarchy of values

 (8)  Who does the valuing? Per for mance information users Public managers with stakeholder 
input

Public managers and cross- sector 
partners

 (9)  How is the valuing 
done?

Via the assessment of per for mance 
information collected according to 
specifi c procedures

By use of the public value assessment 
tool (PVAT)

Through implementation of a public 
value reporting framework that 
examines the relative impact of 
multisector stakeholder contributions

(10)  Against what criteria is 
the object of value 
mea sured?

Against specifi c per for mance 
mea sures

Value delivery is mea sured against the 
standards set in the PVAT

Public value creation between and 
among multisector players is mea sured 
via a predesigned “network resource 
index” and a common set of outcome 
mea sures
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 Table C.2.5. Comparing and contrasting contributions from part III, “Mea sur ing and Managing Per for mance,” chapters 12–14

Contributions to 
Elements of the Public 
Value Governance 
Triangle

Chapter 12
Kroll and Moynihan

Chapter 13
Cresswell, Cook, and Helbig

Chapter 14
Guarini

Legitimacy and 
authority

Elected offi cials and the citizenry are 
the fi nal arbiters of public value, but 
managers can help expand the 
possibilities for public value creation 
via the way they use per for mance 
information and per for mance 
management systems. Defi ning 
per for mance is seen as a po liti cal act.

Elected offi cials and the citizenry are the 
fi nal arbiters of public value, but manag-
ers can help expand the possibilities for 
public value creation via the way they use 
the public value assessment tool (PVAT).

Elected offi cials have a crucial role to play as 
legitimizers, authorizers, and guarantors of 
im por tant public values, but businesses, 
nonprofi ts, and citizens also have a role to 
play in legitimating and authorizing 
cross- sector creation of public value.

Public value The authors include both Moore’s 
approach to public value and 
Bozeman’s broader approach to 
public values. Moore’s is more 
focused on or gan i za tional mission, 
while Bozeman’s attends to non- 
mission- related values as well.

The authors, like Moore, approach the 
creation of public value primarily from the 
standpoint of a government, but the PVAT 
includes a broader range of values than 
Moore explicitly does, and in that way is 
more in line with Bozeman’s approach. 
Utilitarian and deonotological values are 
included.

The Veneto case makes use of Moore’s notion 
of creating public value, but in a cross- sector, 
multijurisdictional context. The defi nition of 
what constitutes public value fi ts primarily 
with Bozeman’s idea of a normative consen-
sus among involved and affected stakehold-
ers. The mea sures are mostly utilitarian.

Capabilities to create 
public value

Creating per for mance information 
systems that are used purposefully 
requires a range of individual, 
or gan i za tional, per for mance 
management system design, and 
environmental supports.

Using the PVAT effectively requires 
training, skill, facilitation, and analytic 
support.

The authors emphasize seven generic 
value generators: increases in effi ciency, 

Developing a cross- sector, multijurisdictional 
per for mance information system that is used 
purposefully requires a range of convening, 
facilitation, value chain mapping, data 
collection and analy sis, and leadership skills.
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(continued)

Procedural and substantive rational-
ity and procedural legitimacy and 
justice would need to be given 
adequate attention if per for mance 
information is to be used 
purposefully.

increases in effectiveness, enablement, 
intrinsic enhancements, transparency, 
participation, and collaboration.

Procedural and substantive rationality and 
procedural legitimacy and justice would 
need to be given adequate attention if 
the PVAT is to be used effectively.

Procedural and substantive rationality and 
procedural legitimacy and justice are 
im por tant components of creating cross- 
sector, multijurisdictional public value 
tracking and reporting systems.

Practical Approaches 
to Addressing Public 
Value and Public 
Values Concerns

Policy analy sis, 
design, and 
evaluation

Per for mance information is increas-
ingly a component of policy analy sis, 
design, and evaluation.

The PVAT can be useful for policy 
analy sis, design, and evaluation.

The cross- sector regional per for mance 
information system can be useful for policy 
analy sis, design, and evaluation.

Leadership Po liti cal and managerial support are 
im por tant for stimulating purposeful 
per for mance information use and for 
building useful per for mance 
management systems.

Leaders’ support is required if the PVAT is 
to be used as an aid to decision making 
and ongoing management.

Po liti cal and managerial leadership across 
sectors is required for effective development 
and purposeful use of a regional, cross- 
sector per for mance information system.

Dialogue and 
deliberation

Purposeful use of per for mance 
information is facilitated by estab-
lishing mechanisms for collectively 
discussing and making sense of 
per for mance mea sures, data, and 
information.

The PVAT can inform dialogue and 
deliberation. Dialogue and deliberation 
are desirable as a part of developing the 
information that goes into the PVAT and 
to assessing any information that it 
produces.

A regional, cross- sector per for mance 
information system can inform dialogue and 
deliberation on relevant issues. Dialogue 
and deliberation are also necessary for 
development and effective use of such a 
system.
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 Table C.2.5. (continued)

Practical Approaches 
to Addressing Public 
Value and Public 
Values Concerns

Institutional and 
or gan i za tional design, 
including designing 
and implementing 
cross- sector 
collaborations

Per for mance management systems 
tend to privilege certain values and 
displace  others. They tend to focus 
mostly on or gan i za tional mission- 
related values, and to ignore 
non- mission- related public values.

The PVAT can be used to assess institu-
tional and or gan i za tional designs.

A regional, cross- sector per for mance 
information system can be used to help 
assess the  actual or possi ble effectiveness of 
existing or potential institutional and 
or gan i za tional designs. Supportive legisla-
tion would be required to institutionalize 
the Veneto system.

Formal and informal 
pro cesses of 
democracy

Per for mance information and 
systems are increasingly integrated 
into contemporary po liti cal 
pro cesses.

The PVAT can inform the formal and 
informal pro cesses of democracy.

A regional, cross- sector per for mance 
information system can be used to inform 
the formal and informal pro cesses of 
democracy. The Veneto initiative was 
conceived in part as an exercise in civic 
engagement.

Strategic manage-
ment, including 
per for mance manage-
ment regimes and 
models

The key benefi ts of per for mance 
management systems lie in encour-
aging purposeful use of per for mance 
data. But establishing purposeful use 
is not easy; passive use is more likely.

The PVAT can serve as an aid to public 
strategic management.

A regional cross- sector per for mance 
information system is an im por tant 
component of a regional cross- sector 
strategic management system. Government 
has a central role to play, but other sectors 
are also im por tant.

534-61193_ch01_5P
.indd   272

534-61193_ch01_5P
.indd   272

7/23/15   9:57 A
M

7/23/15   9:57 A
M



Kroll and Moynihan’s chapter touches on all four boxes in the PVGT, as well 
as each of the practical approaches to addressing public value and public values 
concerns (see  table C.2.5). If per for mance information is to be used, it must be 
seen as legitimate and authorized by appropriate bodies and stakeholders. Note 
as well that managers can expand the possibilities for public value information 
by the way they use per for mance information and per for mance management sys-
tems. Per for mance information can— and no doubt should— help users make 
assessments in terms of public value and public values, typically via dialogue and 
deliberation. A range of competencies is needed if per for mance information sys-
tems are to be used purposefully. Similarly, procedural and substantive rationality 
and procedural legitimacy and justice should receive adequate attention. Per for-
mance management regimes and models are im por tant strategic management com-
ponents and can help inform policy analy sis, design, and evaluation; institutional 
and or ga ni za tion design; and formal and informal pro cesses of democracy. Leader-
ship by elected offi cials and public managers is im por tant for stimulating purposeful 
per for mance information use and for building per for mance management systems.

In chapter 13, Anthony Cresswell, Meghan Cook, and Natalie Helbig pre sent a 
public value assessment tool (PVAT) that allows users to assess multiple types of 
public value from the perspective of vari ous stakeholder groups. The tool (available 
online) can help public managers articulate and understand vari ous “value propo-
sitions” and how they might be viewed by vari ous stakeholders. It can thus help 
managers create public value and optimize resources and capabilities while meeting 
their organizations’ mission and, ideally, delivering maximum public value to all 
stakeholders. The tool was developed in the context of the federal government’s inter-
est in open government initiatives. While conceived as a contribution to the public 
value lit erature, the tool has not received much scholarly attention.

For Cresswell, Cook, and Helbig, public value can be characterized along value 
dimensions that have both subjective and objective elements; they identify fi nan-
cial, po liti cal, social, strategic, ideological, stewardship, and quality of life dimen-
sions. Stakeholders may disagree about the merits of par tic u lar programs or projects 
judged against these dimensions. Like Moore, the authors talk about creating value 
propositions and the importance of stakeholders’ judgments of their merits. Value 
can be both intrinsic in terms of valuing government as a public asset and extrin-
sic in terms of outputs and outcomes. Also like Moore and most other authors in 
the public value lit erature, the authors of chapter 13 believe that some things are 
valuable in their own right (e.g., personal health), while  others are more instrumen-
tal (e.g., income). Utilitarian and deontological values are considered. The authors 
pre sent several value dimensions, but do not place them in a hierarchy. Public 
managers do the valuing with stakeholder input. The valuing is informed via the 
PVAT against the dimensions and standards embedded in use of the tool.

In terms of the PVGT, chapter 13, like Kroll and Moynihan’s chapter 12, 
touches on all the boxes. If the PVAT is to be used effectively, it must be legiti-
mate and authorized by appropriate bodies and stakeholders. As with per for mance 
information more generally, managers can expand the possibilities for public val-
ues creation by the way they use the PVAT. The tool is used to make assessments 
in terms of public value and public values and how to produce them. Effective 
use of it requires training, skill, and facilitation and analytic support. The PVAT 
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emphasizes the importance of seven generic value generators: increases in effi ciency 
and effectiveness, enablement, intrinsic enhancements, transparency, participation, 
and collaboration. As with per for mance information more generally, procedural and 
substantive rationality and procedural legitimacy and justice must receive adequate 
attention. The PVAT is essentially a policy analy sis, design, and evaluation tool, 
but can be used to inform the other practical approaches. Leadership by elected 
offi cials and public managers is im por tant for stimulating PVAT use. Further 
research on the tool and its usefulness should be pursued.

In chapter 14, Enrico Guarini describes a  simple value- chain framework for 
monitoring the cross- sector creation or destruction of public value. The frame-
work was developed in a participatory fashion for the Veneto region of northern 
Italy. Guarini’s chapter demonstrates the potential viability and usefulness of de-
veloping an approach to discerning, mea sur ing, and assessing public values across 
an entire region in which multiple sectors and levels have something to contrib-
ute. The cross- sector, cross- level application of public value thinking on a regional 
scale is the chapter’s singular contribution.

In the Veneto framework, value is seen as objective and measureable. Public 
value is relational in the sense that it is created and expanded via value chains. 
There is no clear hierarchy of values, but there are instrumental and more end- 
state values in evidence via these value chains. Public managers and cross- sector 
partners do the valuing through implementation of a public value reporting frame-
work that includes an examination of the relative impact of multisector stake-
holder contributions. Public value creation is mea sured via a predesigned network 
resource index. The mea sures are mostly utilitarian.

In the United States, a number of states and regions have been engaged in 
somewhat similar efforts. For example, there is the federally sponsored Partner-
ship for Sustainable Communities (http:// www . sustainablecommunities . gov / miss 
ion / about - us);  Virginia Performs in the State of  Virginia (http:// vaperforms . virginia 
. gov / ); and the 2035 Comprehensive Plan and the pro cess that created it in Port-
land, Oregon (https:// www . portlandoregon . gov / bps / article / 497622). Each of these 
is a public value governance effort; each works at building the legitimacy and au-
thority to pursue the effort, invests in needed capabilities, and endeavors to create 
public value via the vari ous approaches to addressing public value concerns. These 
and other experiments like the one studied by Guarini warrant careful scrutiny 
to determine the extent to which they actually do produce public value and, if 
so, how.

A BEGINNING AGENDA FOR ADVANCING PRACTICE, 
RESEARCH, AND THEORY

The chapters in this book bring together some of the very best theorizing, con-
ceptual frameworks, approaches, methods, and techniques designed to help pub-
lic managers and  others create public value, advance public values, and enhance 
the public sphere. The chapters can help public managers, public offi cials, non-
profi t and business leaders, and citizens create, mea sure, and assess public value 
and mea sure and manage per for mance. The chapters also indicate, however, that 
 doing so may well not be easy in a world where public value and public values are 
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typically contested. We thus close with some thoughts about a beginning agenda 
for advancing practice, research, and theory.

Advancing Practice
Practice has often been ahead of theory when it comes to generating knowledge 
about public value and public values. Moore (1995), for example, developed his 
strategic triangle approach to creating public value based on deep engagement with 
prac ti tion ers. Subsequent research, though sparse, has supported Moore’s con-
ceptualization (e.g., O’Toole, Meir, and Crotty 2005; Meynhardt and Metelmann 
2009) and it is now quite pop u lar among prac ti tion ers and many scholars (e.g., 
Rhodes and Wanna 2007; Alford and O’Flynn 2009; Williams and Shearer 2011). 
We therefore have relied on the strategic triangle as the base for the public value 
governance triangle (PVGT) and advocate it as a way of conceptualizing the move 
from Moore’s narrower focus on managers of government agencies to the broader 
idea of managing for the creation of public value in a cross- sector, multilevel 
world— one in which the challenges of governance have moved beyond govern-
ment. In other words, we believe that the PVGT is more suited for the emerging 
approach to public administration.

We are making a normative argument (as Moore did with his strategic trian-
gle) that public management practice may be advanced by keeping the PVGT in 
mind. The conceptual framework of the PVGT can help advance the practice of, 
and also research on, the emerging approach to public administration in which 
public value and public values are emphasized, government has a special role as a 
guarantor of public values, public management broadly conceived is also empha-
sized, and citizenship and demo cratic and collaborative governance are empha-
sized (Bryson et al. 2014, 2015).

A special advantage of the PVGT is that it shows how the differing strands of 
the public value lit erature can be related to one another, if not necessarily recon-
ciled in all cases. The PVGT includes a range of defi nitions of public value and 
public values that goes beyond Moore’s to include Bozeman’s, Bozeman and John-
son’s, Meynhardt’s, and Benington’s, and can include  others’ defi nitions as well. 
Legitimacy and authority are considered in a multisector, multilevel context that 
goes beyond government. The triangle includes capabilities for creating public 
value that are also considered in a multisector, multilevel way that goes beyond 
government while also recognizing that government has a special role to play as 
guarantor of public values. The PVGT also highlights six particularly im por tant 
practical approaches to dealing with public value and public values in a multisec-
tor, multilevel context: policy analy sis, design, and evaluation; leadership; dialogue 
and deliberation; institutional and or gan i za tional design; the formal and informal 
pro cesses of democracy; and strategic management, including per for mance mea-
sure ment and management. All of the elements listed above sit within the public 
sphere.

If one accepts the usefulness of the PVGT, a number of implications fl ow from 
considering its interconnected elements. One of the most signifi cant practical and 
theoretical implications of the PVGT is that Moore and Bozeman are both right, 
but incomplete without each other’s views. The two views  until now have been 
treated as quite separate from each other, but surely management action, especially 
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by public managers, matters for the creation of public value. Just as surely, norma-
tive consensus on public values, and public value criteria for assessing societal 
and policy- related values, also  matter for the creation of public value. Scholars 
might treat the two as quite distinct, and might need to for specifi c research pur-
poses, but practicing managers cannot—or should not— proceed without consid-
ering both the substance and consequences of managerial action and societal and 
policy values. We therefore next consider the specifi c elements of the PVGT and 
what they imply for practice.

Public Value
The public value box incorporates the major defi nitions of public value and public 
values; it can also include other defi nitions. The public value lit erature provides a 
broader sense of public values than is typically found in traditional public admin-
istration and new public management. As the emerging approach to public ad-
ministration unfolds, insights from the public value lit erature should be explicitly 
incorporated in practice because public value issues are so fundamental. For 
example, as noted earlier, too many per for mance mea sure ment and management 
regimes and models focus principally on effi ciency and effectiveness directly re-
lated to the mission (Radin 2006, 2012; Talbot 2010), and disregard what David 
Rosenbloom (2007) terms non- mission- based values, such as equity, due pro cess, 
freedom of information, and citizenship development. Too many per for mance mea-
sure ment and management schemes thus may actually weaken public value creation, 
as Kroll and Moynihan point out in chapter 12.

Prac ti tion ers thus should work to ensure that per for mance mea sure ment and 
management approaches do include non- mission- based values and, at the very least, 
do not diminish demo cratic engagement and citizenship be hav ior. Rosenbloom’s 
(2007) idea of a constitutional scorecard can help draw attention to non- mission- 
related values. Moore’s public value account and PVS also help broaden the scope 
of value considerations beyond effi ciency and effectiveness, as does Meynhardt’s 
very  different PVSC. Welch, Rimes, and Bozeman’s public value mapping model 
also can help users understand more clearly where public value and market suc-
cesses and failures occur. Similarly, public participation pro cesses can be designed 
to enhance demo cratic be hav ior and citizenship (Nabatchi 2012; Bryson et al. 
2013), if they are designed appropriately, as Sandfort and Quick note in chapter 3. 
Finally, policy analy sis should include a broad array of values beyond its tradi-
tional focus on effi ciency, effectiveness, and sometimes equity (Radin 2013). Many 
of the chapters in the book may be viewed as offering ways of enhancing policy 
analy sis.

Highlighting the public value created, and public values served, by specifi c or-
ganizations, programs, projects, and ser vices may well increase support for gov-
ernment generally and for government initiatives specifi cally. Prac ti tion ers and 
scholars thus should consider following Australia’s lead, for example, and draw 
attention to the expected and  actual public value created by policies, programs, 
projects, and other efforts (Kernaghan 2003). Relatedly, the “joined-up govern-
ment,” “whole- of- government,” and collaborative governance initiatives that 
developed in many countries in response to the fragmentation caused by new 
public management  were in part about better coordination, but  were also about 
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recovery and pursuit of public values beyond effi ciency and effectiveness (Chris-
tensen and Lægreid 2007).

In the United States  today, seeking agreement on values is often very diffi cult 
or even quixotic, and support for government can be weak. Nonetheless, Law-
rence Jacobs (2014) asserts that the American  people are “pragmatically liberal” 
and will support public programs when their benefi ts are made clear. As evidence, 
he offers the examples of Social Security, Medicare, the GI Bill, and a host of 
other programs. Thus, bringing public value and public values into the discussion 
can have very salutary benefi ts, although the conversations may well be diffi cult in 
a polity harboring deep divisions.

Note that when stakeholders consider public values, pro cess values can  matter 
as much as, or more than, output and outcomes values (Van Ryzin 2011). Most of 
the public values considered in the public value lit erature are output and outcome 
values. We have pointed out that procedural rationality, justice, and legitimacy 
 matter greatly as capabilities, and these are the kinds of values that Van Ryzin 
found in his cross- national research as so im por tant to the public’s perceptions of 
the worth of public action.

Legitimacy and Authority
In terms of the legitimacy and authority box, the PVGT points to at least two im-
por tant implications for practice. The fi rst concerns how legislation, policies, or 
other authoritative guidance should be formulated, while the other concerns how to 
think about accountability within the emerging approach to public administration. 
Too often authoritative guidance is crafted without thinking about  either the full 
range of public values that should be considered or how such guidance can be im-
plemented effectively. These shortcomings might be averted if policy designers took 
adequate account of the intended public value and public values to be pursued from 
the standpoint of stakeholders meant to be affected, and of the capabilities needed 
to produce the desired effects. Public managers well versed in po liti cal astuteness 
might help craft the mandates likely to produce  actual public value, as indicated by 
Alford, Hartley and Hughes in chapter 2. Of course, managers can abuse the dis-
cretion they might have (Rhodes and Wanna 2007); yes, public managers can over-
reach, but they also have a great deal to contribute to closing what is often referred 
to as “the implementation gap” (Pressman and Wildavsky 1973: Elmore 1979). 
They can help policy designers craft authoritative guidance that includes worth-
while goals and can garner the necessary co ali tion of support and other needed 
resources. They can do so, in par tic u lar, by appropriately using the key practices for 
addressing public values and public values concerns.

Accountability is an especially thorny prob lem with which the emerging ap-
proach to public administration must deal (Koliba, Zia, and Mills 2011). Recall 
that in the emerging approach, cross- sector efforts are increasingly common. Gov-
ernment becomes one actor among many having a responsibility for the creation 
of public value, although government has a special role as a guarantor of public 
values. In such a situation a “demo cratic defi cit” is a very real danger (Papado-
poulos 2007; Willems and van Dooren 2011).

Stephen Page and colleagues (2015) offer a practical framework for reducing the 
demo cratic defi cit in cross- sector collaboration; they argue that such collaborations 
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confront three challenges: responding to and addressing the concerns of citizens 
and their elected representatives, following established rules and procedures to 
prevent unfairness or the abuse of public power or resources, and producing re-
sults that benefi t the public (Peters and Pierre 2010; Willems and van Dooren 
2011). Page and colleagues (2015) argue that challenges refl ect demands for demo-
cratic accountability (or responsiveness), procedural accountability (or responsibility), 
and per for mance accountability (or results). These differing accountability demands 
frequently produce tensions for collaborations (Behn 2001; Koppell 2005).

In order to address the differing accountability demands, Page and colleagues 
(2015) recommend a multifaceted public value framework for assessing account-
ability. Their framework addresses the legitimacy and authority, public value, and 
capabilities boxes of the PVGT and includes

• Vertical demo cratic accountability, meaning the extent to which decisions 
are  legal and responsive to authorizers.

• Horizontal demo cratic accountability, or the extent to which decisions re-
spond to collaboration partners and other stakeholders.

• Procedural rationality and procedural justice, in the same senses in which 
they are discussed in this book.

• Operational control, or the extent to which collaboration uses requirements, 
bud gets, and schedules to oversee projects and activities.

• Effective and effi cient per for mance.
• Equity of payment and benefi ts  distributions.
• Prob lem- solving capacity, or new behaviors or norms that increase the po-

tential to address complex problems.

This framework, and other means of addressing the same accountability issues, 
deserve further research aimed at revealing the best ways of assuring accountabil-
ity in the emerging approach to public administration.

Capabilities
The chapters in this book have presented a number of practical capabilities that 
can be used to help produce public value. Managers can produce public value via 
po liti cal astuteness (chapter 2); methods, tools, and techniques for engaging stake-
holders in face- to- face interactions, dialogue, and deliberation (chapter 3); system 
dynamics group model building (chapter 4); contingent public value– related deci-
sion rules (chapter 5); and innovation (chapter 6). Mea sur ing and assessing public 
value can be achieved via cost- benefi t analy sis (chapter 7); Moore’s public value 
account and PVS (chapter 8), public value mapping (chapter 9); Meynhardt’s PVSC 
(chapter 10); and public value- related stakeholder surveys (chapter 11). Finally, 
mea sur ing and managing per for mance can make use of per for mance mea sure ment 
and management (chapter 12); the public value assessment tool (chapter 13); and 
value chain frameworks for monitoring and managing the creation or destruction 
of public value on a broad cross- sector, area- wide scale (chapter 14). Clearly this is 
just a representative sample of capabilities that can be used to create public value. 
 Others should be explored, researched, and tested as well.

We want to highlight one capability in par tic u lar  here: Given the complex 
networked and collaborative arrangements that prac ti tion ers now often fi nd them-
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selves in, they have a heightened need to cultivate what Benington and Moore call 
a “restless, value- seeking imagination” (2011a, 3) in a demo cratic context; public 
affairs scholars and educators should help them in this effort. That imagination 
also should incorporate attention to government’s special role in assuring concern 
for im por tant values and standing fi rm against efforts to diminish them (Dahl and 
Soss 2014). The need for imagination is obviously not new to public administra-
tion, where creativity, innovation, and strategic thinking and acting have always 
found a place (Osborne and Brown 2013; Bryson 2011; see also Hartley, chapter 6 
of the pre sent volume). Such imagination often involves bridging the politics- 
administration divide (Gulick 1933; Appleby 1945), but also knowing when to 
defer to elected offi cials, as Alford, Hartley, and Hughes point out in chapter 2. 
In all these cases, public administrators have a special obligation to turn their 
imaginations to enhancing demo cratic governance and citizenship.

The Key Practices for Addressing Public Value 
and Public Values Concerns
Further experimentation with all of the practical approaches seems merited as well. 
We have pointed out more than once that most of the chapters in this volume can 
make contributions to policy analy sis, design, and evaluation. For example, Belfi eld 
(in chapter 7) points out that the old policy analy sis war horse, cost- benefi t analy-
sis, can make a bigger contribution than it has to date. Other chapters in the book 
show how the range of policy analy sis techniques can be broadened to consider a 
far broader range of public values than effi ciency. All of the tools can foster imag-
inative responses and attention to the array of public values, in line with Radin’s 
(2012) hopes.

As tables C.2.1–5 demonstrate, leadership is an im por tant part— often even 
a requirement— for effective use of the approaches and skills this book’s authors 
recommend as means for creating public value. In terms of the emerging ap-
proach to public administration, “integrative leadership” (Crosby and Bryson 
2010), “relational leadership” (Uhl- Bien and Ospina 2012), and “collaborative 
leadership” (Chrislip 2002) appear to be particularly useful ways of engaging 
elected leaders, citizens, and other stakeholders in the work of creating public 
value in cross- sector, multilevel circumstances.

As noted previously, dialogue and deliberation are central features of the emerg-
ing approach to public administration (e.g., Stoker 2006; Bryson et  al. 2014, 
2015). In chapter 3, Sandfort and Quick show how dialogue and deliberation 
can be used to help create public value. On a far larger scale are the efforts of such 
organizations as the Policy Consensus Initiative (http:// policyconsensus . org / ) and 
the widespread use of alternative dispute resolution methods that help produce 
public value. The emerging approach to public administration would benefi t if 
organizations like the Policy Consensus Initiative could ensure that their initiatives 
attend to a broad range of public values; cata loging the results of these initiatives in 
public value terms would also be benefi cial.

Addressing values concerns must take account of the features of effective 
deliberation, including the deliberative pathways that might be available. These 
features include speakers and audiences; information gathering, analy sis, and 
synthesis; the development and framing of choices; judgment; intellect and emotion; 
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reasonable objectivity, but also partiality and passion; at times transparency and 
publicity, and at other times secrecy, so that  people can develop and consider the 
full range of options, including the “unthinkable” or “unspeakable”; and at all times 
listening and respecting what  others say, at least  until fi nal choices are made 
(Garsten 2006, 127–29, 131, 191–94). This honorable tradition of deliberation goes 
back at least to Aristotle and Cicero, both of whom analyzed and promoted its 
virtues.

To succeed, deliberative pro cesses and practices also require supportive insti-
tutional and or gan i za tional arrangements. In addition, the deliberative tradition 
requires a willingness on the part of would-be deliberators to resist rushing to judg-
ment; tolerate uncertainty, ambiguity, and equivocality; consider  different views, 
new information, and vari ous analyses; and be persuaded— but also be willing to 
end deliberations at some point and go with the group’s considered judgment. The 
deliberative tradition does not presume there is a “correct” solution or “one best 
answer” to addressing major challenges, only that there is wisdom to be found via 
the pro cess (Stone 2011). The chapters in this book offer some im por tant ways of 
thinking, some tools and techniques, and some specifi c content categories that may 
become part of dialogical and deliberative pro cesses. In a polity as sharply divided 
as that of the United States, concerted efforts at improving these pro cesses are 
likely to be highly benefi cial.

As noted in chapter 1, institutional and or gan i za tional design pro cesses inten-
tionally shape institutions so they embody par tic u lar public values and make it 
more likely that other par tic u lar values are realized in practice. Ernest Alexander 
(2015), for example, shows how institutional and or gan i za tional design are at work 
at varied scales from the Eu ro pean Union, to area- wide regional planning in Aus-
tralia and the United States, to the way the US Congress designed the closing of 
military bases in the aftermath of the Cold War. Most of the chapters in this book 
focus on ways of assessing the prospective or retrospective effects of differing in-
stitutional and or gan i za tional designs. Institutional and or gan i za tional design in 
practice should focus directly on clarifying what public value is to be created and 
which public values are to be served (Moulton 2009).

The formal and informal pro cesses of democracy also obviously have an 
im por tant role to play in addressing public value– related concerns. Most of the 
chapters in the book grant that elected offi cials and the citizenry are the ultimate 
arbiters of public value, and most offer approaches to informing the formal and in-
formal pro cesses of democracy. Some chapters also show how innovations in gov-
ernance may improve democracy— for example, Hartley on innovation (chapter 6) 
and Guarini on regional collaborative governance in the Veneto region of Italy 
(chapter 14). It is also im por tant for prac ti tion ers to keep in mind Adam Dahl and 
Joe Soss’s (2014) admonitions that public value is not just an output or outcome, 
and that democracy is not just instrumental but is an end in and of itself. Other-
wise, public value advocates may mimic the very neoliberal or new public man-
agement rationality that Moore’s original conception of creating public value was 
meant to challenge. Further, at least in the US polity, pursuit of public value can 
be particularly challenging given sharply divided public opinion on many issues, 
intense partisan politics, the power of or ga nized and especially wealthy interests, 
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the many veto points built into governance arrangements, and growing in e qual ity 
(Jacobs 2014). Indeed, dialogue and deliberation and new institutional and or-
gan i za tional designs in a governance system already skewed  toward the wealthy 
may further aggravate an already fl awed system and reduce what many would see 
as public value.

Finally, strategic management, including per for mance mea sure ment and man-
agement, can help public managers and  others create, mea sure, and assess public 
value and public values, as pointed out by Beryl Radin (2006, 2012), Moynihan 
(2008), Kroll and Moynihan (this volume, chapter 12), and Bryson (2011), among 
 others. Strategic management involves values and produces value, while values also 
provide a frame of reference for assessing strategic management practices (Van 
Dooren, Bouckaert, and Halligan 2010). As we noted in the introduction, Colin 
Talbot (2010, 205–15) argues that a good theory of per for mance in the public do-
main should attend to public values, per for mance regimes, and specifi c per for-
mance models. The chapters in this book collectively contribute to knowledge 
about all three elements. The most im por tant point for practice is to assure that 
public strategic management systems in a democracy attend to a far broader range 
of values than just effi ciency and effectiveness.

The Public Sphere
All six ways of addressing public value and public values concerns presume the 
presence of a workable public sphere. It is within that sphere that Moore’s, Boze-
man’s, and  others’ approaches to public value will be related, if not fully integrated. 
The public sphere is the space within which public values exist and public value 
might be created.

In chapter 1 we quoted Benington, who sees the public sphere as “a demo-
cratic space” that includes the “web of values, places, organizations, rules, 
knowledge, and other cultural resources held in common by  people through 
their everyday commitments and behaviors, and held in trust by government 
and public institutions” (2011, 32). In other words, the public sphere is a psycho-
logical, social, po liti cal, institutional, and physical space that “provides a society 
with some sense of belonging, meaning, purpose and continuity, and which enables 
 people to thrive and strive amid uncertainty” (43). Benington believes that the pub-
lic is not given, but made—it has to be continuously created and constructed; he 
also agrees that public value is necessarily contested and is often established 
through a continuous pro cess of dialogue.

As noted in chapter 1, Bozeman and Japera Johnson (2014) have recently in-
corporated the creation, maintenance, and enhancement of the public sphere into 
their public values criteria. In  doing so they have argued that Benington’s concep-
tion actually includes two components. The fi rst is the public value of “open public 
communication and deliberation about public values and about collective action 
pertaining to public values.” The second is the importance of “public value enabling 
institutions,” or “the space, physical or virtual, in which the realization of the public 
sphere value occurs” (see  table 1.1). Public value mapping and broader efforts on the 
part of public managers should highlight when the public sphere is or might be 
enhanced and when and how it is not.
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Advancing Research and Theory
We offer several suggestions for advancing research and theory. An im por tant step 
is to keep the public value, public values, and public sphere conversations joined. 
The time has come to link the many approaches to creating public value more 
explicitly, to make sure the broad array of public values is considered, and to explic-
itly consider the maintenance and enhancement of the public sphere. Public admin-
istration has always been concerned with public value creation, public values in 
general, and the public sphere, so the call  here is  really nothing new, but the call 
now is for the researchers contributing to these often disparate streams to recog-
nize the larger pro ject with which they are involved and to which they contribute. 
The fi eld as a  whole will benefi t. We have offered the public value governance 
triangle (PVGT) as a conceptual framework for indicating how the  different strands 
of the public value lit erature may be related.

Another im por tant step is to clarify further the defi nitions, conceptualizations, 
and mea sure ments of public value and the public sphere. The chapters in this book 
give a sense of the breadth of approaches taken to date. While public administra-
tion scholars and prac ti tion ers may ultimately agree on these public value– related 
matters, they are unlikely to reach full consensus (Davis and West 2009). That is 
not necessarily a bad thing. In order to make progress, however, scholars should 
engage in further conceptual refi nement, the continued development of suitable 
typologies and mea sures, and rigorous empirical testing. Research should attend to 
both subjectively held public values and more objective states of the world;  whether 
a specifi c public value is intrinsic, extrinsic, or relational;  whether something is a 
prime or instrumental public value;  whether there are hierarchies of public values; 
who does the valuing; how the valuing is done; and against what criteria the object 
of value is mea sured.

The PVGT highlights six practical ways of reconciling or accommodating 
Moore’s more managerial focus on creating public value with Bozeman’s more 
policy- oriented or societal focus on public values; the six are analy sis, leadership, 
dialogue and deliberation, institutional and or gan i za tional design, formal and 
informal pro cesses of democracy, and per for mance management regimes and 
models. Much more research is needed into how these practices can actually help 
reconcile the approaches and produce real public value.

An im por tant theoretical question is how to match methods of discerning, 
mea sur ing, or assessing public value and public values to specifi c contexts. For 
example, what are the contextual opportunities and constraints on the use of vari-
ous stakeholder engagement approaches in articulating values and making deci-
sions? In what kinds of situations are the  different approaches to indicators and 
scorecards most benefi cial? How should the many skills in creating public value 
be appropriately adapted to  different contexts? Context matters generally, and it 
matters greatly for creating public value and pursuing par tic u lar public values 
(Pollitt 2013). The result of this research endeavor is likely to be the develop-
ment of more contingency approaches and decision rules, as advocated by Alford 
in chapter 5.

One way to approach the question of contextual suitability and effects would 
be deploying and testing the same approach or tool in  different contexts. For ex-
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ample, Thomas, Poister, and Su suggest in chapter 11 that their survey pro cess be 
replicated with stakeholder groups for other public agencies in other states and 
other levels of government. Testing conceptual frameworks like that of Alford, 
Hartley, and Hughes (chapter 2) in non- Westminster systems would also be very 
useful. Comparative case study analyses of public- sector or cross- sector innova-
tions that highlight connection with public value and public values would be 
desirable as well (Borins 1998, 2014). Kroll and Moynihan (chapter 12) suggest 
research into how public employees and  others actually use data about the per-
for mance of public programs.  Doing so with par tic u lar attention to public value 
and public values would be extremely helpful; knowing contingency- related causes 
and effects of such use would be valuable. In short, major research questions re-
volve around the evaluation of the vari ous approaches’ and methods’ effectiveness 
in par tic u lar kinds of situations and around recommendations for refi ning them 
in practice.

More research attention should also be devoted to the barriers to creating pub-
lic value and realizing im por tant public values in practice. That topic has been 
outside the scope of the chapters in this book, but is obviously extremely im por-
tant (Bryson et al. 2014, 2015). A good deal of public administration research has 
focused on the barriers to achieving effi ciency and effectiveness, but not to achiev-
ing the full range of public values. Here we are asking that researchers remedy 
this shortcoming and consider what might be done to overcome the barriers.

Finally, as noted earlier, this volume’s authors do not attend much to the sources 
of value change, although several assert that vari ous methods— such as mapping, 
modeling, analy sis, and scorecards— can build shared understanding and often 
lead to changed minds as a consequence of participation, dialogue, and delibera-
tion. Research is thus needed on the sources of change in public values and value 
assessments.

Summing Up
We believe that the language of “public value” represents an im por tant rhetorical 
innovation; since Moore (1995) fi rst coined the term, it has become a prominent 
feature of public administration discourse (Williams and Shearer 2011; Van der 
Wal, Nabatchi, and De Graaf 2013). That rhetorical turn helps provide a contem-
porary language for discussing what kind of society a  free  people do or should 
want to build, how it can be legitimated and authorized, how it can be created 
(including the help of public managers), and how these same  free  people can know 
 whether and to what extent it has been created. The same language can be used 
to explore what the proper role of government— and of public managers— might 
be in specifi c circumstances in a multisector, multilevel, “no one wholly in charge” 
demo cratic society. In the chapters in this book, government and public managers 
play many roles, often including the role as guarantors of im por tant public values.

We hope readers more fully appreciate the idea of public value and also un-
derstand more clearly the many ways of appreciating, mea sur ing, and assessing 
both public values and public value. This book illustrates how the vari ous strands 
of the public value lit erature— including Moore’s and Bozeman’s— may be related. 
The volume  doesn’t reveal consensus, but it provides im por tant intellectual order 
to the fi eld and helps clarify many key issues.
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In short, our hope is that this book has demonstrated the purposes and power 
of the public value lit erature and especially of joining the too- often- disconnected 
streams in the fi eld. The language, approaches, tools, techniques, and pro cesses 
in that lit erature offer a valuable way forward for leaders, managers, and  others 
across sectors—as well as citizens— who care about creating what the public val-
ues and what is good for the public as assessed against a variety of public values. 
This book alerts readers to the broad array of existing contributions to the fi eld 
and proposes additional work of both theoretical and practical signifi cance aimed 
at making the world and its public sphere more vibrant and effective in improving 
all of our lives together, now and in the  future.

NOTE
1. Parts of this discussion draw on Bryson, Crosby, and Bloomberg (2014, 2015) and Bryson 

(2011, 8–9).
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