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Chapter 9 

Public Value Management: A Paradigm Shift? 

 

Arno van der Zwet and John Connolly 

 

A new scientific truth does not triumph by convincing its opponents and making them 

see the light, but rather because its opponents eventually die, and a new generation 

grows up that is familiar with it. 

(Max Planck 1949) 

Introduction 

A paradigm shift is commonly understood as a fundamental shift in the understanding and 

underlying assumptions which changes the prism through which we look, interpret and 

understand the world around us. Such a shift does not need to occur suddenly, and it rarely 

does. Indeed, as the above quote by Planck1 suggests, in many cases paradigms evolve, they 

slowly emerge and can even die out. This chapter takes an evaluative stance by reflecting on 

the previous chapters to make an assessment of what the evidence from the British context tells 

us about the debate about whether we are living in a time of post-new public management, 

whether public value management (PVM) fills a conceptual vacuum, or whether this represents 

the ‘emperors new clothes’. Ever since the ‘discovery’ of New Public Management (NPM) 

scholars have been predicting its demise. The original works that identified NPM by Hood 

                                                            
1 Max Planck was an eminent German theoretical physics who was awarded the Nobel Prize in Physics for his 

discovery of energy quanta. 



(1991) and Pollitt (1990) voiced strong criticism against the approach and, moreover, they 

cannot be considered advocates of NPM in a purist sense (Alford and Hughes 2008). More 

recent research from (see Talbot 2009: 130) argued that PVM may well be ‘the next big thing’ 

in public management. Similarly, O’Flynn (2009) tentatively concluded that there is ‘some 

potential for paradigmatic change and setting out what might be some of the practical 

implications for public sector management and managers’.  PVM therefore can be argued to 

provide a new paradigm that is more flexible and avoid a more narrow-minded ‘one best way’ 

approach of previous paradigms (Alford and Hughes 2008).  

However, critics argued that the approach was of limited value in terms of understand public 

service reform (Rhodes and Wanna 2008, also see Pyper’s Chapter in this volume). The diverse 

manner in which PVM has been applied makes it difficult to conceptually and practically pin-

down what has actually changed in terms of thinking and what has changed in the real world. 

Furthermore, the particularities of British public administration are such that PVM has been 

argued to be unsuitable to accommodate the dynamics of Westminster system (Rhodes and 

Wanna 2008), which thrives on competition between different value systems (i.e. political 

ideologies), rather than a more consensus-based approach (Moore 1995). The latter promotes 

finding policy solutions through deliberation and participatory governance approaches.   

Against this background, and taking into account the analysis of the preceding chapters in this 

volume, this chapter considers the levels of congruity between new public management and 

PVM. It concludes that there has not been a paradigmatic shift away from new public 

management ideas but that there has been an incremental shift in terms of how public value 

outcomes are being considered by policy makers. What has been missing is a comprehensive 

reform agenda that allows public value management to be a consistent and integral part of UK 

governance. However, the twin crisis of Brexit and the Covid-19 pandemic may offer a 

springboard for reform in the medium to long term. 



The chapter will briefly reflect on some of the conceptual discussions (especially linked to 

Chapter 1 in this current volume) to consider to what extent there is sufficient conceptual clarity 

to identify a shift towards PVM and to assess to what extent the core conceptual characteristics 

of public value management are unique to the concept or whether they are shared with pre-

existing approaches to public management. It will be argued that PVM has merit in terms of 

understanding public reform and management. In contrast with the outcome-based orientation 

of new public management, public ‘value’ management offers a more relational and network-

based perspective of public service delivery. It offers the potential to understand outcomes and 

results of public interventions as a consequence of stakeholder engagement within complex 

governance environments.  

The chapter also considers the more practical use of public value management as a narrative 

for policymakers. The key evaluative question here is: to what extent public value management 

offer an appropriate discursive framework to communicate policy innovation? Scholars such 

as Smith (2004) have argued that public value offers a powerful narrative for the public sector 

as well as a defence against the dominance of NPM narratives. The question can be directed to 

experts and the general public. The new public management paradigm has found it useful to 

establish a managerial narrative to both expert policy communities to stress in particular 

effectiveness elements (i.e. result orientation). However, a public narrative around the efficient 

delivery of public services has also been highly favoured in order to demonstrate value for 

money. In order to structure the analysis in the chapter will evaluate PVM framework across 

three dimensions: as a process of policy design, as a programme of policy implementation, and 

as a type of politics.  

 



Defining public value management for practical purposes 

Whereas NPM takes its cue from a private sector approach to government policy-making, PVM 

challenges this rationale and proposed a clear distinction between private managers who create 

private (economic) value and public manager should create public (social) value (Moore 1995). 

In this sense, PVM returns to more traditional understandings of public policy management by 

identifying clear differences between the way in which the private sector and the public sector 

operate (Stoker 2006). Kelly et al. (2002) further clarify this relationship by arguing that private 

sector value, unlike public value, can be measured in terms of corollary returns to shareholders. 

Instead, public value includes other values such as fairness, equal access and justice. This does 

not mean that public value cannot be delivered through private sector means but the results are 

measured against public value outcomes. Or as Alford and Hughes (2008: 131) state ‘it is not 

who produces it that makes value public. Rather it is a matter of who consumes it’. The 

‘collective consumptions’ by citizens, rather than the individual consumption by clients, is 

what sets public value apart from private value (Moore 1995).  

From this perspective PVM also affords more room for politics in policy-making approaches 

when compared to NPM, by increasing the relative weighting of democratic participation as a 

feature in the policy making process (also see Pyper’s chapter in this volume). However, the 

importance of politics cannot be interpreted from a narrow electoral perspective. Instead, PVM 

affords attention to a wider range of deliberative and participatory mechanisms that allow 

value-based decision-making. Yet, as Pierre and Peters (2000: 49) argue, ‘the creation of a 

more participatory style of governing does not mean that government is in reality less powerful. 

It does mean, however, that ‘state and society are bonded together in the process of creating 

governance’.  

In order to understand the origins of PVM as a concept it is useful to consider how it differs 

from its predecessor in terms of its rationale. Comparing PVM to traditional public 



administration’s rationale we note that public administration employs a hierarchical worldview 

of how society and politics should be organised (Hood 2000; Stoker 2004). The main idea is 

that humans require rules to maintain order but also to take decisions for the common good. 

Without such rules and hierarchy, modern societies would not be able to function. Public input 

in these processes is quite limited and instead policy-making is dominated by politicians and 

experts in relatively closed communities (Stoker 2003). In contrast NPM emphasises the 

individualistic and entrepreneurial nature of individuals (Stoker 2006) and originates from a 

rational model that regards individuals as ‘utility maximisers’. This worldview leaves society 

at risk of a ‘tragedy of the commons’ as rational decisions within the context of one particular 

policy or institutional setting may maximise its utility but have negative spill-over effects for 

others and society as whole.  NPM does not fully let go of the idea of a hierarchical structure 

to support common decisions but the emphasis is on incentives to act towards the common 

good. Rather than rules and restrictions that employed under traditional public administration 

models, NPM affords weight to targets and personal accountability for not meeting such 

targets. The individual preferences are aggregated and captured by politicians or policy 

managers. These preferences are formulated in a framework of ‘customer choices’ (Stoker 

2003; also see Dudau et al. in this volume) which allow, in theory, for a maximum number of 

options to be available to satisfy diverse interests.  

PVM provides an approach to policy-making which, to an extent, goes back to ideas of public 

administration in terms of its emphasis on societal rather than individual inputs. PVM is more 

closely linked to communitarian ideologies in which the individual has responsibilities towards 

the common good (Stoker 2006). From this perspective, bonds and relationships are important 

to shape consensus-based decision-making. Stoker (2006) argues that the key difference 

between public administration and NPM on the one hand, and PVM on the other, is that for the 

latter preferences are not formed in isolation. The PVM paradigm assumes that public opinion 



is more subtle and that people are capable to changing their opinions through meaningful 

deliberations and achieve consensus positions. It also reassesses the role of public managers in 

terms of achieving legitimacy for policies and organisations in the eyes of the public. As Blaug 

et al. (2017: 7) note: 

Far from advocating a return to inefficient public services, public value 

embraces notions of valued public services and efficiency. It calls for more 

rounded accountability whereby organisations face their citizens as well as 

their political masters, rather than static, top-down models that focus public 

managers on meeting centrally driven targets and performance 

management. 

This short discussion dovetails previous more detailed analysis in this volume (particularly in 

chapter 2). However, for the purpose of this chapter, we can say that conceptually on the one 

hand PVM does represent a new set of ideas on public policy and public administration but that 

it also remains firmly rooted in NPM and looks back to more traditional ideas of public 

administration. These linkages are likely to make it difficult to distinguish any shifts in public 

administration approaches that can be described as ‘paradigmatic’. 

 

A new process of policy-making? 

In order to evaluate an apparent shift in UK policy-making to PVM, and to provide some clarity 

of its conceptual underpinnings, this chapter identifies three interrelated dimensions of the 

PVM framework. First, PVM can be linked to the processes that shape decision making. 

Although PVM takes a value-based perspective which can be interpreted as an outcome of the 

policy process, the process by which this outcome is achieved forms an integral part of the 

public value framework (Alford and Hughes 2008). It is the greater involvement of citizens 



who ultimately provide legitimacy for policy decisions that distinguishes PVM from other 

policy frameworks (Talbot 2008). Historically, social democratic systems have had a weak link 

between civil society and the state with citizens only having real influence on politics and 

policy-making through the election of political actors that best represent their views, confining 

political and policy processes to formal institutions of the state (Schumpeter 1995). One of the 

consequences is that citizens do not feel connected to the management of public services, which 

in turn creates an environment in which the running and resource requirement of public services 

are often misunderstood (Corrigan and Joyce 1997). Such a lack of understanding leaves 

citizens susceptible to political narratives about inefficiencies and ineffectiveness of public 

service delivery that are readily accepted (Blaug et al. 2017). Kelly et al. (2002) point to ‘an 

implicit – and sometimes explicit – contract, whereby, the legitimacy of government…depends 

on how well it creates [public] value. However, leaders do not simply follow established 

preferences, they also assert and must ‘shape as well as accommodate public preferences’ 

(Kelly et al. 2002). This tension problematizes the role of citizens in the processes of decision 

making and leaves us to question to what extent public value is driven by inputs from society 

or shaped by elites. Although it goes beyond the focus of this chapter to assess this question in 

full, PVM clearly advocates a greater contribution of citizens’ views in policy-making 

processes. However, the mechanics by which these inputs are delivered are often less apparent.  

Nevertheless, a process through which aggregation of values takes place is a fundamental 

feature of western liberal democracies. At a political level, parties fulfil this function and 

provide representation of a wide spectrum of values.  Yet, the apparent crisis of political parties, 

evidenced by lower turnouts in elections and falling memberships (see Dalton 1985) and the 

distrust of elites, evidenced by the rise of populist parties, raises further doubts about whether 

electoral processes on their own are sufficient in terms of establishing trust and legitimacy in 

policy-making processes. Long mooted ideas of public engagement in policy-making 



processes, such as participatory governance and co-creation, have suggested a more iterative 

approach to aggregation of values in policy-making. These processes also attempt to 

accommodate what can be described as a fickle public; in the sense that they do not have stable 

preferences and are prone to changing their mind related to so-called ‘eternal conflicts and 

paradoxes of human societies’ (Marshall 2007). The public may not always be aware of these 

contradictory positions and even when they are explicitly communicated to them, they may not 

regard them as contradictory (for example, the idea of lower taxes and excellent public services 

or economic growth and sustainable development). The contradictory nature of motivations 

and actions of individuals and institutions has developed into an important strand of research 

(Talbot 2008) and provides grounds for an iterative process which continuously revaluates, 

redefines and recreates public policy (Moore 1995) to ensure the closest possible alignment to 

public value. As is discussed in more detail below, the idea of iterative implementation 

processes are closely linked to issue of trust in public policy.  

Scholars such as Hudson et al. (2019) and Head and Alford (2015) propose a more pluralistic 

approach to policy-making which includes policy target groups in terms of identifying policy 

problems and solutions. Hudson et al. (2019) argue that the ‘top to bottom’ approach that 

continues to be a major feature of many policy frameworks is one of the main reasons for 

continued policy failure in the public sector. One of the main challenges is that top down policy 

implementation seems to be more susceptible to path dependencies as they provide limited 

room for new inputs and shifting values within society. Furthermore, a shift to a more bottom 

to top approach in policy approaches cannot only create legitimacy and trust but can also tackle 

wicked policy problems in a more holistic manner (Head and Alford 2015). Understanding 

multi-dimensional policy challenges requires input from the many groups that are affected. The 

perspectives of these groups will provide valuable input in the policy process based on the lived 

experiences of groups and individuals. However, from a PVM perspective, what is perhaps 



even more important is that it allows groups with different positions to engage with each other 

can create an understanding of different values in a discursive manner. Ultimately, this could 

facilitate shifts towards consensus positions, a theme that we will return to later. As PVM 

recognises the fluidity and complexity of public value, it emphasises the need for continuous 

engagement to align and realign policy inputs to these shifts in expected outcomes whilst 

balancing the often contradictory nature of the public’s policy positions.  

The idea of a more bottom-up approach to policy-making does not mean that the role of experts 

and public managers would become less important, neither does it mean that public managers 

are considered all-knowing neutral protectors of public good (Talbot 2009). PVM emphasises 

a more active role of public managers but this falls well short of making them the decision 

makers, which is a role that is reserved for politicians (Moore 1995). Instead the public 

manager’s role is three fold. First, they facilitate the articulation of value positions by different 

groups. Second, they identify and vocalise contradiction in different value positions (either 

within groups or between groups). Third, they actively look for and establish consensus 

positions.  Such an approach is closely linked to ideas of networked governance (Stoker 2006) 

whereby different actors closely work within a policy system to establish policy frameworks 

that are based on a common understanding of the issues and the outcomes that are desirable. In 

order to find the appropriate policy solutions that balance values and that reflects public views 

and needs, public managers and policy stakeholders are required to operate in a collaborative 

manner. In this context, the idea of partnership working and the creation of agile agencies 

(Demos 2007) that are able to adapt to shifting value patterns in the public domain and 

collaborate across a range of public policy areas has become an important feature. 

Assessing the extent to which policy processes in the UK have shifted towards more 

collaborative and bottom up approaches in policy-making processes is clearly challenging, 

given the fuzziness of the concept and the overlap with other styles of policy-making, i.e. it is 



difficult to argue that participatory governance, co-creation, network management and 

partnership working are all exclusive features of a PVM paradigm. Yet, a more explicit 

recognition of the strength of these mechanisms in the policy process could well be perceived 

as indication of a shift towards a different policy paradigm. It is also important to note that 

there is spatial dimension to the extent to which certain processes that allow us to capture public 

values are appropriate and feasible. In other words, the way in which public value is aggregated 

in the public domain varies according to the level at which aggregation takes place (local, 

regional, national or supranational).   

Over the past two decades bottom-up processes of policy-making that take into account values 

have gained prominence. A plethora of new mechanisms and approaches have been introduced 

to provide more inputs in policy-making decisions. These mechanisms vary substantially in 

terms of their reach and influence but what they have in common is that they are designed to 

give the public, whether they are conceived as citizens, service users, customers etc. more input 

in the policy design, implementation and evaluation processes.  At one end of the spectrum, we 

see the use of referenda and petitions. Referenda combine traditional electoral processes with 

direct policy inputs. Before 1997 the UK had three regional referenda2 and one UK wide 

referenda.3 In terms of representing a PVM process, they are ambiguous as they do not adhere 

to principles of iterative decision-making and are, at least when it comes to controversial issues, 

poor mechanisms to establish consensus and can be considered rather blunt tools that do not 

allow for nuanced positions to be formulated in relation to wicked policy challenges. Indeed 

quite the contrary, as demonstrated by the Brexit referendum, and to a lesser extent the Scottish 

Independence referendum they can deepen divisions within society. On the other hand, 

referendums can have a legitimising effect, particularly when they have a decisive outcome. 

                                                            
2 1973 Northern Ireland Border Poll and 1979 Scottish and Welsh Devolution referenda. 
3 1975 EC Membership referendum 



Since 1997 the UK has held seven regional referenda4 and two UK referenda.5  These numbers 

indicate a more frequent use of referenda to take constitutional policy decisions. However, their 

use remains infrequent and rather ad-hoc, making it difficult to speak of a definitive shift in 

terms of their influence on the policy-making process.  

Public petitions systems have also been introduced at the national, regional and local level in 

order to increase the inputs from public in policy decisions. The UK government launched its 

public petition system in 2006 and relaunched in 2011. Also regional governments in the UK 

have their own public petition systems. Petitions are well-suited to inform policy during the 

agenda-setting stage, although they can also target policy formulation processes. From a public 

value perspective these systems can have an important role in terms of underpinning the 

legitimacy of representative institutions and policy decisions (Bochel 2013) and they also have 

a significant effect on participation in political processes (Carman 2014). On the other hand, 

they form barriers for certain groups, in particular certain social classes and age groups have 

less access to these mediums (Carman 2014). Similar to referenda, petitions can be divisive in 

that they simplify complex policy issues in a binary format. On the other hand, they are 

consultative and have the potential to form the basis of more nuanced debates which take into 

account views from different petitions in order to achieve consensus positions.  

Public consultation has become a commonly used mechanism for policy inputs at all levels of 

government and in many policy domains (planning, environmental, etc.). It is often regarded 

as a way to deal with heightened democratic discontent and a way for governments to increase 

inputs in policy-making processes from citizens (Culver and Howe 2008). Consultation can 

take many forms ranging from approaches that provide a degree of citizen power to degrees of 

                                                            
4 1997 Scottish and Welsh Devolution, 1998 Greater London Authority, 1998 Northern Ireland Good Friday 

Agreement, 2004 North East England Devolution Referendum, 2011 Welsh Devolution referendum , 2014 

Scottish Independence referendum. 
5 2011 Additional Vote referendum and 2016 EU membership referendum. 



tokenism (Arnstein 1969). Thomas (1990) identifies five categories of decision-making 

process: 

• autonomous managerial decision: The manager solves the problem or makes the 

decision alone without public involvement; 

• modified autonomous managerial decision: The manager seeks information from 

segments of the public, but decides alone in a manner which may or may not reflect 

group influence; 

• segmented public consultation: The manager shares the problem separately with 

segments of the public, getting ideas and suggestions, then makes a decision which 

reflects group influence; 

• unitary public consultation: the manager shares the problem with the public as a single 

assembled group, getting ideas and suggestions, then makes a decision which reflects 

the groups interests; or 

• public decision: The manager shares the problem with the assembled public, and 

together the manager and the public attempt to reach agreement on a solution.  

The public value paradigm champions the latter two approaches and in particular the latter in 

terms of facilitating a process in which consensus positions can be achieved but are dependent 

on public managers providing leadership (see also McMillan’s chapter in this volume).   

In 2018 the UK Government published new consultation guidance which highlights that 

consultation should only be conducted in cases where decisions have not been taken and it 

should be part of a process of engagement. Public managers are asked to consider whether 

informal iterative consultation is appropriate, using new digital tools and open, collaborative 

approaches’ (UK Government 2018). Yet there remain strong doubts about whether such 

processes have a desired effect in terms of encouraging engagement by which a range of values 



can be captured, create better decision-making processes and ultimately increase trust in policy-

making processes. Studies show that there is a lack of incentive for citizens to participate; there 

are insufficient resources to accommodate consultations; there often is closed design process 

which invites ‘usual suspect responses’; and the process can raise expectations of citizens only 

for them to experience regulatory capture (Bloomfield et al. 2001; Maciejewski-Scheer and 

Hoppner 2011). Under such circumstances consultation can do more harm than good.  

Moreover, co-production can be considered an extended consultation mechanisms which 

invites ‘professionals and citizens making better use of each other’s assets, resources and 

contributions to achieve better outcomes or improve efficiency’ (Governance International 

cited in Bovaird et al. 2015). Co-production emphasises an iterative process in which values 

and resources are carefully balanced. The above definition suggests that consultation processes 

only qualify as co-production if there is a significant contribution of citizens. Bovaird et al. 

(2015) note that most co-production in the UK can be characterised as an individual endeavour 

where the contributions made, and the benefits received, by citizens are at an individual level. 

Evidence of collective co-production, where the benefits are collective but the inputs by 

citizens may be provided individually or together, is rarer. Nonetheless, collective co-

production has the ability to establish consensus policies around a wider range of values but is 

more difficult to achieve. Political self-efficacy and pre-existing satisfaction with public 

services are key drivers in co-production. The latter suggest a “catch 22” dilemma: where 

satisfaction is achieved through consultation processes but is also a prerequisite to 

participation. Yet, as mentioned in Chapter 1 of this book co-production as well as participatory 

governance have been given more emphasis in the design of many public policy programmes 

as by bringing the end-user into the design process the risk of policy and programmatic failures 

are reduced (Bovaird 2007; McConnell 2015). 



Further mechanism of participatory action are a citizens’ juries (CJ) and citizens’ assemblies.  

These mechanisms combine elements of representative democracy and direct democracy by 

randomly selecting a group of citizens that are representative of the population as a whole. As 

a mechanism for gathering citizens’ views they are not new but they are well suited to 

determine public value in the broadest sense and as part of a deliberative process through which 

the participants are able cross-examine experts and debates are supported by an advisory panel. 

As such citizens’ juries and assemblies aim to address the concerns of the ’growing difference 

and distance between the subjectivity, motives and intentions of citizens and the political 

decisions made in their name’ (Smith and Wales 2018). They provide space for continuous 

reflection on public value concerns between election cycles and also can afford ‘voice’ to those 

that are more marginalised. However, juries and assemblies are costly and questions can be 

raised about their representativeness. They remain open to top-down framing and issue 

selection. Although these approaches have become reasonably common place as part of social 

research strategies, for example a 2014 study identifies 66 citizens’ juries in research project 

(Street et al. 2014), their results are often not considered by decision-makers, which limits the 

influence of the outcomes of such juries on policy-making (similar to the debates regarding the 

relationship between evidence and policy more generally – see Chapter  4 in this volume). That 

being said, citizens’ assemblies have been organised on a number of high profile topics 

including devolution and Brexit.6 Others have been proposed on issues such as climate change 

and proposals for local assemblies appeared to gain traction but were rejected by the UK 

government (Electoral Reform Society 2019). The Scottish Government has recently expressed 

a strong interest in adopting an Assembly following the Irish example (Herald 2019). In 

conclusion these type of mechanisms have the potential to strengthen public value in the policy-

                                                            
6 For more information see: https://citizensassembly.co.uk/ 

https://citizensassembly.co.uk/


making process but currently are too ‘fringe’ and sporadic in their use in Britain to be 

considered a galvanising force for governance reform.  

 

Programming for public value 

Public value principles can also be applied to the way in which policy programmes are 

implemented and measured. In particular when compared to NPM, a public value paradigm 

moves beyond the values of efficiency and effectiveness of NPM and considers a wider range 

of values linked to community benefit, common good and democratic processes as being 

central to policy-making. Ultimately this means that a public value paradigm puts a different 

emphasises on the outcomes of policies (Kelly et al. 2004) and links these to what the public 

considers valuable. Yet establishing what policies and services are valued by the public is 

challenging for a number of reasons. First, perceptions of value evolve over time and can 

change rapidly therefore continuous inputs are required that inform policy programmes. The 

previous section of this chapter discussed different mechanisms by which public value could 

inform policy but changing perceptions also influences what should be measured as part of  

monitoring and evaluation processes. Second, societies consist of many divisions and PVM 

avoids a majoritarian view of policy implementation. As an approach it is geared towards 

providing a voice fora more diverse range of policy actors in policy implementation.  In order 

to avoid the ‘tyranny of the majority’ a more consensual approach to the development of policy 

programmes has to be adopted.  In this respect, targets and outcomes have to reflect societal 

divisions in order to ensure that public value is considered from the broadest possible base and 

takes into account consensus positions. Third, public value based policy programmes require 

careful implementation and, therefore, this necessitates bottom-up inputs from the most 

appropriate spatial scale. In many ways public value policy programmes can therefore be 



regarded as ‘place-based’ rather than what is sometimes is called ‘people based’ (Barca et al. 

2012). This is not to say that place-based policies do not target people, it is simply a recognition 

that people in different places may have a different understanding of public value and therefore 

require policy programmes that are more tailored to their local needs.   For example, economic 

development policy is organised around the principle that different places require context 

specific interventions in order to stimulate endogenous growth.  

Public value conceives its goals beyond simply meeting targets and protecting or expanding 

the existing organisational structures (Blaug et al. 2017 Kelly et al. 2002). Instead the 

legitimacy of policy making and governance structures are key features. Talbot (2008) adopts 

the Competing Values Framework (CVF) which emerged in the 1980s (Quinn 1988; Cameron 

et al. 2007; Newman 2001) to fit public value goals. This framework recognises four quadrants 

(collectively, autonomy, security and personal utility) but places trust and legitimacy at the 

heart of the framework as a dimension that relates to all other aspects. A fundamental feature 

of CVF is that the quadrants should not be understood as an either or choice, instead Talbot 

(2008) stresses the both/and approach. Linked to this, PVM has more of an eye for certain types 

of outcomes which consider the impact of policy decisions from a more holistic perspective. 

This takes into account spill over effects from an early stage in the policy-making process.  

What is evident, then, is that what constitutes public value in policy terms is at least in part a 

subjective assessment of results. From a policy analysis perspective, it involves measuring the 

value of policy interventions against other options as opposed to some universal standard 

(Alford and Hughes 2008). The process of matching policy programmes to values is not an 

exact one and, as Kelly et al. (2002) note, public value provides a rough yardstick measures for 

assessing the performance of the public sector. Such an approach to measuring public value 

requires a framework to enable evidence gathering and reporting which goes beyond measuring 

hard results. It also needs to take into account softer aspects combining public attitudes as well 



as expert views of public managers that are closely involved in the implementation of 

programmes.  These approaches need to take into account unpredictability, non-linearity, 

complexity and adaptability of policy implementation (Hudson et al. 2019). They also point 

towards potential contradictions with an NPM based framework for gathering evidence which 

focusses on market competition and effectiveness rather than services that require collaboration 

between a wide range of stakeholders. This is not to say that ‘effectiveness’ (made up of several 

indicators) does not remain a core aspect of a monitoring and evaluation framework, but that 

the contradictory nature of different measurement approaches is recognised. In this sense, 

monitoring systems need to take into account a broader range of measurements that can provide 

a more nuanced information in terms of policy failure and success (McConnell 2015). The 

question, then, is: has the UK’s approach to measuring policy outcomes and gathering evidence 

significantly shifted? Has it developed indicators that aim to monitor public perceptions and 

link these to values? Do policy monitoring and evaluation frameworks aim to gather evidence 

that focuses on inclusivity and plurality of voices in setting the policy agenda and in 

interpreting the relevant evidence? (Boaz et al. 2019 – also see Oliver and Fraser’s chapter’s 

in this volume). Within the space of this chapter these questions can only be addressed 

tentatively but they are important for future research.   

The NPM paradigm emphasises formal performance measurement systems, which have 

become a prominent feature throughout most of the public sector. These systems attempt to 

capture information in a quantitative framework in order to assess and communicate policy 

results. The measures are concerned with policy efficiency and effectiveness but make little  

attempt to capture wider evidence in relation to wider notions of public value. The supposed 

evidence-based approach to policy programming that occurred as part of the NPM depoliticised 

policy decisions by quantifying evidence (again see discussion Oliver and Fraser – this 

volume). Yet public perceptions of policy decisions are important within this approach and 



technocratic statistical performance indicators are complemented with indicators that aim to 

quantify subjective opinions in order to ascertain public opinion. These type of indicators go 

some way in capturing public value in the sense that they provide an additional perspective on 

whether a policy is perceived as successful. However, their perceived neutrality and objectivity 

obscures the ‘untidiness of reality and the choices that underlie their collection and 

interpretation’ (Reddan 2019). Furthermore, not all policy areas have consistently captured 

public perceptions. For example Jefferson et al. (2014) note the need for more positive 

connections between society and the marine environment and that surveys play an important 

role in capturing public attitudes towards marine policies. Their one off study reported that 

‘results show that perceptions are far from uniform across the population, and such diversity 

of perceptions is likely impact upon methods to catalyse societal engagement with marine 

conservation’ (Jefferson et al. 2014: 327). More regular monitoring of public perceptions 

towards marine policy would provide more opportunity to adjust the policy to public values. 

However, these measures remain static in the sense that they do not engage with public 

perceptions in a more deliberative and contextual way and allow more consensus positions.  

A further issue in terms of technocratic managerial approaches in relation to public value is 

that the type of indicators used marginalise minority positions and therefore may be 

representative in terms of the overall population but do not sufficiently represent minority 

positions. This means that the ability to achieve consensus positions between majority and 

minority views is limited. The Thatcherite agenda of advancing majoritarian middle class 

policies (Evans 2018), and the subsequent move of New Labour towards the centre (Newman 

2001), can be conceived as a type of politics that informs policies that affords limited attention 

to those that do not fall within the centre ground of the political spectrum. Policy monitoring 

and evaluation frameworks reflect these choices by focusing on measures that consider macro-

statistics out of context.    



Although more recent policy frameworks have stressed more inclusive approaches in terms of 

establishing collaborative partnership based approaches. In general the positivist paradigm 

continues to be the starting point (and in many cases the end point) of monitoring and 

evaluation frameworks. Despite calls for post-positivist approaches towards measuring policy 

outcomes that emphasize discursive governance (Korkut et al. 2015) quantification remains 

prominent. On the other hand, more recent concepts such as sustainability have increased the 

awareness of a need for a wider range and better integrated indicator framework within a multi-

level policy environment (Turcu 2013). Scotland is a case in point.  For example, as part of the 

adoption of a social dimension to sustainable growth (i.e. inclusive growth), the Scottish 

Government has demonstrated a strong commitment to the idea of inclusive growth agenda 

which ‘creates opportunities for all and distributes the benefits of increased prosperity fairly’ 

(Scottish Government 2018). These type of policy commitments require more detailed 

monitoring frameworks in order to capture public value across the different groups targeted. 

However, in Scotland, there is evidence to suggest that such macro-policy commitments have 

not been met with meaningful strategic public value leadership to provide the capacities and 

support needed in order for outcomes to be demonstrated locally due to an ‘empowerment-

heavy’ approach to public sector governance (Connolly and Pyper, 2020).  This points to the 

need to ensure that public value is not simply a task for local actors but it is for national policy-

makers to unlock potential, build capacities, and to address fragmentary systems in order for 

the embedding of outcomes-focused evaluation practices to not fall short, which, unfortunately, 

has been the case in Scotland (this has also been exacerbated by the policy distractions of the 

Scottish Government towards constitutional questions).     

Furthermore, and as discussed in Chapter 1  of this book, there has been an increased awareness 

in terms of the power of storytelling as part of evaluation in relaying complex policy issues and 

the creation of policy narratives. Bevir (2011) has formulated one of the strongest defences of 



storytelling in public administration. As aligning public value to policy decisions and 

programmes is inevitably a complex undertaking in which choices have to be made, these 

choices have to be explained to the public. Empiricism provides a meagre basis for 

demonstrating values, interpretation through storytelling establishes policy narratives, which 

give meaning to decisions and programmes (Jones et al. 2014). As we will see in the next 

section of this chapter, being able to communicate these stories are an important aspect of a 

public value approach.  

 

The politics of trust 

A third dimension of public value relates to the type of politics that underpin policy decisions. 

If public value management as an approach challenges the unclear accountability structures 

that were established as part of the NPM doctrine (Stoker 2003) then it would suggest that 

democratic reform of politics to counteract this imbalance would be at the heart. At the end of 

the noughties the global financial crisis was thought to have discredited a NPM approach 

underpinned by a private sector logic. Consequently, some have argued that a different type of 

politics is being pursued and that the experiences in the first decade of the new millennium 

have led to a reappraisal of the role of the public sector and public management more 

specifically. This new logic gives rise to renewed attention public value ideas (Talbot 2009). 

This politics is characterised by attempts to establish trust with the electorate in relation to 

reform programmes and policy decisions. As Kelly et al. (2004) note, the notion of trust is 

closely linked to legitimacy of policies and accountability (also see Massey’s chapter in this 

volume).   

Within this context it is important to note that the role of public managers, in terms of achieving 

public value, has a political dimension. This is not to suggest that public managers are political 

in the sense that they are partisan. Yet, they do require to be actively engaged with politics. At 



a minimum this would involve listening to how political masters interpret public value and 

provide advice in how this can be translated into policy programmes. However, this role ranges 

from passively responding to political inputs to more pro-actively alerting elected officials to 

emerging challenges and framing these in the context of public value. Alford and Hughes 

(2008: 134) summarise the political dimension of the role of public managers as follow: 

public managers can play an entrepreneurial role in discerning or imagining 

solutions to problems in our natural or social environment that are politically 

acceptable as well as administratively feasible. In this context, the manager’s 

role is not so much to define public value on behalf of society as to put 

forward value propositions for consideration by the citizenry and their various 

political representatives. 

A dynamic role in the political process is not without its challenges. This role is of public 

manager is of particular importance when considering the gap that exist between policy 

implementation and politics. A well-recognised challenge in modern policy-making is the 

overly optimistic expectations of in particular large policy initiatives (Hudson et al. 2019). 

Hogwood and Gunn (1979), and many others subsequently, noted how there often is an 

implementation gap, i.e. the challenge of translating policy initiatives into actual results. The 

distance between initiatives and results are at least in part created by the over-selling of what 

policies will achieve by elected representatives and civil society actors that support policy 

programmes. Within a competitive system policy actors have a strong incentive to emphasise 

the positives and down-playing the negatives outcomes, potential spill-over effects and 

opportunity costs in order to gain public approval. The de-politicisation of many policy 

decisions as part of the NPM approaches (also see Oliver and Fraser’s chapter in this volume) 

further distanced policy-making from politics and the public and create fuzzy boundaries 

between politicians and public servants (see McMillan’s chapter in this volume). One of the 



consequences of overselling policy outcomes and de-politicising policy decision is that it can 

create a skewed perception and understanding of the potential results of policy programmes 

and raise expectations of the public which in the long run which negatively impacts trust when 

those expectations are almost inevitably not being met. Furthermore, the de-politicisation of 

decision-making produces unclear and blurred lines of accountability, and therefore, and public 

accountability becomes a tricky terrain to navigate. 

Although this counts for public policy making approaches across the board, it is particularly 

relevant from a public value perspective, as the results of more public value orientated policy 

initiatives tend to be softer and less tangible, and they are perhaps particularly susceptible to 

overly optimistic public expectations. The public manager plays an active role in terms 

providing evidence that allows a deliberative process in which more nuanced positions can be 

communicated and ultimately more realistic expectations of policy initiatives in terms of their 

contribution to public value inform public debate. The simplification of wicked problems in 

public debate is inevitable but requires sensitive communication and leadership ( see 

McMillan’s chapter in this volume). Boiling complex policy decisions down to simple ‘yes’ or 

‘no’ questions without deliberation, provides a hot bed for divisions and lack of legitimacy 

which ultimately leads to distrust and populism.  

From a comparative research perspective, the UK usually performs well in relation to good 

governance. Yet, many UK-specific reports identify at least on occasions weak accountability 

structures: ‘a lack of clarity about who was responsible; a lack of consequences for poor 

performance; a lack of transparency and information’ (Guerin et al. 2018: 4). Furthermore, trust 

in UK government institutions has remained very low over the last decade, with data suggesting 

that distrust in government is now the default position for most UK citizens (Edelman 2018). 

A particular challenge for the UK is that people can feel unrepresented within the narrow 

confines of the majoritarian system. The competitive and adversarial political culture fostered 



by majoritarian politics leads to blame gaming and political posturing (Guerin et al. 2018). Yet, 

studies by Ombudsmen have shown that future prevention and lesson learning, rather than 

retribution for failures, is the public’s major concern when things go wrong (Mellor et al. 2014). 

Assigning blame in relation to policy failure is symptomatic of a political culture that 

oversimplifies decision-making. Another example of this same trend is the idea that public 

interest can only be raised through ‘big’ policy announcements. Moreover, research has shown 

that the public are more interested in how policy will be implemented (Institute of Government 

2016). This, at least, suggests that there is an appetite for a type of politics that allows for 

increased deliberation and avoids ‘dumbing down’ policy decisions. Filling the communicative 

gap between politicians, policymakers and the public is an important aspect of this process. 

The levels of distrust in government and institutions as in many other parts of the western world 

has reached levels where populism, in the form of anti-establishment movement have gained 

support. The rise of populism in the Western world is a complex phenomenon. As noted by 

Flinders and Huggins public sector reform is ‘defined by complexity, fragmentation and the 

apparent erosion of traditional public service values’ (see Flinders and Huggins’ chapter in this 

volume) which provides a breeding ground for populism which offers a false solution to the 

lack of public values in that it promises to deliver on wicked policy challenges with simplistic 

‘common sense’ policy solutions that are based on a nostalgic past (where the policy solution 

did not exist). In this sense, populism only increases the communicative gap by further 

dumbing down and increasing the blame gaming element as part of an anti-establishment 

rhetoric.  On the other hand, a politics-based perspective of public value would aim to provide 

leadership that allows for public debate and understanding of policy complexities (also see 

McMillan’s chapter in this volume).  

 



Paradigm shift?  

This chapter, and in fact the book, has evaluated the extent to which in recent years there has 

been a shift towards public value in policy making approaches in the UK. It has examined how 

‘new; processes of policy making, practices in relation to programming and monitoring policy 

outcomes and politics of communicating these outcomes can be viewed through the prism of 

public value. In this conclusion we will place these issues in the context of the analysis and 

discussion of the key themes associated with public value, governance and reform in Britain  

discussed in this book. The book has made a contribution to understanding key debates around 

whether we have seen the advancement towards a post-NPM agenda which is more focused on 

‘public value’ which relates to processes and approaches that are linked to debates on co-

production, leadership, outcomes and deliberative forms of governance. What all of the 

chapters point to, in different ways through varied lenses, is about how politics has continued 

to shape the nature and architecture of public administration in Britain. Clearly politics will 

(and should) always shape public administration, although it can sometimes distract from the 

questions and issues that concern matters of effectiveness and statecraft within bureaucracies. 

In the UK there have been a number of political and economic drivers which have aided and 

abetted distractions away from matters concerning the organisation of government.  

Since 2010 (the dominant focus of this book in terms of time period) austerity,Brexit politics, 

and the COVID-19 pandemic have been major distractions away from a public service reform 

agenda.  The post-1997 New Labour years was marked by more of a focus on how government 

works and what the role of the civil service should be (as illustrated by Tony Blair’s quote at 

the start of Chapter 1). Indeed, several chapters of this book have commented on how the 2017 

Barber Review has challenged the government to place more emphasis back onto value-seeking 

behaviour within the public sector. This is to ensure that the modern civil service, and civil 



servants, have the capacities and skills required to be innovate, to lead through complexities 

and to embed evaluation at the heart of government business. 

That being said, this book has shown how the public sector, despite the challenges of 

governance distractions (such as austerity, Brexit and COVID-19), has had to continually adapt 

and respond to demands for increased focus on public value in policy making. This has not 

been to the extent to which it can be convincingly claimed that ‘New Public Management is 

dead’ or been replaced by a new paradigm, rather, it is the case that there has been a degree of 

path dependence created by the New Labour agenda, i.e. successive governments since 2010 

have not necessarily rejected the New Labour agenda for the public sector. Nonetheless, 

contemporary British politics has crowded out the creative policy space for modernisation and 

reform to be nurtured, maintained and developed. The focus has been on efficiency savings 

and cuts to public expenditure following the financial crisis (linked to the austerity agenda). It 

may, therefore, be the case that several NPM battles have been fought but the war has not yet 

been won, a victorious successor has not yet emerged and academics should avoiding the 

temptation of pretending that this has happened. The concluding argument for this book is one 

which calls for the British government to raise the profile of the importance of governance and 

to formulate a comprehensive public sector reform agenda.  Public value should be the 

dominant governing framework for understanding such an endeavour.  

In our assessment, the Brexit developments and the COVID-19 pandemic clearly demonstrate 

the need for a public value based approach. Indeed, this approach may offer a window of 

opportunity for more a comprehensive governance reform agenda informed by PVG ideas that 

is better able to ‘mount a charge’ against the wicked problem of persisting spatial and socio-

economic inequalities across the UK. The result of the Brexit referendum crystallised a socio-

demographic chasm between those that have benefited from European integration, immigration 

and globalisation and those that feel threatened by these processes (Ford and Goodwin 2017). 



Education, income and housing are all key predictors in terms of the Brexit vote (Swales 2016, 

p4). Those that have felt threatened have long felt marginalised within Britain’s current 

governance system. The UK government under Prime Minister Boris Johnson has promised to 

tackle the deep rooted spatial and socio-economic divisions in UK by introducing a ‘levelling 

up’ agenda. For example, the 2019 Queen Speech the UK government stated that “The integrity 

and prosperity of the United Kingdom is of the utmost importance” and promised “measures 

to ensure that every part of the United Kingdom can prosper” (UK Government, 2019). Many 

of the places that are considered ‘left behind’ and require levelling up, for the first time in 

generations, returned Conservative MPs in the December 2019 election. Although the 

Conservative vote was heavily influenced by the Brexit debate, the UK government is keen to 

demonstrate that it can represent these traditional working class areas. However, so far, the 

policy proposals have been rather limited. There have been a number of infrastructure project 

announcements but a comprehensive policy programme that supports the levelling up agenda 

has not yet been developed. More fundamentally, and more relevant to the themes of this book, 

there has been no real debate about governance reform and, in particular how the values that 

underpin the attitudes and policy positions in these marginalised communities can be better 

represented in what is perceived as an elite driven policy process.  This leads to further 

questions about having a public service architecture, and the quality of public leadership 

spanning it, to respond to such deep-rooted challenges in the post-Brexit and post-COVID-19 

context.  Public sector leaders also have looked to ensure public trust is maintained in the 

democratic credentials of the state, which, in an era of post-truth politics, will be an enduring 

governance challenge (Skleparis, 2020).   

The COVID-19 pandemic has also unearthed health inequalities in terms of social, age and 

race. In economic terms, it has exposed the vulnerability of people in casual work and some of 

the flexible self-employment regulations that the UK holds. The measures to control the spread 



of the virus have a greater impact on more vulnerable groups both socially and economically 

and the economic recession will also most likely effect more vulnerable groups more (Bibby 

et al. 2020). The fundamental values of healthcare access, protection of those working in 

vulnerable professions, health and social care have all been challenged the integrity of extant 

governance arrangements.  The crisis has been cause to reflect on the extent to which 

governance processes are geared towards those at the sharp end of policy implementation at 

the ‘street-level’ (Lipsky, 2010). Part of the answer lies in developing a more inclusive and 

diverse civil service (Smith, 2020). More broadly, PVM can offer a more inclusive model for 

governance that provides room for a fuller appreciation of public  values. Structural inequalities 

in UK society are obviously long-standing but the twin acute uncertainties posed by Brexit and 

COVID-19 have served to crystallise the gaps more clearly. The quality of government depends 

on the quality of future public sector leadership at multiple levels of governance. Related to 

this point is the fact that intra-governmental development programmes for public servants is 

something that has fallen off the UK Government’s radar over the past decade (Connolly and 

Pyper, 2020).   

The chapters of this book have also documented, using specific themes and analytical lenses, 

the importance of how outcomes-based approaches underpin public value. Evidencing the 

impact of public sector initiatives and programmes facilitates more of an innovative mind-set 

when it comes to public value governance. Embedding the user of services, through co-

productive practice, in the design and evaluation of services helps public managers to be more 

deliberative in their approach. This, however, is not to shy away from the acute challenges of 

being co-productive  - for example, it is not always clear to public servants about who should 

be the co-producers (or how to reach them). It might be the case that users do not want to co-

produce. The process itself can be resource-intensive. Moreover, a shift to outcomes, in a co-

produced way, risks becoming a tokenistic exercise if there is a lack of leadership orientated 



towards building organisational cultures which are geared towards value-seeking behaviours. 

There is no doubt that any reform paradigms, be it NPM or public value, will always be a 

hostage to social, economic, political and institutional challenges. However, institutions, and 

how they are led, matter for shaping the cultural conditions for unlocking public value. 

  

 

 

Final thoughts 

This book provides an up to date overview of governance reform in the UK through multiple 

lenses of public value management. It aims to provide a nuanced account recognising that 

approaches to public value cannot be ‘blue printed’ within different governance settings but, 

also, that there is merit in considering public value as an analytical lens for governance reform 

in the UK. It has, hopefully, provided key insights into the fragilities surrounding moving from 

the principles of public value to its implementation and its sustainability. For modern public 

servants it should not be a case of viewing public value as a desirable or ‘nice to do’ endeavour 

but perhaps it should be seen as a moral responsibility to make the best effort possible to govern 

and evaluate programmes based on public value principles highlighted in Chapter 1 (when 

drawing on Blaug et al. (2006, p. 52)). These are: effectiveness (focusing on how well the 

outputs of a service achieve the stated objectives of that service); efficiency (how well services 

use their resources to produce outputs and achieve outcomes); outputs (accounting for what 

activities have been produced in line with objectives); outcomes and quality (evaluating the 

impact and quality of a service on the status of an individual or a group, and on the success of 

the service area in achieving its objectives); and access and equity (ensuring that services are 



physically accessible, affordable to access and that inequalities of access are addresses through 

careful policy planning and delivery). 

The next decade will continue to present major challenges and distractions away from a focus 

on public administration (i.e. the governance and political consequences of Brexit, post-

COVID 19 recovery as well as other constitutional questions such as Scottish independence). 

The organisation of the state and its public services, therefore, must become a greater priority 

in order for public servants to have the skills and qualities to navigate through the complexities 

and multi-stakeholder contexts that such changes will bring. The advantage of public value 

ideas is that they enable public servants to evaluate how, and by which means, governance 

should be led and managed in such an environment. A focus on measurement and evaluation 

for improvement and innovation is what will provide the evidence for understanding what 

works, when and how in a complex environment. This will require institutional mechanisms to 

foster learning across the civil service to avoid the pitfalls of not embedding meaningful 

evaluation. The result of not paying attention to this will lead to weak institutional memory 

rendition and significant risks of amnesia within the system, which undermines public value.  

Overall, and looking to future (post-Brexit or otherwise), we are calling for greater macro-level 

political attention to be given to public value in the future to ensure that a value-based approach 

to ‘reinventing government’ is prioritised and sustained as part of modern British governance. 
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