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Abstract 
Government agencies are embracing the rhetoric of public value, but what does the empirical 
evidence tell us about drivers of its creation? One critical source of insight are the 
practitioners who turn public investment into public value through complex forms of labour. 
This article identifies how public value is interpreted and created by forensics scientists in the 
Criminal Justice System using Q Methodological interviews. The results indicate that two very 
similar types of forensic scientist exist. The study finds that while the decisions of scientists 
are grounded in their expertise, their public value motivations are to ‘add value’ to the public 
through their science. They serve the citizen through their science. They do not serve the 
consumer, client or victim directly. The findings also indicate that there is a need to recognise 
hidden forms of value-added activity that takes place upstream in public-value chains, 
ensuring that there are systems in place to maximise its impact downstream. 
 
Points for Practitioners 

• Forensic scientists are motivated to serve the public, not the consumer or customer.  

• In order to build capacity within Criminal Justice Systems, agency leaders need to build 
a relationship based on mutual professional respect rather than a supplier-consumer 
relationship.   

• If administrative reform is to be guided by academic research, practitioners should use 
the language of public value rather than the language of new public management.   

• Public value is often created through inter-institutional value chains that can conceal 
the contribution of upstream value-added activity to desirable public outcomes. It is 
critical that the value-added process is traced on an inter-institutional basis, and 
maximised through effective forms of inter-institutional collaboration.  
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Introduction: Public Value 

Crises such as COVID-19 and the climate change emergency have placed a renewed spotlight 

on the critical role the public organisation of value-added activity can play in addressing 

existential social challenges facing the global community. This confluence of emergencies 

comes against a wider academic and policy backdrop that has emerged since the mid-1990s, 

that confronts the more reductionist inclinations present in different iterations of 

neoliberalism and new public management (NPM). These paradigms have a tendency to 

frame state expenditure as a net cost to the wider economy, rather than an investment which 

generates a potentially significant social yield, measurable using both economic and political 

metrics. 

Public value has emerged out of this fertile historical and political context, as both an arena 

of applied research and as a post-neoliberal tool for public sector management (Moore 2014; 

O’Flynn; 2007 Vanleene, 2019). Common to both iterations of public value is a recognition 

that the investment of revenues in public sector activity is a strategic act that has the potential 

to produce a wide range of social benefits (Mazzucato and Ryan-Collins, 2019). Also common 

to both areas is a recognition that public sector managers lack the sophisticated modelling 

tools for understanding how public investment in human resources and infrastructure, that 

are united through complex labour processes, generate a social yield of a particular 

qualitative and quantitative type (Barber 2017; Moore 2014; Papi et al 2018). This has 

prompted critical questions over how public value can be defined, created, and measured.  

 

While models have been developed to measure public value output (Moore 2013), less 

attention has been given to how public value is created. (Barber 2017; Papi et al 2018) This is 

a challenging task given that public value is often produced collaboratively across multiple 
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public sector agencies. As a result, there is a need to break down public-value chains, in order 

to appraise the mechanisms by which value-added is created at each nodal point, and then 

transferred successfully across the value-chain to drive ultimate public value outputs.  

 

This article tests the proposition that one potential source of empirical data for understanding 

public value generation at an institutional level is public sector workers, whose complex 

labour is critical to the transformation of investment into value. The presupposition to this 

proposition is the broader point that practitioners have an intricate lived experience of the 

investment made into their labour and the infrastructure it puts into motion, and how this in 

turn translates into societal outputs that can contribute to the public good.  

 

In this research we test the aforementioned proposition by taking a particularly challenging 

institutional case as our unit of analysis, forensic services, which functions within a wider 

criminal justice system that brings together numerous subsystems – forensic scientists, civil 

servants, the judiciary, the prosecution service, the victims and victim’s campaigners, the 

police, and the defence. If conceived of as a public value-chain, forensic services lie up-stream 

in the public value creation process. The value it generates, therefore, is emitted to the public 

through the agency of down-stream actors, such as the police and courts. This makes defining, 

measuring and modelling the public value generated by forensic services a more complex 

exercise, yet an essential one from the perspective of criminal justice system managers 

charged with responsibility for understanding where and how key public value-added is 

created within the system (Criminal Justice Inspection Northern Ireland, 2014). In this 

complex environment, our research asked, what can the experience and judgements of 

forensic scientists tell us about the public value creation process of which they are a key part?  
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In Northern Ireland this question has heightened importance. The Criminal Justice Inspection 

Northern Ireland in its 2014 review of forensic services observed the need for a ‘more 

outcome focused [approach to criminal justice strategic planning] … structured around 

measuring the value and impact of forensic science to the wider criminal justice system’ 

(Criminal Justice Inspection Northern Ireland 2014: 6). This particular message received 

strong support from Forensic Services Northern Ireland (FSNI), which has often been 

frustrated by a lack of concrete data on its contribution to criminal justice outcomes, which is 

seen as a factor potentially impeding public investment in FSNI’s infrastructure and resources. 

An institutional willingness to consider upstream public value creation rendered Northern 

Ireland a context in which rich data could be obtained in a criminal justice setting marked by 

data sensitivities and confidentiality. 

 

The original contribution of this article is to introduce a new mechanism for assessing how 

practitioners view public value and the drivers of public value creation, which will be achieved 

through Q Methodological interviews. Secondly, we apply this learning to the forensic science 

element of the criminal justice system in Northern Ireland. This application of our method 

provides key insights into the forms of public value generated by forensic services, and the 

mechanisms critical to its creation and emission to the public through a broader public-value 

chain. 

 

Literature Review: Public Value Research 

Since its emergence in the 1990s, public value and its founding principles have been the 

subject of much debate – largely emerging from the initial writings of Moore (1995), Stoker 
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(2006), Alford and O’Flynn (2009), O’Flynn (2007), Rhodes and Wanna (2007), Meynhardt 

(2009) and Benington and Moore, (2011). This signals a prefatory challenge facing public value 

as an area of scholarship and practice. In the private sector there are well-established 

accounting principles that, if observed, permit accurate and commensurate reporting to 

markets on private sector activity. If public value is to build an alternative accounting model 

attuned to the orientation of the public sector, it also needs to establish a set of common 

principles and conceptions (Smith 2004; Stoker 2006).  

 

This poses difficult questions, such as adding value to whom, by whom? Adding value in terms 

of employment to the steel industry in South Wales may be seen as one community’s public 

value – whereas climate change activists may see this as a destruction of public value. 

Relatedly, public value should not be confused with individual value. When a victim of sexual 

assault is able to rely on forensic science to secure a conviction of their rapist, there is an 

individual value produced. However, the removal of such a person from society may also bring 

a public value in that this person now no longer poses a threat to others, and the act of public 

sanction helps to reinforce critical social norms vital to public security. There is an important 

differentiation between individualistic client or consumer-derived value and citizens/societal-

derived value. This therefore needs careful consideration in the design of any methodology 

or toolkit that aims to define and measure public value.  

 

In the new public management school of thought, the client or customer (the individual) is 

the focus; public value, argues that the citizens as a collective (the society) also need to be 

incorporated into any management of public expenditure (Stoker 2006). That said, Benington 

(2011) warns there is a danger of ‘public value getting used loosely, as a broad portmanteau 



6 
 

phrase expressing ideals and aspirations about public service, but capable of meaning many 

different things to different people’ (Benington 2009:233). Benington (2011), for example, 

uses public value as a construct to explain the welfare of the general public through the 

contribution to the public sphere (Hartley et al 2017:671). This body of literature identifies 

two dimensions of public value: that ‘what the public values’ and that ‘what adds value to the 

public sphere’.  

 

The research in the former category is grounded in notions of democracy and what the citizen 

wants as a social yield from public investment: ‘The goal of public value is to make up for the 

failure of new public management to take into account citizens’ preferences’ (Sami et al, 

2018:1). Alford (2002: 338-39) adds ‘citizens are the judges of what public value is through 

direct contact with policy-makers and politicians as well as through the ballot box’. This 

approach embraces dynamic feedback loops between the public, policy makers and 

politicians, through enhanced pathways of participation in public life (Stoker 2006).  

 

Pivoting now to ‘what adds value to the public sphere’, Moore (2014: 466) notes the 

importance of retaining in a public value framework, ‘deontological values that account for 

the degree to which government has acted fairly and justly toward its individual citizens and 

helped bring into existence a just as well as a good society’. Moore (1995), through his classic 

example of the suburban library, points to the importance of recognising social yields that 

benefit the public, which may not be explicitly recognised by citizen or policy maker. 

 

Benington (2011), argues that if a theory of public value is to be robust, these different 

dimensions need to be linked. For instance, while the public may value more ‘Bobbies on the 
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street’, or maintaining rural police stations, the public value of forensic science may be that 

more criminals are taken off the streets more quickly, and at a reduced cost. If this is the case, 

we could argue that hidden institutional drivers of public value need to be considered, even 

where they do not feature prominently in the expectation of citizens. This gives rise to a 

situation where public value is a material process where value is generated by public sector 

organisations that in turn add tangible beneficial impacts on the public (Moore 1995); and, 

public value as a democratic process of deliberation where desirable forms of return on public 

investment find expression ultimately, and however imperfectly, in public policy (O’Flynn 

2007). Our research design therefore incorporates this public value dichotomy between what 

the public wants, and the forms of anticipated and unanticipated public value produced 

through investment in public sector organisations.  This should not be seen as a contradiction 

but as a conversation, where innovation, hidden benefits, and unexpected returns, are 

communicated out, and feed into future iterations of democratic discourse informing future 

public investment cycles. 

 

As important as these conceptual debates are for developing a common standard, the 

practical challenge of measuring public value in complex environments remains. As Papi et al. 

(2018: 1467) observe, ‘the academic literature offers a number of definitions of public value 

and explanations of the need for public value creation, but there are few contributions on 

how public value can be measured and made visible and manageable’. Moore (2013: 44) 

notes when presenting his own solution, ‘we need an accounting scheme that can name the 

particular dimensions of value that an organization is supposed to pursue, and the various 

kinds of costs incurred in the pursuit of those values’.  
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However, even once an organisation’s public value mandate has been expressed with 

sufficient granularity to propose relevant outcome related metrics, it would be dangerous to 

assume that the underlying creative mechanisms by which value is produced, is self-evident. 

For example, from both a utilitarian and deontological perspective (Moore 2014), the criminal 

justice system in the UK is charged with responsibility for bringing offenders to justice through 

conviction. However, conviction rates are of limited use as a public value measure, if we do 

not also understand what the mechanisms are within the investigative and prosecutorial 

process that are critical to securing convictions for particular types of crime, with appropriate 

metrics in place to register their efficacy. 

 

One key challenge then is understanding the particular everyday mechanisms by which a 

public agency produces value; especially when that agency is part of a wider value-chain 

where the final social yield to the public is the result of a trans-organisational production 

process. A complete understanding of how public value is created in multiple phases of public 

service provision is therefore desperately needed, or as articulated by Crosby and Bryson, 

(2005) and Hartley et al (2017:675): ‘Empirical research which examines the discernment, 

creation and mobilization of public value in a shared power world is long overdue’.  

 

Borrowing from Bozeman (2003), we have developed the following question to guide our 

research: what can practitioner judgement tell us about the forms and drivers of public value?  

For this research we rely on a later definition of public value from Hartley et al (2019:5): ‘the 

valuable activities and outcomes which were sought by interviewees…which were seen by 

them as contributing to the good of society’. (Hartley et al 2019) This definition links 
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Benington’s two dimensions, while at the same time emphasising the professional insight of 

the public servant creating public value. 

 

Methodology 

Our unit of analysis is Forensic Services in Northern Ireland. Talbot rightly calls for ‘a 

grounding of public value in our evolved and contradictory human nature’ (Talbot, 2006: 3, 

Meynhardt, 2009: 201). Q is most concerned with determining a community member’s 

principled and causal beliefs and is therefore an appropriate method to respond to their calls. 

Q is an inverted factor analysis, meaning, the questions are subjects and the respondents are 

variables. Q therefore seeks to determine a set of existent viewpoints – it does not seek to 

determine the extent to which these viewpoints are ascribed (Kitzinger, 1987). 

The Q Sample  

The concourse may be obtained from materials that represent opinions or arguments from 

the public, politicians, representative organisations, and academics (van Exel and de Graaf, 

2005; and, de Graaf, 2010). Talbot (2011: 32) suggests that public value creation can be 

identified through a focus on different aspects such as ‘social results focus; trust and 

legitimacy focus; services focus; resources focus; and processes focus’. Using Talbot’s study 

as a prism, the statements for this study emerged from a review of the public value and 

forensic science literature, together with meetings with the forensic services leadership board 

(Northern Ireland), forensic services operations group and senior public servants involved in 

the reform of the criminal justice system. The aim was to produce a comprehensive spectrum 

of the type of potential public value forensic services can in principle generate, and the 

different types of potential drivers that produce these values. 
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 Our review identified five thematic areas of importance: professional attachment, 

organisational attachment, efficiency concerns, justice and society concerns, and operational 

concerns. Initially we identified over 500 statements attributed to each of these thematic 

areas.  These statements were whittled down to approximately 150 by removing similar 

statements. The research team then subjectively identified thirty-seven of the most relevant 

statements that depicted the range of viewpoints across the five thematic areas. These 

statements were piloted, amended and presented to the interviewees in the order outlined 

in table four in the annex. Of course, just as in the real world, the attribution of statements 

to conceptual categories is not exclusive. A statement could be attributed to two theoretical 

categories simultaneously; this does not impact the sorting or the results (O’Connor, 2014, 

2017).  

The P sample 

In Q methodology, respondents are not randomly selected but theoretically structured. As 

Brown (1980) explained, in Q studies, relationships are reversed and only a few, well chosen, 

respondents are required. Brown (1980: 191) noted:  

‘In Q-technique studies, the subjects have the status of variables rather than of sample 
elements; the term sample refers to the set of items…All that is required are enough 
subjects to establish the existence of a factor for purposes of comparing one factor 
with another’.  

Individuals who are theoretically relevant to the problem being researched (in our case, 

forensic scientists working in FSNI) were selected for the Q sample.  

 

A list of all scientists, engineers and management, together with their job descriptions, was 

obtained for staff working in FSNI. Of these, twenty-five interviewees were selected based on 

their expertise and experience: eighteen scientists and eight engineers and managers. Of 

these, one declined to be interviewed. Twenty-four, face to face, recorded Q Method 
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interviews were held during summer 2019.  As it transpired, we interviewed thirteen men 

(ten in factor one and three in factor two) and eleven women (seven in factor one and four in 

factor two). Eleven interviewees had up to 20 years’ service (seven in factor one and four in 

factor two) while thirteen had more than 20 years’ service (ten in factor one and three in 

factor two). Fourteen came from a professional background (nine in factor one and five in 

factor two) while nine came from a working-class background (8 in factor one and 1 in factor 

two). Nineteen interviewees were over the age of 45 (fifteen in factor one and four in factor 

two) while five were under the age of 45 (two in factor one and three in factor two). The 

extent to which a factor is ascribed is not important in Q Methodology – we are simply 

interested to note that the typology exists and note its characteristics (O’Connor, 2013). 

These forensic scientists were given 37 statements on Q cards and asked to sort them into 

three categories: a category they agreed with, disagreed with, and felt conflicted about. They 

were then asked to sort these cards into seven fixed pre-determined categories as in figure 

1: 

 

Figure 1: Statement scoring 

 Least agree (Statement scores) Most agree 

Scale -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

Number of 
statements 

4 5 6 7 6 5 4 

 

Analysis of these scores was conducted using computer software (PQMethod Software) in a 

three-step process:  

(i) The correlation matrix of Q sorts is calculated which shows the extent of 
agreement or disagreement between respondents.  



12 
 

(ii) A factor analysis is then conducted on the correlation matrix and identifies natural 
groupings or clustering around similar or dissimilar views. Those expressing similar 
views share the same factor. A factor loading is calculated for each Q sort which 
shows the extent to which each Q sort is associated with each factor (van Excel 
and de Graaf, 2005: 8).  

(iii) Finally, each factor is given a name, or category of role conception by the 
researchers consistent with its constituent statements. 

After the Q sort had been completed, interviewees discussed their placement of the cards.  

 

The Findings 

Two similar typologies emerged from our research. Both typologies are strongly attached to 

forensic science, however how this plays out in practice differs between the groups. Type one 

are described as forensic scientist technocrats. This group of scientists will advocate for more 

research and greater investment in forensic science; while type two are described as forensic 

scientist politicos: while attached to the science, they pursue forensic science’s interests more 

widely in the wider criminal justice ecosystem. They are unlikely to admit to a weakness in 

the scientific core of the organisation and will defend the science vehemently to an external 

audience. Each typology offers a different way of thinking about the types of public value FSNI 

creates, and the drivers that bring about this public value. 

 

The results are presented below with reference made to the statements in annex one to 

support the claims made. Table One identifies how closely each interviewee (p) weighs on 

each factor. The X denotes that the respondent’s answers contributed to the make-up of that 

particular factor’s general perceptions. 

 

Insert Table One about here: 

Table One: The relationship between Interviewees and Factors 
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Interviewee Group    Group 
Number         1               2 

  1              0.7266X   0.2945  

  2     0.7286X   0.3027  

  3     0.6623X   0.3796  

  4    0.3376    0.4603X 

  5    0.5656X   0.4526  

  6     0.7123X   0.2315  

  7     0.6602X   0.4681  

  8     0.6560X   0.4873  

  9     0.7397X   0.2602  

 10     0.4488X   0.0392  

 11      0.2081    0.8315X 

 12     0.1003    0.8120X 

 13     0.5902X   0.4299  

 14     0.2963    0.7934X 

 15     0.5276X   0.4413  

 16     0.7395X   0.1573  

 17     0.6335X   0.3921  

 18     0.5750X   0.4753  

 19     0.5686X   0.5090  

 20     0.7197X   0.4043  

 21     0.5143X   0.0868  

 22            0.2444    0.8102X 

 23           0.3755    0.5757X 

 24           0.1892    0.5381X 

 

As we see in table two, there is a high level of congruence between both groups.  

Insert Table Two about here 

Table Two: Correlations Between Factor Scores 

               1            2 

    1     1.0000  0.6816 

    2     0.6816  1.0000  

 

Three findings, closely aligned with our conceptual categories, emerged from our analysis of 

the Q sorts and associated interviews. They are presented below, followed by a section 

drawing out the implications of these findings. Table three highlights the most different 
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statements between the factors. For a detailed representation of the results, please see table 

four in the annex, to which reference is made throughout this section.  

Insert table three about here  

Table Three: Most divergent statements  

Statement Factor One Factor Two 

I have the freedom to follow the science and am not constrained 
by costs.(10) 

-3 -1 

I am often pressured to deliver evidence in a short timeframe and 
sometimes this is at the expense of the science.(37) 

0 -3 

Although rare, there have been instances where I have not been 
able to stand over the science produced in this lab.(21) 

-1 -3 

I receive sufficient feedback from the judicial system on how my 
evidence has facilitated the justice process.(30) 

-3 -1 

Public confidence in the Criminal Justice System is dependent on 
an efficient and effective forensic service.(8) 

1 0 

I would always look for an alternative test if the first test is 
inconclusive.(31) 

1 2 

More innovation in forensic science is needed to improve the 
robustness and accuracy of forensic tests.(3) 

2 0 

My primary responsibility is to my profession as a forensic 
scientist.(25) 

0 2 

 

Finding One:  Value is created for society, not the victim or client  

Throughout this section reference is made to the categorisation of the statements by both 

factors, as presented in table four in the annex. Where factors are said to agree or disagree 

with particular statements, they do so with reference to all thirty-seven statements.  

 

Both groups of scientists believed that the public value of the criminal justice system was to 

create a ‘safer society’ and that it is the responsibility of the criminal justice system to work 

out how to achieve this outcome (statement2). There is also a shared belief that police 

intelligence can be enhanced by deploying forensic evidence to more types of crime 

(statement34). This is noteworthy as there is a strong consensus across both factors that the 
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‘public value’ forensic science aims to create is a ‘safe society’. This out flanks competing 

public values such as adding value through their science alone (statement6) which we may 

expect from (scientific) experts. Further, when read in conjunction with statement 4, that says  

‘Forensic Science exists to serve the entire public; my role is to add value to society by giving 

the public the service they want, even if this conflicts with my scientific expertise’, we see 

that while the value of creating a safer society is agreed to, how this should be achieved 

should be up to the professionals. We see therefore that forensic scientists differentiate 

between what they perceive to be ‘in the public interest’ and what the ‘public think they 

want’ (statement24). What the forensic scientist, or expert, believes will add value is 

therefore of crucial importance to the public value debate.  

 

Both typologies reject seeking the satisfaction of the victim – serving an individual is therefore 

not the motivation of our typologies (Statement28). This strikes to the core of public value: 

serving the public’s collective value of a safer society is more important than serving individual 

sections of the public. Further compounding this, both types agree with statement 33: ‘I am 

motivated to serve the public. My science does this by creating a safer society’, however type 

one does so more strongly.  

 

There is low-level agreement that public confidence in the Criminal Justice System is 

dependent on an efficient and effective forensic service (statement 8). This further 

demonstrates the belief among scientists that while their work is important to achieving the 

public value of safety, there is acceptance that the role of forensics may not always be 

understood by the public. This poses an important challenge for public sector managers, i.e. 
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how to effectively raise public consciousness of the evidence based drivers producing the 

outcomes they desire. 

 

While there is an acceptance that the public may not fully understand the role of forensic 

science in securing justice, both typologies place greatest importance on their reputation 

within the system: ‘In order for the forensic science to withstand scrutiny in the courtroom, 

perceptions regarding impartiality and independence are crucial’ (statement 13). This is 

strongly agreed by both typologies. Integrity and impartiality are essential foundations that 

have to be present for public value to be emitted effectively. This poses important questions 

for forensic models of service provision that constrain the quality of the science, as can be 

observed in England and Wales, or that constrain the impartiality of forensic service providers 

by embedding them in the institutional framework of a partial actor within the criminal justice 

process (i.e. the police).  

 

In summary, forensic scientists serve society as a whole, as opposed to serving the victim or 

‘the client’ – the police. It is the science that governs this contribution to value creation. The 

implication of this finding is that public value in the ‘serving society’ interpretation exists. 

Further, the dominant perception among scientists is that the public are not always best 

placed to identify how this public value is best created, owing to the often complex technical 

way in which investigations are conducted and convictions are secured.   

 

Finding Two: there is an appetite for inter-agency collaboration. This needs to be supported 

through the removal of legacy competitive NPM funding allocation mechanisms 
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Scientists can often be seen as insular, working in the safe silos of their scientific expertise. To 

what extent do forensic scientists fit the stereotype? Can the systems of the criminal justice 

system work together to improve outcomes for the public? Both groups emphasise the 

importance of cooperation, communication and collaboration between all actors in the 

Criminal Justice System. This cooperation is believed to be necessary to achieve synergies 

between the interdependent criminal justice systems that, they believe, will result in better 

criminal justice outcomes (statement 14).  

 

While both groups acknowledge the dangers of being over-aware of the ‘context’ in particular 

cases (statement5), both typologies strongly reject the idea that: ‘the independence of 

forensic services is paramount. We should have little or no contact with the other actors in 

the criminal justice system’ (statement26). At the same time, both typologies most strongly 

agree that cooperation, communication and collaboration between all actors in the Criminal 

Justice System achieves synergies which results in better criminal justice outcomes 

(statement14). This demonstrates the high level of importance attributed to interagency 

collaboration within the CJS as a driver of public value. In order for the creation of public value 

to be encouraged, policies, performance metrics, and funding allocations that incentivise 

collaboration over competition between systems need to be prioritised.  

 

Interestingly, both typologies placed the statement ‘the police understand what we do - they 

know that good science takes time’ (statement16) in the middle category. This is particularly 

concerning as while there is a willingness to share their expertise and work collaboratively, 

there is the perception that this is not currently happening or prioritised. It also points to the 

fact that in order for forensic science to successfully emit public value, it requires down-
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stream actors to understand the role which this service can play in enhancing outcomes 

relevant to the public good. 

 

The role of the forensic scientist in the criminal justice process is understood by all 

stakeholders (statement 29) is strongly disagreed with by type one while type two are 

ambivalent. This demonstrates that type one, those most motivated by the science, perceive 

there to be a lack of understanding among other criminal justice subsystems. Similarly, while 

both types disagree with statement 30: ‘I receive sufficient feedback from the judicial system 

on how my evidence has facilitated the justice process’, type one does so very strongly while 

type two do so only slightly. This adds to the narrative that type one, strongly motivated by 

the science, would like other actors in the CJS to have a greater understanding of the role 

their science plays in the CJS.  

 

In summary, both typologies are enthusiastic about inter-agency collaboration and 

cooperation. The perception is that intra-subsystem collaboration is underdeveloped and 

needs to be developed further. The implication of this finding is that there is a willingness in 

the forensic science subsystem to engage as co-creators of public value within the criminal 

justice system, but before this value can be cocreated, there needs to be a greater 

understanding across the criminal justice system of the value added (and potential for value 

to be added) by forensic scientists. Further, internal competition for funding, a legacy of NPM, 

needs to be replaced by a funding system that rewards public value creation and interagency 

collaboration.     
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Finding Three: Administrative reform initiatives must be tailored to organisational and 

professional norms 

Both typologies reject the statement that the marketisation of forensic services has worked 

well in identifying efficiencies (statement 9). There is a clear rejection by both typologies that 

costs should play a part in decision making when it comes to the science: Both typologies 

disagree with the statement ‘It is my job to deliver the science at the lowest possible cost’ 

(Statement 11). ‘The primary goal of the organisation is to produce evidence-based outcomes 

at the least cost for the customer’, (Statement 32), is strongly disagreed with by factor two 

and slightly by factor one. Both typologies strongly disagree with the statement: ‘It is the 

responsibility of forensic services to improve detections and clear up rates’ (statement 18).   

There is therefore a general consensus on costs. Let us now turn our attention to quality. 

There is minor disagreement with the statement: ‘Although rare, there have been instances 

where I have not been able to stand over the science produced in this lab’ (statement 21). 

Both typologies disagree with statement 23: ‘Speed is the most important factor in forensic 

science - police can only keep people detained for so long without our evidence’. The 

positioning of these statements further demonstrates the high levels of professional scientific 

attachment to the science demonstrated by type one. 

 

In summary, cost and timeliness of results are the lowest priorities for both groups, both 

disagreeing with statement 36: ‘We understand that the police need the evidence as soon as 

possible - our role is to produce this evidence quickly’ (statement 36). Type two are a lot less 

likely to feel the pressure to deliver results quickly at the expense of the science: statement 

37 – ‘I am often pressured to deliver evidence in a short timeframe and sometimes this is at 

the expense of the science’ is strongly disagreed with by type two. Type one emerges as the 
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forensic scientist technocrats, while type two are the forensic scientist politicos. As any 

reform effort must take into account the core values of the public servant (Lægreid and Olsen 

1984, O’Connor, 2014), the implication of this finding is that administrative reform initiatives 

must be tailored to these collective motivations that actually exist rather than motivations 

that are hypothesised to exist. This finding also provides a reminder that the valorisation of 

investment is a calculation relative to yield on investment. When making this calculation 

financial cost and time allocation are only two factors, whose significance can be diluted 

where the yield significantly increases. For example, the financial cost and labour time 

publicly invested into researching viral vaccines may seem troubling, until a global pandemic 

hits, which then rapidly increases the yield from this public investment.   

 

Implications of the findings and Concluding remarks 

Let us now incorporate these three findings into our earlier public value discussion. It is 

evident that forensic scientists see themselves as scientific partners in the criminal justice 

system – not servants of a client (the police or victim) or the political level.  We see that both 

typologies want to work with the rest of the CJS and that they hold in high regard how they 

are perceived by the other systems within the CJS. This bodes well for enhanced collaboration 

with other criminal justice agencies/subsystems. The public value added by forensics is 

similarly interpreted by our typologies, which again bodes well for enhanced collaboration 

across the CJS/joined-up governance. However, it is also apparent that the yield generated by 

forensic science is dependent on how their output is handled and applied by down-stream 

institutional actors. This indicates that investment in collaboration and forensic capacity on a 

system wide basis may allow the public value yield of forensic science to increase significantly. 
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As identified in the literature review, in the new public management school of thought, the 

client or customer (the individual) is the focus; public value, argues that citizens (the society) 

also need to be incorporated into any management of public expenditure. Our study has 

demonstrated explicitly that forensic scientists do not serve the police [the client] or a sub 

section of society [the victim]; they serve society through their science. Reform of the criminal 

justice system must therefore be driven by collaborative governance, based on mutual 

professional respect rather than the existing contractual consumer-supplier relationship. 

Furthermore, it is critical that performance measures also reflect this collaborative 

arrangement. While Colon and Gue´rin-Schneider’s (2015) study finds NPM reforms and 

public value creation to be compatible in water provision, we would caution any such 

conclusion in professions such as forensic science.   

 

In Moore’s (1995) view, it is not sufficient for public agencies to simply produce results; ‘a key 

part of their role is also in demonstrating how those results contribute to valued outcomes’ 

(Sam, 2011). We have demonstrated that our scientists are driven by a commitment to add 

public value through their science. It is important for public value literature to acknowledge 

how they add this value is not governed by the public perception of value, nor by the demands 

of the ‘customer’ (the police or victim), but by the norms (and values) and expertise of their 

profession. Forensic science is a key component in the types of outcomes the public desire, 

but its contribution is hidden as its value-added output becomes incorporated into criminal 

justice processes down-stream. There is a need, therefore, to enact better metrics that can 

process trace the down-stream impacts of forensics, making available this data to managers, 

policy makers and the wider public.  
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The methodological innovation in this research has revealed the subtleties within public value 

creation, particularly for public sector organisations that are not front facing. This study has 

also revealed how empirical data on public value and the drivers of public value can be 

obtained, in part, through drawing on the professional judgement of practitioners.  The 

consequent findings allow us to conclude that forensic scientists are committed to public 

value creation for all of society, based on the norms of their profession, not providing value 

to the individual client, customer or victim. Administrative reform of the criminal justice 

system therefore needs to begin with the language of public value, rather than new public 

management. The findings also demonstrate that there is currently a lack of down-stream 

tracing of the value emitted by forensic science, which inhibits nuanced understandings of 

investment yield. This gap also impedes strategic investment in collaborative arrangements 

that would strengthen inter-institutional capacity to draw on and apply forensic science to 

produce desirable criminal justice outcomes, a process which could considerably amplify the 

existing public value yield.   
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Annex One: Table Four, Factor Scores and rankings 

 
Each statement appears in the order it was presented to the interviewee. The next column 
identifies the conceptual origin of the statement while the following columns identify where  
each factor placed the statement.    

No. Statement Statement 
category  

Factor 
One 

Factor 
Two 

1. Increasing investment in forensic services will reduce 
overall criminal justice costs. 

Operational 1 3 

2. The public want a safer society - the criminal justice 
system must work out how to achieve this outcome. 

Justice and 
Society 

2 1 

3. More innovation in forensic science is needed to 
improve the robustness and accuracy of forensic tests. 

Professional 2 0 

4. Forensic Science exists to serve the entire public. My 
role is to add value to society by giving the public the 
service they want, even if this conflicts with my 
scientific expertise 

Justice and 
Society 

-1 -3 

5. Context can adversely influence the interpretation of 
the science, leading to cognitive bias.  

Efficiency 0 1 

6. Forensic scientists serve society through their science 
alone. They don't serve the victim or the police or any 
other actor in the CJS. 

Professional -1 -1 

7. My organisation requires me to complete the tests only 
requested by police/prosecution/customer.  

Organisational -1 0 

http://www.jobvanexel.nl/
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No. Statement Statement 
category  

Factor 
One 

Factor 
Two 

8. Public confidence in the Criminal Justice System is 
dependent on an efficient and effective forensic 
service. 

Justice and 
Society 

1 0 

9. The marketisation of forensic services has worked well 
in identifying efficiencies. 

Operational -3 -1 

10. I have the freedom to follow the science and am not 
constrained by costs. 

Professional -3 -1 

11. It is my job to deliver the science at the lowest possible 
cost. 
 

Efficiency -2 -2 

12. There needs to be an increased understanding of 
probability theory across the criminal justice system.  

Efficiency 1 0 

13. In order for the forensic science to withstand scrutiny 
in the courtroom, perceptions regarding impartiality 
and independence are crucial. 

Organisational 3 3 

14. Cooperation communication and collaboration 
between all actors in the Criminal Justice System 
achieves synergies which results in better criminal 
justice outcomes. 

Justice and 
Society  

3 3 

15. Part of my role is to improve communication and 
coordination across the CJS with regards to forensic 
evidence. 

Organisational   3 1 

16. The police understand what we do - they know that 
good science takes time. 

Operational 0 0 

17. Forensic Science exists to serve the entire public. My 
role is to add value to society though my scientific 
expertise - even if this sometimes contradicts with what 
the public want 

Professional 2 1 

18. It is the responsibility of forensic services to improve 
detections and clear up rates. 

Organisational -2 -2 

19. I believe forensic science research and development 
should be a critical component of my job. 

Professional 3 2 

20. Forensic Services are a product. The justice system is 
our customer - we just produce evidence.  

Organisational 0 -2 

21. Although rare, there have been instances where I have 
not been able to stand over the science produced in this 
lab. 

Efficiency -1 -3 

22. My role as a forensic scientist/manager is to deliver the 
societal and economic benefits of crime deterrence and 
crime reduction. 

Operational  0 0 

23. Speed is the most important factor in forensic science - 
police can only keep people detained for so long 
without our evidence. 

Efficiency  -1 -3 

24. If the public want more police on the streets, then 
regardless of the cost or scientific implications, the 
public view must be followed. 

Justice and 
Society 

-2 -1 

25. My primary responsibility is to my profession as a 
forensic scientist. 

Professional 0 2 
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No. Statement Statement 
category  

Factor 
One 

Factor 
Two 

26. The independence of forensic services is paramount. 
We should have little or no contact with the other 
actors in the criminal justice system. 

Organisational -2 -2 

27. Public confidence in the Criminal Justice System would 
increase if forensic science was used in relation to more 
types of crimes.  

Justice and 
Society 

1 2 

28. The primary role of forensic services should be to 
improve victim/family satisfaction. 

Justice and 
Society 

-3 -1 

29. The role of the forensic scientist in the criminal justice 
process is understood by all stakeholders. 

Operational -2 0 

30. I receive sufficient feedback from the judicial system on 
how my evidence has facilitated the justice process.  

Operational -3 -1 

31. I would always look for an alternative test if the first 
test is inconclusive. 

Professional 1 2 

32. The primary goal of the organisation is to produce 
evidence-based outcomes at the least cost for the 
customer. 

Organisational -1 -2 

33. I am motivated to serve the public. My science does this 
by creating a safer society. 

Justice and 
Society 

2 1 

34. Police intelligence can be enhanced by deploying 
forensic evidence to more types of crime. 

Operational 2 2 

35. It is my role to advise the client if I feel a better outcome 
can be achieved by reframing their request. 

Professional 1 3 

36. We understand that the police need the evidence as 
soon as possible - our role is to produce this evidence 
quickly. 

Operational 0 -1 

37. I am often pressured to deliver evidence in a short 
timeframe and sometimes this is at the expense of the 
science. 

Efficiency 0 -3 

 
 


