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It is thrilling to see how the theory and practice of creating public value has been taken up and developed—both in the academy as a subject of inquiry, research, and teaching; and in the world of practice as a useful guide for improving the quality of individual and social life from particular positions in particular contexts. Particularly important, perhaps, is John Brewer’s idea that it has challenged social science and academics to “create global citizens with a responsibility to our shared humanitarian future.” This is a vision of public value that reaches well beyond my initial aspiration to support those granted discretionary control over the collectively owned assets of states in their efforts to create more prosperous, sociable, and just societies.
I am grateful that the editors of this research anthology have given me a chance to offer a personal commentary on how the “public value project” has developed over time. I call it the public value project because the work has escaped the authorship (even the sponsorship!) of any particular individual. As this and other recent publications have shown, the concept of public value is “out there;” It is being actively developed and used by many creative, resourceful, and committed scholars to increase our shared understanding about the particular conditions in our world that might reasonably be called “public” and how collective institutions (led by individuals in particular institutional positions) might use those positions to improve those conditions.
The commentary begins with my particular aims and purposes in framing the challenge facing public managers as one of “creating pubic value.” It then traces the development of the ideas through the processes of both simultaneous invention and diverse development as it has been grasped by scholars with both broader and deeper perspectives than my own. The ultimate aim is to show how the various tributaries might now be contributing to a potentially powerful intellectual tide that is wider and stronger than at least what I imagined at the outset, and why that might be important to scholarship and to the world at large. 
Public Value and the Neo-Liberal Tide 
In framing the concept of “creating public value” as the important goal of public management, I sought to find some kind of intellectual and practical purchase on a political discourse that seemed to be not just drifting, but enthusiastically galloping towards a view of individual and collective life that seemed wrong —wrong in both in the empirical sense that these ideas were inconsistent with the conditions in which we lived, and wrong in a more philosophical sense that they did not fully capture the values that could (and should!) guide individual and collective life. 
Privileging Individualism; Ignoring Interdependence
On one hand, the global elite had marched right through the values of liberal democracy and was increasingly embracing a radical kind of individualism that emphasized the wants and rights of individuals over the duties and obligations that each of us might have towards others as a result of our evident and growing material and social interdependence.	
	Promoting Materialism over Living in Right Relationships
On the other hand, the world seemed to be embracing an equally radical commitment to material conditions as the measure of individual and social welfare over the idea that a good individual and collective life might be defined in terms of the quality of individual and social relations and the ability of individuals to live dignified, autonomous lives free of economic exploitation, social bigotry, or political oppression. 
	Ignoring the Value of the State as a Contributor to Valued Social Conditions
In the rush to protect individual liberty, and expand material prosperity, we lost sight of the vision of a liberal state – a state that could simultaneously; 1) protect the economic, social, and political rights that enabled individuals to live with dignity and autonomy; 2)collectively impose duties on private individuals and associations to refrain from actions harmful to individual rights, or the welfare and justice of the society as a whole. We also lost sight of the fact that the legitimacy of that state depended crucially on a cultural willingness and capacity for free individuals to ban together not only in celebrating their individual freedom, but also to become the architects of their own restraint through laws and social norms that embodied a widely shared and philosophically tested idea of justice—or, less grandiosely, perhaps to a more contingent idea of right relationships among individuals and between individuals and the state and other powerful social institutions. 
	Favoring Commerce and Markets over Civil Societies, Polities, and Ideals of Justice 
This pell-mell rush to individualism and materialism as the ultimate purposes of a society was reflected in the growing dominance of markets over states. Increasingly, the state was viewed as the “unproductive sector” – the social institution that was not only failing to produce anything of value, but also undermining the value-producing capacities of societies held by private corporations seeking to satisfy the material desires of consumers and the profit-maximizing desires of investors. The use of state authority to advance social welfare and justice by creating rules that  protected consumers, workers, investors, and those living in natural and man-made physical environments was recast as a regulatory burden that prevented economic development. The idea that social welfare and justice might depend on the use of tax dollars to pay for research and development, subsidies to support infrastructure programs, educational efforts that could build human capital, and so on—all efforts that could be expected to support economic prosperity in the future without burdening the private sector—was dismissed as unnecessary for enhancing the prosperity of the society, let alone its civility or justice.
	Treating Citizens as Customers 
The rush was also reflected in the practices of both politics and public administration. In the realm of politics, the idea of marketing candidates to a gullible public gained standing over the idea that elections should engage individual citizens in self-government. The idea that there was no such thing as society, and that voting was simply a device to advance one’s own interests, reduced what could be a collective discussion about the kind of society in which we all might want to live to a tally of simple up and down votes on ideological issues. In the realm of public administration, public managers were encouraged to think of the citizens they encountered on the other side of the counter when they were delivering benefits or obligations as “customers” to be “satisfied.” 
But this metaphor obscured the real nature of these transactions. Some of these transactions involved the delivery of benefits and services, and insofar as the services were supposed to improve the quality of an individual beneficiary’s life, one might liken the beneficiary to a customer. But the beneficiaries usually did not pay the costs of the benefits they received. Partly as a consequence, many of these benefits and services were rationed, and granted only to eligible populations. They were also often limited in terms of the scope, amount, or quality of the services provided. And many had “strings attached” to the provision of the benefit designed to encourage beneficiaries to take actions that would reduce their future dependence on public largesse. In short, the client beneficiaries often had to take quite a bit less than what they thought they wanted, needed, or deserved as individuals, and accept what they were given as the result of a collective decision by citizens and taxpayers rather than a reflection of their own views of entitlement. 
The difficulty with the metaphor was even more obvious in the frequent cases in which the individuals on the other side of bureaucratic encounters had obligations imposed on them to pay their taxes, stop polluting the environment, refrain from physically attacking their spouse, or drive more soberly or slowly to protect themselves and others from serious injury. In these cases, the most satisfaction government could expect to produce for such customers is grudging compliance. Explaining why the rules existed, how to come into compliance with the rules, and reassuring “obligatees” that the rules were being enforced equitably and fairly was important intrinsically as a matter of the just enforcement, but also useful instrumentally insofar as doing so increased compliance with the rules. Whether or not a particular individual felt “satisfied” with this kind of encounter was somewhat beside the point.
Obscuring the Importance and Value of Public Duties and the Use of State Authority
At the core of the confusion that overtook public administration when we began talking about individuals and customers was the obfuscation of the core fact of public administration:  those engaged in public administration, by definition, used assets that were different from those used by private-sector—or even voluntary sector—managers. They made regular use of the authority of the state to accomplish their purposes. This is obvious in the case of regulatory and enforcement agencies, which use the authority of the state to draft an army of private individuals and associations to achieve a particular social good. It is less obvious in the case of service agencies, but even here we have noted the use of state authority both in rationing access to benefits, and in turning the benefits into incentives for good behavior by attaching conditions to the acceptance of the benefits. And, one must keep in mind that the money used to fund government provided services come primarily from the use of state taxing authority.  
The Origins of Public Value
At the time of this pell-mell rush to individualism, materialism, and a sharply limited state, I had begun my career working at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government. As an undergraduate at Yale, I had been tutored in two special programs. The first, a program for freshman and sophomores, was called the Directed Studies Program—an odd appellation because the program was anything but “directed.” It took students through a broad sweep of disciplines including philosophy, politics, economics, sociology, psychology, history, literature, and the history of art.  
The second, for juniors and seniors, was a special major called “Politics and Economics” modeled after Oxford’s famous Politics, Philosophy, and Economics major. That program required participants to take several courses in economics, but focused most intently on getting through a reading list of 164 books or articles that had been selected by an interdisciplinary faculty. Both programs required not just copious reading but also reams of written responses, weekly seminars, and general intellectual toil under the guidance of particularly demanding professors. As Professor Charles Lindblom, who directed the Politics and Economics program, wryly explained to me when I applied: “This is not a program for everyone.” 
The combination of these programs prepared me for multi-disciplinary “big think.” I loved the ambition and the challenge of “thinking big” about social issues. But it was the late sixties, and I was eager to be more than a thinker. I wanted to learn to think in a cross-disciplinary, rigorous way about particular practical problems so I could solve them—not just intellectually, but for real. 
The year I graduated from Yale, the Kennedy School launched the Public Policy Program at Harvard. I was headed to Yale Law School, but Professor Lindblom drew my attention to this new program, and suggested it might be right up my alley. “You were always more interested in practical problems,” he said, “Maybe this is the place for you.” I applied, got in, and found myself in an environment that seemed ideally suited to my particular interests and capabilities. 
In retrospect, the ambitions of the Public Policy Program and the Kennedy School seem both a bit too grandiose and a bit off target. The challenge of developing (1) the methods of analytical, empirical inquiry that could accurately frame important public policy choices, (2) the leadership skills that could mobilize legitimacy and support for the right decisions, and (3) the managerial techniques that could deploy assets to achieve the desired results was several steps beyond what a faculty recruited from different academic disciplines could expect to achieve -- even in the long run, let alone the short run.  
The difficulties were compounded by the fact that we placed a bit more confidence than we should have in the analytic frameworks and empirical methods of academic social sciences, particularly economics. In doing so, we left out the appropriate consideration of what a colleague of mine described once as CHILE —an acronym that stood for Culture, History, Institutions, Law, and Ethics. This initial mistake was rectified to some degree by the later inclusion of history and ethics; and those economists who were drawn into the world of developmental economics were gradually drawn into the world of institutions; but, in the way of human institutions, the original bias turned out to be hard to re-balance. 
It also gradually became clear from both reflection and social science research that the school’s emphasis on policy analysis (using formal analytic frameworks to support rational decision-making and  social science methods to understand the causes of particular social problems and the likely effectiveness of particular policy interventions) was distorting. It was one thing to imagine a policy intervention that was both logically sound and empirically likely to solve the problem; it was quite another thing to have a real, dynamic policy-making process actually choose that option and a real, functioning organization actually implement it. In neglecting the problems inherent in designing, managing, or participating in processes of policy development on one hand, and deploying assets in large-scale efforts to produce real changes in the world on the other, the big investment in getting a good idea could easily be wasted. 
I had not come to the Kennedy School to learn about public leadership and management as practices that affected how governments made and implemented policy choices. I had come, like many others, to whisper in the ears of those talented and brave individuals who were prepared to run for office or take on executive positions in government and to face the hard work of organizing good policy-making processes and managing complex organizations and projects. I was trying to learn how to be a good policy analyst and designer, not a leader or manager. 
But, for whatever reason, I was given a special assignment at the Kennedy School: to work with my colleagues there, as well as some colleagues from the Business and Law Schools, to develop concepts of public management that were more like those used in business management—more strategic in the sense that they were more focused on achieving valued results, better able to measure those results, more experimental and innovative in seeking improved performance, more responsive to changing conditions, and more capable of mobilizing capacities outside of government to help achieve publicly desired social outcomes. That became the assignment of a lifetime. I have been at it ever since. 
	Big (Academic) Think and Little (Practical) Think
I go through this personal history for a particular reason—namely, to explore one important aspect of the public value project:  the relationship between the “vocational” idea of creating public value on one hand, and the much broader academic and philosophical idea of public value on the other. I noted above that as an undergraduate I had been specially prepared for “big think”—the kind of thought that is carried on by social philosophers and great social observers and commentators. As a graduate student, my training had shifted to “practical think”: how to imagine and test particular ideas to deal with particular problems in particular settings. 
I was pretty sure there had to be some connection between the two worlds, but I decided that my principal commitment had to be towards “practical think.” And it is for that reason, that I developed and presented the work on public value as a method for addressing the practical tasks facing individuals in specific positions in government agencies. But I knew that in framing the problem in that way, I was asking those in the positions I sought to help to take on much more intellectual, moral, and practical responsibility than they might have imagined was their lot in life. 
Indeed, the first essay I wrote that set out some of the basic ideas of creating public value was entitled “Small Scale Statesmen.” The title was meant to emphasize the fact that in taking on the responsibility for leading public action from positions that held some degree of policy discretion and executive authority, it was hard to escape from performing all the functions that we associated with statesmen – at least in the relatively small, particular domains in which they operated. 
More recently, I have begun to refer to the intellectual qualifications for public leaders and managers as those required of “micro-political economists.” In doing so, I am definitely not suggesting that they differentiate themselves from macro-economists by abandoning an empirical approach to describing real economies in favor of highly abstract, theoretical models that leave out the politics and hide the philosophy. Instead, I am suggesting that an empirical focus on the solution of relatively small problems requires deployment of a wide set of intellectual tools drawn from philosophy, politics, and economics. As my colleague Thomas Schelling once observed, “just because a problem is small, doesn’t necessarily mean that it is simple.”
From my perspective, then, the challenge was to go from big thinking within single disciplines, to small, more applied thinking that was focused on particular questions about how the assets of the state should be deployed to create a good and just society—or at least one that was better and more just than it was before. To give this challenge a simple, practical thrust, I described the challenge as “creating public value.” I hoped that we could find the methods that would allow us to leave as little intellectual quality behind, and introduce as few distortions as possible as we moved from big, philosophical think to the little practical think. Just as a physician has to carry both scientific knowledge about illness, its causes, and current treatments, and a capacity for human connection and motivation into the diagnosis and treatment of a given patient to maximize the chance of healing, so a public leader has to carry both scientific knowledge about the characteristics of a problem and its possible solutions, and insight into human values and behavior into the process of organizing collective thought and action to improve social conditions. 
One useful way to think about this dilemma is captured in a diagram that I have used to orient incoming faculty at the Kennedy School to what I believe is the unique challenge facing “public policy” schools. The matrix presented below cavalierly divides the world into two different objects of thought: general causal hypotheses about how the part of the world that is under investigation actually works (social science research); and ideas about how to plausibly make that part of the world better (practical problem-solving). In principle, one can approach either of these intellectual tasks with varying degrees of analytic clarity, empirical accuracy, and rigorous logic. Thus, the matrix distinguishes bluntly between intellectual work that is “thorough and careful,” on one hand, and work that is “shallow and sloppy” on the other.
Table 1: 
Different Objects of Intellectual Inquiry and 
Different Levels of Care in Thinking

	        What One Thinks 
                         About


How One Thinks
	
General Causal Hypotheses 
(Social Science Research)
	
Actionable Solutions
(Practical Problem Solving)

	
Thoroughly and Carefully
	Quadrant I:

Excellent Social Science
	Quadrant II:
 
Thinking Carefully and Rigorously About Practical Problems

	
Shallow and Sloppy
	Quadrant III:

Mediocre Social Science
	Quadrant IV:

Muddling Through



What is important to note, I think, is that we academics tend to think that only two of the cells of this matrix can be occupied: work that is focused on causal explanation that is thorough and careful (Quadrant I), and work on practical problems that is shallow and sloppy (Quadrant IV). 
The reason for this assumption, I suspect, is that as one moves from the work of science (generating and testing general hypotheses about how the world works) to the world of practical problem solving (imagining, implementing, and evaluating policy interventions to solve particular problems), many issues pop up that are hard for science to resolve. For example, as one moves from the abstract and general to the concrete and particular, the array of variables and their potentially important relationship to one another tends to increase. One also moves from the use of the concepts and methods of a single discipline to the use of concepts and methods from many disciplines. Even more importantly, one moves from a purely descriptive effort to one that is prescriptive, and requires the introduction and discussion of important human values at stake in the action as well as accurate predictions of what might occur. Finally, one moves from a stance that is objective and above the fray, to a position where action is required, and real consequences ensue for the thinker and those who are affected by the thought that guides social action. 
Each of these moves represents a departure from what academics think is a prerequisite for high quality intellectual, academic, and scientific work. The work on the right had side of this matrix is by nature applied, multi-disciplinary, prescriptive, and finds its ultimate social justification in action that improves social conditions rather than in the accumulation of scientific knowledge. Each departure from the established norms of scientific research can be seen to diminish the (academic, or scientific) quality of the work, even as each departure may increase the practical value. 
What I think is important for us public value scholars to realize, however, is that our special challenge is to occupy Quadrant II. That is the quadrant that focuses on thinking deeply and carefully about the practical problem of how best to use a particular position one occupies in society to improve the quality of individual and social life—to apply intellectual rigor even when the pressure is on to act in the concrete now, rather than in some distant future when all might be known and possible. 
	The Strategic Triangle 
To guide those particular, concrete efforts to improve individual and social life, I embedded the concept of public value in a second, closely related concept called the strategic triangle. The strategic triangle was constructed to provide the basis for challenging students to take an active, agentic stance and commit themselves to “creating public value” in their professional roles. I did this in part because I did not want the concept of public value to get lost entirely in the philosophical abstractions of what was value, who was the public, and what did they want. I did not think there was a useful general answer to that question. Instead, I thought that those questions would have to be worked out over and over again in particular concrete cases. But I wanted to provide our students with a framework that would improve their ability to assess their environments and to imagine and test what might be both valuable and possible to do. Central to that effort was the normative idea of public value, but also the important practical (and normative!) question of how a public could be called into existence, give legitimacy and support to a particular conception of public value, and help produce (and evaluate!) the impact of particular governmental actions.  
This is “applied” work in the sense that it focuses on diagnosing and acting on particular social problems. Such may be informed by existing knowledge and established methods of social science. But to anyone who has actually done this work in a serious  way, calling this work “applied” fails to do it justice. The reason is that working out plausibly useful answers to practical problems always means going beyond what social science currently knows about the likely effects of particular interventions. There are always new facts to be gathered and always new methods to be deployed in gathering those facts. There are also new methods for organizing the facts in a way that can logically and empirically support arguments for doing A rather than B or C in the given situation. And there are always important philosophical and normative judgements that suggest the consequences of A are better than B or C and important questions about how to engage those who will feel the effects of the choices, who are in a position to authorize them, and who will actually implement them. 
	Public Value Inquiry as a Sustained Dialogue between Academics and Social Change Agents
In sum, the idea of public value was coined and developed as a kind of provocation to the prevailing ethos in economics, politics, and public management, and (as Timo Meynhardt reminds us) in psychology and business management as well. Once coined in this particular way, the concept opened up avenues for other academic disciplines to join the practical, normative discourse about how those interested in improving society might make a contribution. The lessons of psychology and anthropology about the best and worst of human nature as we seek to act rationally, altruistically, and dutifully in collaboration with others; the important lessons from sociology and biology about the power of hierarchy and status as both motivational and organizational features of social life; the lessons that history holds for our understanding of the possibilities, limits, and dangerousness of human societies; and the wisdom of philosophy and law that forces attention on the just and the fair as not just a procedural constraint, but as a quality of the society in which we live that can help us feel just, secure, and connected; all become relevant to public policy making and collective life. The challenge in all this remains to sustain the intellectual commitment to quality thought, logic, and evidence even as practical necessities require us to depart from the existing knowledge and methods of social science. The commitment of public value scholars has to be to the more general principles of the Enlightenment with its emphasis on reason and the aspirations of humanity, not to the narrower ideas of science, or the particular social science disciplines we have developed as useful instruments for describing pieces of individual and social life. 
It is in this spirit that I offer a general perspective on how the work of many scholars, and particularly those writing for this volume, has widened and clarified the concept of public value and raised even deeper intellectual questions about human societies, what they value, how they decide to act, and (most importantly, perhaps) how they learn and improve.  
Widening and Clarifying the Concept of Public Value
From my perspective, the most important development in the public value project has been to carry the idea of public value well beyond its initial application as a challenge to public managers to articulate and measure the value that they were producing for citizens to include:
· a much wider definition of what constitutes public value, 

· a much wider appreciation of how the concept might be used across different organizational platforms and sectors to create public value, and

· a deeper understanding that the sources of energy for these wider social efforts lie in the social values and aspirations of individuals who attach significant value not only to their own immediate material welfare, but to the welfare of others, their duties towards others, and their ideas of a good and just society. 
	Public Value as the Purposes of a Properly Constituted and Democratically Guided Government
Starting off with a sharp focus on government and the electoral, legislative, and policy politics that surround the decisions and actions of democratic governments made sense since it made the important substantive claim that government was not the unproductive sector to be minimized, but instead a sector that was creating value for citizens that was important for citizens to learn how to use for their own well-being. Moreover, it claimed that government produces value not only through publicly financed services of various kinds, but also in its juridical role as the enforcer of the “rules of the game,”, establishing and protecting rights that endow individuals with both dignity and agency and ensuring that we respect one another’s rights and live up to the duties that impose on ourselves as democratic citizens. 
The phrase “public value” also took advantage of the fact that the word value had two quite different connotations, with quite different political meanings. On one hand, the idea of value had a nice conservative ring. Value meant money, cash on the barrel head, objective evidence that something tangible and useful had been produced. This aligned with the idea that government, like business, should have a clear “bottom line.” 
On the other hand, the word value evoked the possibility that important moral values were at stake in what government chose to do and the effects it produced. It reminded us all that making public policy and managing government’s operations was not merely a technical enterprise, but one that was shot through with philosophical values—not just utilitarian ideas defining the “good,” but also deontological principles defining the “just and fair.” Connected to the idea of fairness and justice were important democratic principles that specified the conditions under which a polity could legitimately make decisions about how best and most justly to use the collectively owned powers of the state. 
The idea that values, and particularly democratic values, might be an important part of public policy making made the use of the word “public” along with the idea of “value” particularly important. The liberal tradition insisted on the intrinsic value of individuals, and their right to have and pursue their own values in their individual lives. We knew that individuals valued their own sense of satisfaction with their lives. And we knew that individuals might value conditions beyond their own material welfare, and take voluntary action (or agree to required actions) to support public purposes. 
But what could it possibly mean to attach the word public to the idea of value – particularly in the context of liberal democratic theory which insisted that the only reliable arbiter of value was individuals, not collectives? How could a “public” that consists of individuals with many different interests of their own, and many different ideas about how the society in which they live should be organized for the common good possibly speak articulately and coherently about the particular conditions in society that they as a pubic valued?  
The answer to this question lies at the core of democratic theory, and constitutes an enduring paradox. On one hand, liberal societies insist that the important arbiters of value are individuals making choices not only about their own lives, but also about the kinds of society in which each would like to live. On the other hand, liberal societies believe that they cannot legitimately deploy the collectively owned assets of a democratic society unless some kind of “public” is formed that explicitly authorizes and legitimates the action. 
The reason is that a democratic society assumes that the assets that can be deployed by a state –both tax dollars and regulatory authority – are collectively owned. Consequently, when publicly owned assets are deployed, the public as a whole becomes the appropriate arbiter of value – not particular, discrete individuals. 
Of course, democratic societies have created institutions and processes designed to create a more or less satisfactory unum from a highly heterogeneous and fractious pluribus. These structures and processes include three branches of government, elections of representatives, legislative hearings, administrative rule-making, citizen consultation, ombudsmen, and so on. 
Yet, we know that these processes are inevitably quite imperfect. We have mathematical theorems that show that it is impossible for individuals with different views about valuable states in which they would like to live to come to a stable, consistent view that can satisfy them all. But what is impossible in theory, we seem to do every day in practice. 
Every day democratic governments make choices about how best to use collectively owned assets to advance the common good. And while we can hardly expect perfection in these choices, we can have ideas about what constitutes a better or worse collective choice, and seek to realize those ideas in actual practice. We can’t pretend that the process of deciding collectively about how we will use the collectively owned assets of the state to improve social conditions will ever be as simple as the process of individuals making consumer decisions in markets. It will always and inevitably involve arguing with one another not only about what we want for ourselves, but also what we might want for others, or think we owe to others, or what we might reasonably demand from others, or what aggregate features of the society we share might constitute a good and just society. But neither can we avoid the challenge of making that messy process as good as it could possibly be. 
Indeed, given the declining legitimacy of government, a key question in the theory and practice of creating public value has become the key issue that John Dewey identified a century ago: namely, what methods can best be used to “call a public into existence that can understand and act on its own interests.” Without a competent public, how can we know what social conditions are publicly valued?
 
	Public Value as Purposes that Leverage Private Capacities 
As the public value project moved forward led by public value scholars like John Benington, Jean Hartley, John Alford, John Bryson, Barbara Crosby, Timo Meynhardt, and others, this relatively narrow focus on public value as synonymous with collective action taken by governments, guided by citizens, and produced with the use of the money and authority of the state widened significantly. 
The first shift was an understanding that the government does not produce public value acting purely on its own, relying solely on government money and government agencies. The government uses its money not only to pay for public employees to produce publicly valued results directly, but also to contract with commercial and nonprofit service delivery organizations to achieve public purposes, spelled out in more or less exacting detail in the terms of the contract. 
Similarly, the government uses its authority to require private actors—corporations and individuals—to contribute to public purposes. It uses taxing authority to raise the money it uses in various activities (services, programs, benefits, contracts, etc). It uses regulatory authority to control crime and violence; protect the natural environment; reduce discrimination in economic domains such as housing and employment; and protect the rights of citizens to assemble, petition the government, and vote. 
The government also uses its moral authority through the “bully pulpit”—a lighter form of normative regulation than laws, sanctions, and enforcement—to mobilize private actors to contribute to public purposes out of a sense of civic duty or public spirit. Government’s efforts to foster and encourage a sense of public duty can act as a kind of “force multiplier” that augments the money and law enforcement authority that citizens expect government to use sparingly.
When a public purpose aligns closely with widely recognized public norms of patriotism, civic duty, or social beneficence, for example, that alignment can affect the attitudes of those on the receiving end of both public services and public obligations. Those receiving job training might work a bit harder to transition out of public assistance if they trust that it is good and just that they do so. Those asked to give up the convenience of driving themselves home after a night of drinking might be more inclined to make alternative arrangements if they believe such a claim is good and just. 
The effect of using the “bully pulpit” to preach civic virtues can have important effects on those who are not directly clients of government activities, but have close relations with those who are. John Alford has observed the potentially powerful impact that spouses, children, parents, friends—sometimes even nosy strangers – can have on the behavior and condition of those who are on the receiving end of government services and obligations. 
The power of the “bully pulpit” can also reach individuals in their roles as citizens, taxpayers, and voters, and engage them in the process of deciding together as citizens how the collectively owned powers of the state might best be used to create prosperous, sociable, and just social conditions. 
	Public Value as Voluntary Private Efforts to Improve Individual and Social Conditions
The focus on the government’s use of the bully pulpit to create, sustain, or energize a particular public purpose reminds us that it is not only the state, using public assets, acting on behalf of a political collective, that has and seeks to advance public value. We can also see that private actors—both individuals and collectives, voluntary and commercial—might be active in producing what they view as public value on their own. Indeed, the idea that the voluntary sector and the commercial sector might both embrace their own particular ideas of public value, and pursue them using their own privately held assets has been one of the most important extensions of public value theory advanced through the work of John Bryson, Barbara Crosby, Timo Meynhardt, and Martin Kitchener. Consider the idea of public value in the context of both voluntary sector organizations, and commercial organizations. 
Public Value and the Voluntary Sector. In principle and in practice, one might expect significant overlap between the conditions that become the focus of government’s efforts to create public value and those that become the focus of philanthropists, volunteers, non-profit organizations, and civic associations. The moral concerns of individuals and voluntary associations cover a front that is as wide as government, and sometimes wider.  
Two key features, however, differentiate the voluntary sector from the government. First, the voluntary sector is not able to use the authority of the state—at least not directly. Second, as long as those acting in the voluntary sector do not rely on public authority and public money, they, rather than the state, act as the arbiters of the value they create: they are entitled to embrace and act to improve any part of individual and collective life as long as it is within legal limits defined by the state. 
This establishes an important point that is easily missed in the discussion of public value. Individuals and voluntary associations of individuals can hold and act on views of public value that are individually held and voluntarily pursued without the aid of the state. The existence of the voluntary sector creates a domain within which the definition and pursuit of public value is at least partially distinguished from the activities of politics and government. 
Public Value and Commercial Enterprises. It is only a small step further to wonder whether private commercial firms could also be engaged in creating public value. To some, the answer to that question is “no.” Indeed, the whole idea of public value was to point to a realm of value that was distinct from the value pursued and produced through commercial enterprise. But Timo Meynhardt and other public value scholars who have been advancing both the “stakeholder view” of corporate governance and the concept of “corporate social responsibility” have argued persuasively that the commercial sector, too, can produce public value. 
This argument begins with the idea that while economic welfare may not be the only condition that individuals and societies value, it is certainly an individually and publicly valued condition. The activities of commercial enterprises and markets have obvious social benefits. Consumers benefit from a flow of relatively low-cost, high-quality products and services to choose from. Employees benefit from the disposable income they earn. Investors benefit from making good bets on companies with good ideas, and in doing so, finance the development of new products and services and perhaps “give back” to the public realm. This is at least in part why government not only grants for-profit enterprises license to operate, but also often provides incentives and subsidies of various kinds to support economic prosperity—locally, nationally, or internationally. 
The problem, of course, is that these benefits often come with significant costs that register not only in the realm of material wellbeing, but also in the realm of social and political relationships. Commercial enterprises have produced and distributed products that were unsafe and harmful as well as beneficial. They have cheated investors and customers, and exploited workers. They have polluted the air and water, despoiled beautiful natural environments, and upset delicate ecological balances with uncertain but potentially negative—even disastrous—consequences. They have systematically discriminated against women and racial minorities in employment, housing markets, financial services, and other consumer domains. They have devised and used methods for influencing social and political movements to advance their own commercial interests, often by downplaying or concealing bad consequences of their actions. 
To counter the negative consequences of otherwise valuable efforts, societies decided to use the authority of the state to discourage firms from inflicting harm and injustice and to demand compensating actions or payments if harms were inflicted. Opponents of these measures decried them as unjust appropriations of property and complained about the inefficiency they created in the pursuit of economic value, and they have had some success in rolling back governmental regulation. Of course, while it is sensible to question and debate whether the impact of given regulations harm economic prosperity more than they help reduce potentially negative effects of commercial activity, to imagine that regulation per se is destructive to economic welfare or is unjust is willful ignorance.  
More recently, as regulations have been rolled back in pursuit of economic prosperity (without worrying too much about the loss of public value in other realms of human life and aspiration), voluntary associations and businesses themselves have tried to replace state regulation with voluntary commitments to increased social responsibility. In many respects, the movement for corporate social responsibility (CSR) is an effort to replace the regulatory efforts of the state with softer efforts to take advantage of whatever public spirit might exist among commercial enterprises to cause the firms to reduce the negative economic, social, and political consequences of their actions. If such norms exist and prove effective in reducing negative externalities without relying on the authority of the state, one could reasonably say that the reduced use of regulatory authority and the money required for enforcement has increased (net) public value. 
Success in animating an effective commitment to CSR would also suggest that both individual and public desires to force commercial firms to reduce their harmful effects were alive and well—and strong enough to change boardroom behavior. It is important to see that this can happen without actually changing the hearts and minds of the commercial executives. When individuals use their market positions as customers, investors, and employees to express their social and political values, economic as well as social and political pressures mount on the commercial executives. In effect, they would feel the effect of a form of regulation that moved out of the realm of politics and the state, and into the realm of voluntary individual and social action taken within commercial markets! 
Assuming for a moment that we can deal with the potentially negative externalities of commercial enterprises through regulation or economic and social pressures, the question remains as to whether the purely positive economic value produced by firms is publicly valuable as well. I think the simple answer to that question is yes. All other things being equal, a prosperous economy producing significant advances in material wellbeing in the provision of water, food, shelter, medical care, education, jobs and entrepreneurial opportunities must be seen as socially and publicly as well as economically valuable. 
This conclusion can create ideological problems for those who think the idea of public value should remain apart from the idea of commercial or economic value. It can also create significant practical difficulties when civic and governmental actors seek to enter into different kinds of public-private partnerships. They might not be clear enough in their mind what the public—not including direct economic beneficiaries— might want and expect from the deal. They may also find themselves politically handicapped in the negotiations if the commercial enterprises have already intervened in the political process in a way that gives their economic contributions to the society more importance than they might have in some more perfect democratic process. 
These are everyday questions for public officials—those who work with private developers to create new projects in distressed cities, for example, or procurement officers seeking to contract with commercial enterprises to produce some kind of public value and wondering whether to prioritize getting the most public value at the least public expense versus, say, helping to stimulate a local economy or promoting minority-owned ventures. 
Despite these problems, it might be important for society and government to recognize when business is contributing to public value through its impact in social and political realms, as well as in economic realms. The development of multiple “bottom lines” designed to reveal the full spectrum of valued effects of firms and partnerships certainly helps public officials and citizens exercise due diligence when entering public-private partnerships, but before leaving the subject of how commercial firms contribute to public value it is important to investigate the economic effects of these partnerships in one additional respect. 
Both private firms and public-private partnerships represent methods for not only producing economic value, but also dividing up the economic value they generate. A firm can decide how to distribute its profits among its various economic stakeholders. It can give more of the overall value it creates to consumers by lowering prices or increasing the generosity of its warranties and guarantees. It can give more of the overall value it creates to workers by increasing wages, improving the safety and quality of the workplace, or providing health and retirement benefits. It can give more of the overall financial value it generates to investors by increasing dividends. A private/public partnership can give more or less of the economic value to be created and the risks to be absorbed to the commercial firm or to the public purposes that justified the use of public as well as private assets. 
Economic theory tells us that competitive market pressures will push the allocation of economic rewards towards customers. We might imagine that strong public oversight of the use of public assets in private public partnerships would push towards the allocation of economic value towards the public purposes that justified the use of public assets in public private partnerships. But, since one cannot assume this will always be the case, it is wise to keep a close eye on the size of the profits being earned by commercial firms in competitive markets, and on the financial value that is being taken out of private public partnership by the private, commercial partner.  
At the core of these cautions is the simple idea that one cannot rely on social actors whose fiduciary responsibility is to generate revenues to return to their shareholders rather than the other stakeholders in their environment to fully realize the publicly valued social, political, and economic aspirations of the society in which they operate. Indeed, it is for this reason that one might define the public value of a firm very narrowly in terms of the valuable economic, social, and political effects that it has on the society that earn no excess profits for the firm, or even more narrowly, as the valuable social and political effects that produce no revenues at all! That condition would put them in the same social position as nonprofit enterprises which are not allowed to keep and distribute any profits, and also in the position of a profit-maximizing firm in a perfect market in which all the profits above the market cost of capital are gradually taxed away by the rigors of competing for customers. 	
	Different Arbiters of Value
The discussion above focuses on how the concept of public value can be used to assess the contributions made to public value by producing organizations from three different realms: politics and government, the voluntary sector, and commercial markets. These sectors can be distinguished from one another to some degree by the different purposes they claim to serve and the different effects they have on individual and social conditions. But because their purposes often overlap, it is often easier to distinguish among these sectors on two other grounds. 
Different Assets Being Deployed: One key difference lies in the particular assets that producing enterprises within these sectors use. Government agencies and public-sector enterprises that make use of voluntary and commercial enterprises to achieve their goals rely primarily on tax dollars and state regulatory authority. Voluntary-sector organizations (not only those that produce and deliver services, but also those that engage in politics and policy advocacy and provide arenas within which individuals can protect and anchor their cultural and religious identities) depend on a flow of money and labor from those who share a collective interest or a social cause. Commercial organizations depend primarily on private investors seeking financial returns generated by a flow of revenues from consumer purchases.
Different Arbiters of Value Associated with Different Assets: The different kinds of assets being used lead directly to the second key difference: which particular social actors are—at both the philosophical and practical level— the recognized arbiters of the value being produced. 
· When state money and authority are being used, the appropriate arbiter of value is the society or the public as a whole acting through the more or less imperfect processes of (ideally democratic) politics and governance. And the effects produced by the effort have to be evaluated in terms of whether they contributed to the common good and to the overall justice and fairness of the society. 

· When the essential assets are money and labor contributed voluntarily without any expectation of a material reward delivered to the donor in exchange, the arbiter of value is the individual or the voluntary association of individuals making the contributions. The effects of such efforts are presumably evaluated in terms of their particular individual or collective idea of a good and just society. 

· When money and labor are provided to commercial firms to begin, sustain, or grow their enterprises, the key arbiters of value are, in the first instance, the investors who think they will be able to make money from an idea about a product or service that would be valued by consumers, but ultimately the consumers who decide whether or not they want to use their hard-earned money to buy the particular product or service on offer. The effects of such efforts are valued primarily in terms of customer satisfaction, but the impact on the economic welfare of investors and of employees might also be noted as important effects. 

This quick review of the different sources and kinds of assets that are used to start, sustain, and  grow organizations in the public, private, and voluntary sectors exposes a critical issue in the definition and pursuit of public value: who is the proper arbiter of the public value of a given enterprise and what do—or should—they value? Are individuals the appropriate arbiters of value or are collectives? If it is collectives, does it matter how they form themselves into a collective, and what particular assets they rely on? And do these voluntary associations form primarily to protect the material welfare of their members such as business lobbying groups or trade unions, or to advance more or less idiosyncratic visions of public policy such as the National Rifle Association or the Children’s Defense Fund?  
Much of the discourse about public value begins (and ends!) at the aggregate social level and focuses on both overall levels and distributions of material welfare. Many see public value in economic development, and particularly in making such development “sustainable” by carrying all individuals (particularly those at the bottom) along with the tide, and ensuring the continued health and safety of our natural and man-made physical environments.
But the idea of public value also often extends beyond levels and distributions of material well-being to include concerns about the dignity and autonomy of individuals and the quality of social relationships they can enjoy in their economic, social, and civic life. This depends on the capacity of a society to defend its individual members from bigotry, discrimination, and oppression, which may, in turn, depend on the creation, enforcement, and utilization of rights to combine voluntarily in collective enterprises. And to some, the idea of public value extends all the way into the political realm to ensure that individual citizens in states are not only protected from state oppression, but also empowered to criticize social conditions and the performance of governments and participate in the choices that are made about how to use the collectively owned assets of the state. 
What often gets overlooked when we are looking at the giants of our economic, social, and political life pushing one another around is the real status and character of the individuals who are the key constituent elements of our economic, social and political life. We make individuals prominent – indeed sovereign! – in commercial markets, and we give them significant standing as voters in periodic elections. But where are the individual citizens in more continuous daily life – in their continuing efforts to monitor and evaluate what government is doing in their name, and to give advice about how government could be more responsive not only to their economic interests, but also their civic and political aspirations? What is it that individuals in their role as citizens want? What is it that they are prepared to support with their labor, their money, or their voice? 
It is an important question for a simple and somewhat paradoxical reason: the pursuit of public value may not endure unless there are individuals who have public aspirations and desires as well as concerns for their own material welfare. Unless individuals hold, and are motivated by, some concerns about the social and public conditions in which they live, we cannot meet the challenge of creating a society in which social and public conditions become the focus of both individual and collective action.
One way to formulate this problem is to follow the lead of Timo Meynhardt and distinguish between individuals and collectives as arbiters of value in society, and to concentrate first on what it is that individuals might desire for themselves and others as features of the society in which they live. 
There are, of course, many different ways of describing the different values and motivations that individuals might have in making choices about how they will act in their own intimate spheres and as they step out into the wider society and participate in different kinds of collective enterprises. One framing I have found useful is based on the work of James Q. Wilson in Political Organizations and Jenny Mansbridge in Beyond Self Interest and is presented below.
Table 2:
What Individuals Value

	     
              Valued  
                     Object
Valuer
	
Individual Material
Well-Being
	

Welfare of Others
	
Responsibilities and Duties Towards Others
	
An Idea of a Good and Just Society

	

Individual
	

Homo Economicus
	

Homo Altruisticus
	

Homo Civicus
	

Homo Politicus



In this scheme we start with the idea that individuals will naturally and inevitably be concerned about their own material well-being. This familiar image of an individual who is “rational” in the pursuit of their own material well-being has become all too familiar in social science—at least in part because the actions of such individuals are easy to model and predict. We will call this individual homo economicus.
We then turn to the possibility that individuals might value the welfare of others—that their spirits might go up when others are happy and down when they are unhappy. Of course, this feeling might not be very strong, and might not spread evenly across all members of the society. In fact, it is likely that individuals’ concern for the welfare of others starts with those we hold near and dear, and diminishes as the other people under consideration become increasingly remote and abstract. Indeed, in some cases, one person’s satisfaction might increase as the satisfaction of others (those viewed as adversaries) declined. But however strong, and however widespread, sinews of “fellow feeling” connect us to one another’s plight. We can call  a person motivated by these feelings homo altruisticus.
Moreover, socialization has instilled in most of us, to some degree, a sense of duty and honor that is fulfilled by living up to social standards and norms that define good or virtuous behavior towards others. Kindness to others might be one of those virtues, and in that respect, this motivation might overlap with the altruistic values described immediately above. But unlike behavior towards others generated by a sense of love or altruism, the satisfaction that comes from doing one’s duty depends at least in part on a shared social understanding of what one is supposed to do without regard to how one feels about it or the particular beneficiary. We can call this particular class of motivations those associated with homo civicus.
The last category of motivations are those associated with the social or political aspirations that individuals use both to evaluate the aggregate states of the society within which they live and to guide their efforts to do what they can to change aggregate social conditions using the various platforms on which they stand. This differs from the two categories described above in that the object being valued is not the status of particular individuals to be helped through individual action, but social conditions to be helped not just through small-scale individual action, but through collective action in larger economic, social, and political realms. We will call the person with this class of motivations homo politicus. 
This scheme provides a typology of the values, interests, and motivations that might guide individuals in choices they make about how to deploy their own personal resources, but also how they might choose to participate in collective life through the institutions and processes we associate with the various sectors of society: the market economy, the voluntary sector, and politics and government. In some important respects, one can think of this as a representation of the potential demand side of society’s efforts to produce public value beyond merely economic value. It is from these individual wellsprings that the effective demand for producing public value will or will not arise and provide the opportunity for producing organizations across all sectors to respond to this demand. 
Table 3 shows how these different individual motivations get bundled together and aggregated up into various kinds of collective efforts to advance those more or less social and public aspirations. In doing so, it suggests that public value can be defined partly in terms of what is valued (economic welfare, meeting the needs of those less advantaged, living up to our duties to one another as well as insisting on our rights, and helping to create and enjoy inhabiting a good and just society); and partly in terms of who is doing the valuing (individuals, voluntary associations of individuals, and polities bound together in a sovereign state.)
Table 3: 
How Individuals With More or Less Commitment to Public Values Combine to Express and Advance Their Individual and Collectively Held Views of Public Value

	     
              Valued  
                     Object
    Valuer
	
Individual Material
Well-Being
	

Welfare of Others
	
Responsibilities and Duties Towards Others
	
An Idea of a Good and Just Society

	

Individual
	

Homo Economicus
	

Homo Altruisticus
	

Homo Civicus
	

Homo Politicus

	

Voluntary Associations
	Unions

Trade Associations

Professional Associations
	Churches, Temples, Mosques

Public Charities

Philanthropists
	
Civic Associations

Social Movements

Media
	
Political Parties

Policy Advocacy Groups

Issue Campaigns



	

Polity
	

Economic Policy
	
Social Policy

Health Policy
	
Laws and Regulations

Civil Rights
	
Democratic Governance



It also points to how limited the conventional ideas of the private and the public are in describing both what individuals in a society might value, and the arenas in which they could operate to develop and act on ideas of social and public value.  The pure versions of the private and public sectors exist in this table only in the upper left and lower right cells of the table. All the rest of the table points to the fluid ways in which individuals, acting not only for their own material welfare, but for the good of others, in accordance with what they understand their duties to others to be, and in pursuit of public value might combine to produce local and larger versions of prosperous, sociable, and just societies. 
I don’t mean to suggest here that everything will be fine as we jostle up against one another in trying to define and pursue public value in different domains, using different platforms for advancing our individually and collectively held ideas. It manifestly will not be fine. There will be conflict and struggle over the question of what constitutes public value—over what people would like (and deserve) to have materially for themselves, and how they would like to live in association with other individuals to whom they are linked through bonds of beneficence, duty, and shared citizenship/humanity. 
But one important path forward for public value scholarship is to explore the various structures, processes, and individual actions launched from particular institutional platforms that can help call into existence a public that can become wiser and more articulate about public value and find the means for pursuing it. To accomplish that goal, we will have to work not only within the existing structures and processes and conceptions of social and public value, but also reach down and under these institutions to recover the individually held views of public value and carry them into larger and smaller public spheres where they can be effectively challenged, deliberated upon, and resolved in ways that will not only guide but also motivate action across the three sectors.  We have to reclaim our sense of interdependence and recover the idea of a public embodied not only in the state, or in voluntary sector organizations, or even in commercial organizations, but most importantly in our own private lives.    
Moving Forward: The Public Value of Public Value
The public value project has clearly moved a great distance. Starting as a narrow, vocational project, it has blossomed into a larger humanitarian project focused on building the capacities of democratic governance, and the pursuit of the good and the just. Given current political conditions, the future of any such project looks a bit rocky. Surely the challenges of global interdependence and mass migration will strain not only the institutional limitations of our existing governments. It is possible that they may strain even the capacities of human nature. But in such times, it is crucial that we understand and stay sharply focused on what is valuable – both philosophically and practically -- about the idea of public value and how that idea can be more widely embraced and used in governing our increasingly interdependent lives at local, national, and international levels. 
To me, the great value of the concept of public value – particularly as it has been developed by others --has been the stark challenge the concept poses to the pervasive view that only individuals can be the arbiters of value, and that the only things that individuals do or should value is their own material welfare. 
· By using the word value rather than efficiency or effectiveness, we can hold open a space for the values of altruism, duty, and justice to survive in our social life and influence the choices and actions of our social and public institutions. 

· By using the word public, we can not only reclaim the critical role of government in creating good and just societies, but also focus attention on the processes through which publics can be formed in which our interdependence is recognized and successfully managed not only through government, but through individual and cultural commitments to values that elevate the conditions of the least advantaged and most oppressed in the society as part of our shared concerns.
Valuable as the abstract concept might be in pushing against the neo-liberal tide, it is only when the idea is brought to bear in concrete, practical circumstances that real important work can be accomplished. And it is this fact that reveals a second key feature of the public value project: namely, that the success of the project depends critically on sustaining the intense, on-going dialogue among academics and practitioners that has brought it this far. As the papers in this volume show, it is the connection between the academy and the world of practice has given the project both intellectual vitality and practical significance. 
Solving social problems, improving social conditions, or exploiting social opportunities will always require policy designs based on the intellectual contributions from many different academic disciplines. 
The resources and actions needed to enact the designs will often depend critically on organizations drawn from all three sectors of society—more or less temporarily united in a complex network that can achieve the public value that more or less perfectly united them. 
The prospect of academics and practitioners working together to 
build a collective capacity to define and pursue a particular conception of public value 
in a particular place and time 
informed by values that include civility and justice as well as prosperity, 
and to help cultivate individual citizens and voluntary associations that love and support these values 
is, I think, part of the humanitarian project to which John Brewer calls us as academics. It is also the project one might take on as an active citizen who hopes that the experiment in democratic self-government might not “perish from the earth.”
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