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CONCLUSIONS
CHAPTER 16: 

LOOKING AHEAD 

MARK MOORE

________________________________________________________________

The chapters in this book have boldly taken up the challenge of developing the concepts surrounding Public Value and applying them to different substantive domains, in different institutional contexts, and different political cultures. In doing so, they have tested the generality and robustness of the ideas, but also transformed them, and rendered them more practically useful. In the Savage Mind, Levi-Strauss noted that all practical tools become enriched with use. As a tool, originally constructed for some particular use in some particular context is used to solve a different problem in a different context, the tool itself changes. So it is with the tools associated with Creating Public Value.  

My aim in this chapter is not to summarize the themes and arguments running through the book. It is, instead, to look ahead to two key concerns that will continue to challenge theorists and practitioners. 


First, to what extent are the concepts and principles of public value still relevant to the world we now inhabit and seek to improve?

Second, what are the important conceptual and practical difficulties that continue to frustrate those who would like to apply the principles of public value creation to particular concrete tasks?

I begin with some broad observations about how the world of public management and leadership seems to have changed in the decades since Creating Public Value was first published. I then argue for the continued – indeed increased - relevance of the central ideas contained in the public value concept. Finally, I turn my attention to the frontiers of public value theory, and the particular theoretical and practical issues that need to be addressed if the concepts of public value are to be useful in guiding the efforts of government officials and other public leaders in the future. 

Changes in the Context of Governance and Public Service 

Much has changed in the world in the decades since Creating Public Value was first published. Three trends seem particularly important. 

The Revival of Government as a Value-Creating Institution

First, the political attack on government has abated, and, more importantly, shifted its focus. Most citizens have come to a renewed understanding that government is, in fact, a value creating enterprise that helps create the conditions for economic prosperity, civility in social relationships, and the advancement of justice. They continue to debate the particulars about how big the government should be, the purposes government should pursue, and the methods it should use in pursuit of collectively defined goals. But the wholesale assault on government as a socially unproductive institution seems to be over. The attack on government had reached its limits before the recent financial crisis. But the financial crisis has made it abundantly clear to everyone that unbridled market forces are unable on their own to produce the kind of prosperity, civility, and social justice that human beings want for themselves, their communities, and their children. We know that we need government to do its part as a regulatory and service delivery operation to create the material conditions under which we as individuals and a community would like to live.  

Many citizens are also beginning to understand that government is not only valuable as society’s agent in acting to create the conditions that society deems good and just, but also as an occasion for building a public sphere. It is because we have a government, and we have to figure out how to use it, that we have to sometimes leave our private lives aside, and enter into a public realm where we can talk collectively about what we would like to achieve, and what we owe to one another.. In such gatherings, we can continue to conclude that we would like to keep the public sphere small to provide for the maximum of individual liberty, but we cannot do without a public sphere where we share our individual ideas about what our society as a whole should be like, and how we should use the collectively owned powers of the state to help us approximate those desired conditions. This means not only improving the practice of traditional representative democracy but also creating wider and deeper channels of consultation between citizens and government about the ends and means of government action. 

So, the pressure on government has shifted quite a lot. . The demand for smaller government has given way to a new demand for better government. Moreover, the idea of better government includes not only more efficiency and effectiveness in the pursuit of collectively desired ends, but also better processes of public deliberation about what the ends and means should be. 

Operational Challenges to Government

On the operational side of government, citizens no longer want or tolerate a “one-size-fits-all” government. They want a government that can see its citizens as individuals and respond to their particular status and condition.

 Citizens have also lost patience with government agencies that excel only in performing their narrowly defined missions. They want instead a networked government” in which different levels of government, and different government agencies, deliver “joined-up” services to individuals, families, and neighbourhoods in a coordinated way. 

And when citizens call their governments to account, they want more than reassurances that organizations have not stolen the money, and complied with existing policies and procedures. They want to be sure that the government has actually achieved the outcomes they promised to produce when they asked for tax dollars and public authority to pursue collectively defined public purposes. 

Political/Legitimacy Challenges to Government

On the political legitimacy side of government, citizens have also become more demanding. Formal elections remain the core of democratic politics. But we are increasingly aware of the limits of this process in legitimating all subsequent acts of government. 

Fresh electoral mandates go stale very quickly as time passes from the point of election. Many important issues which governments are called upon to face are never addressed in the political campaigns that precede the election. And there are thousands of issues that do not rise to the level of a national debate, but are of extraordinary importance to individuals and groups who will be affected by policy decisions. 

Understanding all this, governments have begun to develop new forums and processes for consultation with citizens. There has been a world-wide push to decentralize governance, and to give more autonomy and influence to local authorities and communities. 

Increasingly, administrative rule-making agencies have opened up their decision-making processes and sought wider consultations with those likely to be affected by the decisions. Service delivery agencies have created forums in which clients have the opportunity to discuss and define what they value, and what constitutes quality in the delivery of services. And public agencies are making more extensive use of different kinds of surveys to learn the degree to which government seems to be meeting the expectations and demands of its citizens. In these respects, then, politics – understood as all of those processes through which citizens make claims on government – has opened up, in a bid to improve the responsiveness and democratic legitimacy of the state. 

The Re-Emergence of the Social Consciousness of Interdependence 

Second, one of the forces that has led to the re-evaluation of government as an important, value creating social institution is the re-emergent sense of our social interdependence. The politics of Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher insisted on the fundamental independence of individuals. The symbol and instrument of that independence was the right of individuals to choose for themselves. The triumph of individual choice was reflected in the economic sphere by the importance accorded to private market mechanisms. It was reflected in the political sphere by the commitment to shrink the size of both the public sphere, and of government.  

The neo-liberal emphasis on the fundamental independence of individuals went hand in hand with the attack on government because it implied that individuals not only had a right to decide important matters for themselves, but also that the consequences of individual choices for other individuals, or society at large, would best be orchestrated by the hidden hand of the private market. If this were true, there would be no need for any higher authority to regulate those choices. This was the preferred state of things to the proponents of individualism, because they believed it was nigh on impossible for any kind of collective to decide whether and how it should restrain individual choices to achieve a good and just society.

The ideologies and institutions that give primacy to individuals – liberal democracy in politics and market capitalism in economics – continue their powerful advance throughout the world. But their promise of individual independence masks the real material, social, and political conditions in which people live. 

The fact is that our individual lives are becoming much more deeply intertwined rather than less connected. Each individual is now much more dependent on what others in the world are doing than has ever been true in the past. In today’s interconnected global world we have many more opportunities to help and hurt one another than in the past. The emergence of a truly global economy has made each of us vulnerable to competition from others throughout the world, but also given each of us a chance to find others in the world who might value what we can produce.  The growth of international travel has brought with it the threat of world pandemics, but also the possibility of far flung but intimate social networks in which the individuals we call our friends stretch across geographic and cultural boundaries. Ethnic and religious conflict and global terrorism have made us feel vulnerable to the intolerant views of our fellow humans, but also forced us to reconsider our own fixed ideas and search for the empathy and common purpose that would allow us to live in a highly diverse but tolerant world. The internet has made us vulnerable to new forms of theft and exploitation, but also spawned a global consciousness of one another as individuals sharing a physical, economic, and social world without sharp national, political, or cultural boundaries.

The fact of our interdependence forces us to be aware of one another. Consciousness of our effects on others creates some kind of responsibility for taking account of those effects, minimizing them if they are harmful, and finding ways to mutually benefit from the effects if they are positive. Much of this social co-ordinating work can be done naturally as individuals encounter one another and seek both to avoid harm, and to find useful means of co-operation on their own.

The Necessity of Social Institutions that Constrain Individuals

While we might hope that this consciousness of others, and the kind of restraint that this consciousness implies, would arise naturally in the society, and that we could manage our interdependence through voluntarily embraced self-discipline, civility, and empathy alone, the reality is that to reliably manage our thick, penetrating interdependence, society has to develop social institutions that do not allow individuals to do whatever they want, but requires them to act with attention to the interests, well-being and expectations of others. And that puts independent, choice making individuals in relationships of duty and obligation to one another, and to the social institutions that both restrain and enable the conduct of individuals and groups as well as protects their rights. One important implication of this line of thought is to understand that individual citizens interact with government not only as customers who receive services and benefits, but also as obligatees who will have to accept their fair share of the responsibility for accomplishing important collective goals.  If they want to renegotiate these obligations, they have to participate as citizens in designing the “architecture of their own restraint.” (Hannah Arendt) Government, in turn, has to learn how to manage relations with individuals. It has to become as expert in the management of “obligation encounters” as it is in the management of “service encounters.” And it has to become expert in creating the occasions for individuals to come together as a public and become both informed and articulate about what they would like to accomplish together through their social institutions. 

From Government to Governance
In the past, prior to the neo-liberal attack on government, we have relied on governments to do much of this important work. But the neo-liberal attack on government helped by increasing our awareness that government was not the only institution involved in managing the social interdependence of individuals. 

The recognition that government is only one part of the institutional apparatus that societies rely on to govern themselves is the third major trend in contemporary understandings of government. We now see – not only in advanced industrial societies, but also across the globe – the invention and emergence of new institutions of governance for managing the increasingly complex interdependences that operate with, alongside, and sometimes quite independently of government. This is happening at the international level as individuals and nations across the world search for the means to combat global threats such as terrorism, infectious disease, and climate change without the benefit of a global government. But it is also happening at the local and grassroots levels as small communities discover the degree to which their neighbours influence their welfare and find ways to come together to solve local problems through the combined efforts of government, voluntary associations, and non-profit organizations. And, as noted above, governments are learning to supplement their legitimacy and capacity through new working relationships with one another, and with private and voluntary organizations at national, state, and local levels. 

The Enduring Relevance of Public Value Theory 

 These three key changes in our social context – the rehabilitation of the idea of government as a value-creating social institution, the increased recognition of our interdependence, and the understanding that government is but one a part of the overall process of social governance – seem to have, if anything, increased the importance of public value as a theoretical concept and a practical framework for public leadership. The authors of the chapters in this volume find ways to use the ideas associated with public value not only to deal more effectively with problems that have been around for a long time, but also to tackle the complex new problems facing governments, citizens and communities. They find ways to use these concepts not only when they are focusing on how to create new programs within existing organizations to deal with new problems, and not only when they are trying to re-position a particular government organization in a changing environment to make better use of the assets held within that particular organization, but also when they are searching for an improved overall system response to a social problem that is not now being well handled by any single government organization. And, they find ways to use the concepts of  public value to talk about improving the processes of public deliberation and community mobilization that are necessary to create both the legitimacy and support needed to achieve large social outcomes, as well as to mobilize the networks of capacity that are distributed across many organizations, and sometimes millions of decentralized individuals. Indeed, if anything, the concepts of public value creation seem even more important in the brave new world of interdependence and networked governance than they were in either the old world of big government on one hand, or small government on the other. 

One of the most important implications of the above trends shaping our individual and collective lives is that many different individuals, standing on different social platforms, can make contributions to the overall quality of our collective lives. Government officials remain crucially important, of course, both as organizers of collective efforts, as deployers of public assets, and as conveners of public deliberations about what we would like to accomplish together. But in the new world of governance, they are joined by individuals in the voluntary, non-profit sector, and even those in the commercial, for profit sector. Each can offer certain kinds of public leadership in identifying and dealing with public problems.

To do so, however, they have to think and act differently in these roles. And the concepts of public value creation and the strategic triangle give them some useful guidance about how to think and act in these roles, in this new world.

· The concept of public value acts as a guide to search out conditions that need to be improved, and problems that need to be addressed, but are not necessarily the responsibility of any single agency. 

· The concept of operational capacity highlights the importance of actions taken by “partners” and co-producers” drawn from the voluntary and for-profit sectors. 

· The concept of authorization  acts as a reminder that political mobilization is essential to creating social contexts in which government-imposed obligations feel legitimate, and lead to acceptable changes in thinking and behaviour within society. 

The idea that politics ought to help the public deliberate about what it should be trying to do with government and other public  assets is becoming an urgent issue as citizens increasingly find the contemporary political discourse lacking in substance, and disconnected from their key concerns.

While the concepts are useful in general, it is worth giving close attention to some which need to be developed further to be particularly useful – first to government officials acting in their role as government managers, second to individuals seeking to offer leadership from other platforms in society.

Public Value As A Guiding Concept For Government Officials and Other Public Leaders

In thinking particularly about public value as an idea  to guide the diagnoses, judgments, and actions of government officials  (whether in elected, appointed, or career positions),  five key issues seem to arise.

· Whether and how politics and administration might be more effectively integrated with each other in the development of legitimacy and support for governmental action

· How the performance of government agencies might best be measured and evaluated – i.e. how we might recognize the creation of public value when it occurs

· How best to analyze the production processes of government and to orchestrate the  contributions made to government and public purposes by partners and clients

· How much room there is for innovation in government, and how to create conditions to stimulate increased innovation; and

· What government leaders and managers can and should do to help bring a public into existence that can understand and act on its own interests

Increasing Legitimacy by Linking Politics and Administration 

There is still a lot of work to do in understanding what public managers can and should do to support and strengthen legitimacy and authorization for   governmental decisions and operations. The old debate about the dividing line between policymaking and administration goes on, and traditionalists continue to emphasise the primacy of elected politicians in defining the ends of government and restricting career civil servants to the search for efficient means to achieve those ends. 

But this approach seems to ignore a deeper problem: namely, that democratic government has a legitimacy deficit which is only partly closed by ensuring that the elected government of the day has the necessary authority to implement its policies. . Perhaps it would add something to the old debate to recognize that one of the key goals of a democratic government (in addition to developing policies and delivering services), is to deepen democracy, and to maximize the legitimacy of the choices made by government. The legitimacy of these choices depends not only on the imprimatur of an elected or appointed government official, but also more broadly on the public’s acceptance of the decisions made and of the way those decisions were made (e.g. the adequacy of the consultative and deliberative processes that informed the decision). The debate should also make room for the idea that the legitimacy of a political choice depends not only on the process by which it was made, but also on its perceived legality and fairness, and the likelihood that it will produce the results that were claimed for it. 

If one of the key goals of the elected, appointed, and career public officials who share executive responsibility in government is to maximize public legitimacy and support for the government’s choices and actions, then the individuals who occupy these positions might do well to think of themselves as a team, jointly aiming to create specific public value outcomes, and with legitimating these choices as one of their common goals. After all, they each bring different assets to that task. Elected politicians bring the authorization that comes from having stood for and won election. Politically appointed advisers and executives bring not only their close relationship to the victors in the election, but also (ideally) some significant expertise and knowledge of their own. And career civil and public servants bring both a detailed knowledge of the laws that guide the actions of government, and substantive expertise in analyzing and dealing with particular policy problems. 

If we transform the debate about the relative powers held by elected politicians on the one hand and career civil servants on the other into a discussion which focuses on their joint responsibility for producing and implementing policy decisions and government operations that are legitimated and supported by a combination of political consent, law and expertise, then we need theories and practices that can take account of this emerging reality. This cannot be helped by thinking and acting as though electoral legitimacy is the only kind of legitimacy that is engaged when a public choice is made by a democratic government; nor that the only source of political legitimacy is the judgment of an individual politician acting in isolation from other sources of advice and action within the whole system of governance.

It is also important to note that as democratic governments seek to deepen democracy and close legitimacy gaps by developing new processes of consultation with citizens and users, some political work shifts from national governments to local and community governments and organizations. As local government officials (and leaders of local partnerships between public, private and voluntary sector agencies) take responsibility for orchestrating public deliberations to legitimate the choices they make, and develop new methods of consulting with citizens and  client groups, the front-line officials (many of them public  servants) become engaged in a particular  kind of politics – the politics of how to use administrative discretion to achieve purposes that smaller, but more continuously engaged political communities want to achieve. 

The old pre-occupation with the powers of elected officials over career civil servants remains important insofar as it reminds us that we have to be concerned about enhancing the democratic legitimacy and accountability of government – to be sure that it becomes a “government of, by, and for the people.” But the chances for advancing that goal seem much larger once we understand that the process of endowing decisions with democratic legitimacy can be something more than simply ensuring that elected officials have full and final power over government agencies. Indeed, elected politicians themselves know this is true, and rarely act as though they had the powers that some would like to give them. They understand all too well that legitimacy is a hard thing to achieve, and that it takes a complex blend of wide political consultation, understanding of the law, and technical expertise to achieve. 

The concept of public value and the strategic triangle help to make sense of these complex processes - by focusing the joint effort of both elected and appointed government officials not only on producing outcomes that the public values, but also by focusing attention on the processes that build legitimacy and support for specific purposes being pursued by government officials using the powers of government. In effect, the strategic triangle makes the creation of a vital public sphere one of the important ends and means of public officials – whether elected, appointed, or career.  

Recognizing Public Value: Measuring Government Performance 

There is also much work to be done in developing the concept of public value outcomes and deploying the performance measures necessary to recognize when and how much public value is being created by government and other organizations. Once again the strategic triangle provides some guidance about how that work should be done.

The choice to give “public value creation” priority standing in the strategic triangle points to the crucial importance of offering a clear account of the value to be produced by a particular government organization or program. Neither society nor government managers can be sure they are headed in the right direction if no strategic direction or outcomes have been specified. Nor can the conditions necessary for continuous improvement be created if there is no way to measure incremental improvements. So, government organizations cannot function rationally and intentionally without some concept of the public value they seek to create, and some means of measuring the degree to which they are successful in creating it. But there are philosophical, technical, and political impediments to developing useful measures of public value. 

The philosophical problem arises because the question of what constitutes public value is, at its core, a normative question. Those attempting to answer the public value question have to consider and respond to the utilitarian idea that social welfare consists of nothing more than the maximization of individual desires. They have to consider the more socially oriented but still utilitarian idea that public value consists of achieving some collective by defined social outcomes. And they also have to consider where and how deontological ideas such as individual human rights, social justice, and fairness in government operations, fit into their conceptions of public value as a whole. When we reflect on these questions about value as citizens or public servants, we enter the realm of political philosophy – engaging in discourse about both the good and the just.

The technical problem arises because those charged with creating and measuring public value must be able to construct a reliable bridge from a philosophical concept of value to an empirically observable reality. If they want to talk about the degree to which a policy satisfies individual values, needs and desires, they have to have some way of measuring that satisfaction. If they want to talk about the degree to which a public policy achieves desired social outcomes, they have to be able to name the outcomes that society values and find the means of measuring the degree to which they were achieved. If citizens and public servants want to talk about the degree to which a policy advances the cause of justice, or the degree to which the policy distributes its benefits and burdens across the population in a fair way, they have to be able to give an operational as well as a conceptual definition of justice and fairness. In each case, it is necessary to construct and test particular instruments to measure progress in achieving the abstract concepts that define public value. The measures have to align closely with the concept, behave consistently over time, and allow for efficient and inexpensive data collection. 

It is easy to lose oneself in the philosophical and technical challenges described above in a quixotic effort to construct a simple objective ideal that could do for public sector organizations what financial measures do for private sector organizations. Yet, there is a danger in focusing on the public value question alone, independent of the parallel questions about legitimacy and support and operational capacity. 

A far greater danger, however, is that thinking about public value purely as an abstract philosophical and technical concept tempts one to think that public value is an absolute  that can be decided once and for all time, and exists independently of public debate or organizational experience. Viewed alone, one could make the grave error of thinking that the problem of measuring public value is only philosophical and technical – not also political and managerial. 

The strategic triangle deliberately and determinedly binds the concept of public value to the idea of political legitimacy and authorization on the one hand, and to the idea of operational capacity on the other. The framework insists that the idea of public value can live somewhat apart from and in partial tension with the idea of political legitimacy. It creates a sphere in which new conceptions of public value can be offered to challenge the old, and weaknesses in political processes that cause some important public values and interests to be neglected can be probed. But a satisfactory conception of public value can never be wholly distinct from the democratic political process that confers legitimacy on a particular conception of public value. 

Our conception of public value then has  not only to stand alone as a  philosophical ideal (made concrete and practically useful with the technical construction of a measurement system); it must also be linked closely to  the messy, and dynamic world of competing and changing political aspirations on one hand, and organizational activity and production on the other. These linkages are among the main benefits of using the strategic triangle as a guide to managerial thinking and action. 

Co-Production with Partners and Clients

While much of the controversy about public value has focused on whether and how public managers of different stripes should participate in the political processes that define public value, public value theory has also contributed to some radical claims about the core production processes of government as well. One of the most important of these is that the successful achievement of socially desired outcomes often depends on the active assistance of actors and stakeholders who operate outside the boundaries of government agencies -- that public value was typically “co-produced.” The success of schools often depended on contributions from parents. The success of police departments sometimes depended on neighbourhood watch groups. The success of solid waste management systems depended on the voluntary actions of thousands of home recyclers. And so on.

The  role that  co-production  could play in the achievement of socially desired outcomes was initially heralded by the  contracting out of some government services to private for profit and non profit agencies. The idea that government did not necessarily have to directly produce everything it authorized or financed gave government the opportunity to reach out for and use private and/or voluntary sector capacities when those seemed better able to achieve the desired objectives at lower costs. It also increased the importance of the contracting function in government, and made government procurement managers more central to the managerial task. Critical to the success of these managers, however, was their ability to define and recognize public value. Only when those managing public assets could specify with some precision and objectivity what they wanted to buy (including hard-to-quantify factors like quality, culture, and fairness) could a contract management system be made to produce public value outcomes. 

Beyond the relatively narrow idea that government could contract out some of its work lay the larger and more subtle point that virtually all social outcomes sought by government are co- produced, at least in part, by actors who are not being paid or directly supervised by government agencies to produce those results. The performance of schools can be improved in part by strong socio-cultural supports for higher educational attainment. The performance of the police can be improved by communities that are prepared to support the police in their efforts to prevent and control crime, and reduce fear. And so on. Thus, government success depends a great deal on a supportive (and demanding) civic and political culture that can throw its weight behind government’s efforts to produce desired social results.   

For public managers, this observation about the dependence of government organizations on the contributions of partners and co-producers raises several important practical questions. The first is how much time and effort they should spend on trying to mobilize and deploy the latent capacity of potential partners versus improving the operations of the organizations they directly control. Perhaps, for example, a school superintendent could boost student achievement more by strengthening connections with parents than she could by overseeing operations within the schools? 

 A second question is whether and how operational managers could adjust the operations of the organizations they lead to build and strengthen working relationships with potentially important partners. For example, a police commissioner paradoxically might improve the performance of the police department she led by focusing more time on responding to citizens’ demands for emergency services of various kinds, in the hope of building a stronger working relationship with communities that would pay later dividends when the police needed individuals to report serious crimes and act as witnesses in court. 

A third question is the degree to which public managers could afford to adjust their methods and goals to take advantage of the particular interests and/or the particular capacities of partner organizations. Perhaps the manager charged with finding more foster homes for children might be able to tap into networks of faith-based organizations, or community-based organizations who are in close contact with potential foster parents if they accommodate their bureaucratic procedures to the methods that these organizations want to use to recruit and support a new group of foster parents? 

A fourth question is  how government managers ought to respond to the fact that the private and voluntary capacities which are  so important to their success in co-delivering desired social outcomes are  unevenly distributed in society. Some neighbourhoods have more, or better aligned capacity to support government operations than others. Consequently, government managers have to decide whether to compensate for the weaknesses of weaker communities in order to pursue greater equality of provision, or to play to the strengths of the stronger communities in the interests of achieving the greatest overall return on their effort, at the price of exacerbating inequalities between communities. 

A related question is whether they should take the surrounding civic and political culture as they find it or whether, in the pursuit of increased legitimacy and improved public value, they should search for methods to challenge and engage the civic culture in a shared effort to define and achieve social outcomes. It is not only private and voluntary organizations that act as co-producers of public value. The clients of government organizations, as well as those who stand alongside government organizations trying to affect the behaviour of clients in ways that are closely aligned with government goals are also essential to the co-production of public value. This is certainly true when services such as drug abuse treatment, or job training are provided to individuals at public expense at least in part in hopes that these services might help the individuals transform their own lives and, in doing so, improve the overall quality of life in the society. The public value outcomes of these programs depend critically on whether the clients move in the direction the services seek to lead them. (See Alford 2009, and also his chapter 8 in this volume). 

Clients play a crucial role in “co-production” whether they are accepting public services or public obligations. When a government agency pressures individuals to pay their taxes, or recycle their cans and bottles, or lose weight, or use condoms, its success ultimately depends on millions of individuals accepting the obligation and doing their duty. Some of these obligation encounters are direct, with government agents sanctioning individuals for the failure to do their duty, but others are more indirect – relying on public information campaigns or political mobilizations to remind individuals of their duties and promote changes in thinking and behaviours. 

Several public services are exploring this kind of co-creation through open source innovation, in which users contribute their knowledge and preferences into the design, production and monitoring of services (e.g. the UK National Health Service programmes for patient and public involvement). 

Innovation in Programs and Institutional Design

 The emphasis that public value theory places on innovation (what it is, how it is created, who initiates it, who legitimates and evaluates it, and under what conditions it adds to, or subtracts from, improvement in public service and increases in public value) also seems even more important for the future than in the past. (See Jean Hartley’s chapter 10 in this volume).

Creating Public Value was written at a time when it was generally assumed that government was operating in a fairly simple, stable, and homogeneous environment – in terms of both its managerial “task environment”, and its political “authorizing environment”. If the scope of government was fixed, and the tasks to be accomplished well known, then there was little need or room for innovation. In this context, the credit that Creating Public Value gave to the innovative, value-creating imagination of public executives seemed suspicious to some traditionalists. 

Yet, since 1995, these assumptions about the political and task environments in which government works have changed dramatically. Profound changes in the ecological, political, economic, and social context have fundamentally altered the roles of government and the meanings of public service. We can no longer assume that the tasks of government agencies are clear, straightforward, homogeneous or static. Those overseeing public schools are no longer satisfied with a one-size fits all solution for a highly diverse student population. Police departments now reach out for problem-solving approaches designed to predict and prevent as well as to respond to crime. Courts have developed specialized problem-solving arenas to deal with complex issues like domestic violence, child abuse and neglect. 

Not only are the tasks complex and heterogeneous, but the overall character of those tasks is changing over time. New problems show up, such as the integration of new immigrant populations into schools, or finding the best means to engage local communities in efforts to prevent school shootings or terrorist attacks. And the relative importance of different kinds of tasks changes over time, with problems that were once minor becoming major, and problems that were once major becoming minor. It takes innovation to respond to the variety and fluidity of the task environment. 

Experience has shown that the political authorizing environment is also highly complex, heterogeneous and dynamic – and certainly not restricted to the formal cycles of three- or four-year elections. The political authorizing environment is composed of many different actors, each with their own interests, priorities and values, and each with their own platform to use in making claims on government operations. The variety of clamouring voices is only partially controlled by elected officials struggling to hold a governing coalition together. Much of it remains uncontrolled, and overflows the political channels that the elected politicians seek to contain. 

To deal with this, many governments have opened up new political channels by creating more powerful roles for partners and stakeholders, or developing new procedures for consultation or engagement with users and local communities. All this tends to increase rather than reduce the heterogeneity of the demands made on government managers, and send them looking for ways to adapt their operations to accommodate the new political and public aspirations. 

As public executives – elected, appointed, and career – seek to respond to these diverse and rapidly changing environments, they have to increase the range and rate of innovation. Some of these innovations take the form that is familiar in private business - innovations in products and services designed to meet new needs and demands or solve new problems; or innovations in production processes that allow government managers to achieve higher levels of performance at lower costs. 

But many of the innovations take the form of altered institutional arrangements that re-distribute rights and responsibilities with respect to particular social conditions, and how collective efforts to deal with socially defined problems will be organized, financed, and governed. In effect, they are innovations in governance arrangements rather than in government operations. 

And many of these new governance arrangements are taking the form of public/private/third sector partnerships in which government is not always the dominant partner, setting the purposes, and then using its authority or money to engage others in the doing of the work. Civic or private sector actors increasingly take the initiative in calling attention to and acting on public problems, and co-opt the government as a partner. Just as often, the government, lacking the knowledge, powers, money or the legitimacy to achieve its purposes on its own, reaches out to private and not for profit actors for help and practical support. In exchange for their assistance, these actors may seek some special “partnership” role in co-defining and co-creating the proper ends and best means for government to use in trying to achieve these purposes. 

If the demand for innovation is high, and if the form that innovation takes is not only product and process innovation but also innovations in governance arrangements, then the question of who can initiate and legitimate innovations becomes an important issue for government. In the past, the implicit answer has been that government should not do much innovation, and when it does, the innovations should be authorized through elections, or by elected officials, and only at the initiative of the government, not in response to the aims and ambitions of other social actors. But that system may produce too slow adaptation and/or too little innovation for a period of increased complexity and rapid change. And it may fail to take advantage of the knowledge held by those at the front lines of public organizations, and by those social actors who are in touch with social conditions about which government may be ignorant, or those who have ideas about how to deal with problems that government has not yet fully considered. 

In this context some public organizations are decentralizing the authorization to innovate to the front-line where producers and users (“pro-sumers”) know the problems first hand and can jointly generate innovative solutions or improvements. In some cases this also involves reaching out to those beyond the boundaries of government organizations who seem to have something to contribute to the solution of social problems that may or may not have been assigned to government. 

Calling a Public Into Existence: Administrative Politics and Community Consultation

The single most important contribution of public value theory in the future may be its potential to re-direct attention to the critical role that democratic politics and public management can play in helping to shape a sense of communal identity and public purpose. (See John Benington’s chapter 2 in this volume).

Implicit in the concept of public value is the notion that there is a public (a collective consisting of individual citizens) that can be a reliable arbiter of public value. The core question of public value theory is how such a public can be brought into existence – a public that can articulate the value it wants to produce through the assets it has turned over to its government. That public is different from the mere aggregation of individual client or consumer interests, and different even from the electorate that expressed its views in the most recent elections. It is a broader more actively engaged public that has a stake in how the society and economy develop, what values inform its culture, how its civil society is strengthened, how government uses public assets, and how government is held to account for its performance in achieving these wider societal goals.    

The creation of a public that can be articulate about the values it wants to promote in its society and culture, the goals it wants its government to pursue, and the values that ought to be reflected in the way its government operates is, therefore, a central task for successful public leadership and  management – both normatively, and practically. 

It is at the core normatively because it is only an articulate and engaged public that can act as the appropriate arbiter of public value. It is at the core practically because only when public leaders and managers enjoy the legitimacy and support that comes from having such a public behind them can they expect to achieve their objectives. Only when they have this legitimacy and support can they count on a continuing flow of public money and authority to do their work. It is only when they have legitimacy and support that they can call upon partners and co-producers to help them achieve public goals. It is only when they have legitimacy and support that they can bring the weight of society’s expectations on clients who receive services and obligations from them. And it is only when they and their programmes have legitimacy and support that they can mobilize networks of citizens to co-create public value. In this sense, enlisting a public to provide legitimacy and support for a particular conception of public value lies at the moral and practical centre of creating public value.

John Dewey, in his remarkable book, The Public and its Problems, argued that the challenge that democratic societies face when they choose to use the powers of government to act on a problem is how to “call into existence a public that can understand and act on its own best interests.” What is compelling about this idea is its suggestion that a public does not naturally exist in society; it has to be created, to be called into existence. Moreover, the challenge in calling a public into existence is to do so in a way that can allow that public to think and act as a collective entity that recognizes the diversity of its individual constituents, but strives to build within each individual in the group a kind of empathy, and a sense of the whole inter-dependent system as well as its separate constituent parts. This encourages each individual to rise a bit above his or her particular situation and to ask government for what is valuable not just for themselves in their own particular role, but also for those who have different interests, and for realizing a shared idea of a good and just society. 

In this respect, Dewey is talking about an ideal of the public that is similar to ideals the Greeks once held (at least according to Hannah Arendt). It is also close to John Rawls’s idea that a public should consist of individuals who, in making decisions about what would be good or just for all, act from behind a “veil of ignorance”. Rawls’s ideal citizens do not know what particular position they will occupy in society, and so cannot privilege their individual interests within collective decisions. None of these ancient or modern philosophers thought we could routinely and reliably create an ideal public. But they all understood that the quality of a democracy would depend to no small degree on the degree to which we could approximate that ideal. 

One of the core challenges that public value theory confronts is this normative and practical question of how those who hold executive power in governments might help to call into existence a public that can understand and act on its own interests. It seems clear that we cannot do that all at once and forever. It will have to be done repeatedly for each of a variety of issues, some large some small, some substantively important, some more symbolically important. And it is here that some of the most important innovations in public leadership and management are likely to come: in the invention of improved ways of engaging the public actively in deliberations about what constitutes public value, and how it might be best produced. 

Citizens, political theorists, and public leaders and managers all have to grapple with the challenge of how democratic politics and democratic government can be part of a transformative process in which individuals become conscious of themselves also as citizens as they encounter other individuals and take one another’s interests and concerns seriously. The primary challenge facing governments in the developed countries may be to engage individuals in ways that cause them to think and act as citizens. If governments can meet this challenge, they stand to gain both the guidance necessary to define public value and a vital partner in creating it.

Conclusion

The future of public value is bright. It is bright for the same reason that the dream of democracy has always been a beacon for human societies. The idea of public value creation calls on individuals to pursue the good and right, and to do so with respect to principles of democratic governance – to use their own capacities to do what they can to understand and realize a valued public purpose in the world. The specific ideas and diagnostic frameworks are less important than the call to make oneself of use in creating public value. It is only as individuals heed this call, listen and respond to the initiatives of others, and learn how to deliberate together as well as merely exchange goods and services, that we will find out how to create public value more reliably, more ably and more respectfully.  We trust that this book has contributed something to that goal

