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Abstract 

Public value is relatively new and important concept for public sector organizations and it is 

considered that there is no more important topic in public administration and public policy than public 

value. The goal of all sectors of the economy, public and private, is to create or increase the value, created 

by their contribution. Citizens pay taxes to the government and in return, they expected more benefits, 

respect and extra care of their rights at public offices. The major focus of public value research is on the 

dimensions of public value. Despite all the optimism, however, the concept of public value has not yet 

gained a consensus, being used by most authors as an unproblematic, everyday concept that can be used 

fruitfully in theory and practice. This lack of consensus emphasizes to develop comprehensive dimensions 

of public value which completely represent the Pakistani public sector. Current study determines the 

dimensions of public value on the basis of Kelly’s framework of sources of public value through Systematic 

literature review. On basis of this literature review, it is revealed that services, societal outcome and trust 

are the comprehensive dimensions of public value in public sector organization of Pakistan. These 

dimensions not only aim at enhancing efficiency and performance of the public sector but they also seek to 

transform the culture of traditional public administration into a flexible, market-driven and result-oriented 

one.  
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1. Introduction 

It is now widely recognized that government must invent a radically different way of doing business 

in the public sector. The public sector can no longer function in the traditional mode. The new millennium 

requires a more flexible institution and the emphasis must be on strategic approaches to planning. A 

reformed public sector therefore must be infused with new values, a higher sense of mission and purpose 

and be totally infused with a “spirit of new professionalism”.  Moreover, standards of impartiality, loyalty 

to the government of the day, and integrity, have to be maintained. The belief also reinforces the 

Government’s commitment to programme of Public Sector Reform which will sustain those excellent 

principles governing public sector behavior whilst changing what is necessary to improve effectiveness, 

quality of service and generally heighten the level of performance of the public service.  

All around the world, reform of the public sector is a common experience (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 

2004). The public sector was reformed from traditional public administration to NPM and more recently 

towards public value management (Moore, 1995; Stoker, 2006; O’Flynn, 2007).  The theme of public value 

is of great importance in the current development of studies on public administration  (Esposito & Ricci, 

2015) and research has paid greater attention to the study of public values (Bozeman, 2007; de Graaf & van 

der Wal, 2010; Meynhardt, 2009; Andersen et al. 2012; Fisher & Grant, 2013;  Hartely et al. 2015, Sami et 

al. 2016). The term public value was firstly used by the Mark H. Moore in his book, Creating Public Value 

(1995) in which he define public value as ,“A framework that helps us connect what we believe is valuable 

... and requires public resources, with improved ways of understanding what our ‘publics’ value and how 

we connect to them.”  Having attracted very little attention the first years after publication, the concept of 

public value gained traction in Tony Blair’s administration during the early 2000s. From there, the concept 

of public value spread first to other Westminster systems, namely Australia and New Zealand, and then to 

Continental Europe. In Europe, public broadcasters such as the British BBC, Germany’s ZDF, and Austria’s 

ORF have been the most prominent appliers of public value (Diefenbach, 2011). 

Kelly & Mulgan, (2002) argued that public value in an organization is constructed on three building 

blocks which are services, outcome and trust. The first and most important function of an organization is 

to provide best services to its customer or to the whole society and outcome of these services should be 

positive and valuable for whole society and above all trust of society or customer on the provided services 

and its result is most important. If the public have not trust on the organization despite the best services and 

positive outcome, then it will jeopardize the concept of public value. Based on the idea of (Blaug, Horner, 

& Lekhi, 2006) that public satisfaction is not enough to measure public value but some others features are 

also need to be considers like what are the expectation of public before providing them a particular service, 

in which way this service is provided them how they use this service. O’Flynn (2007) describes public 

value as moving away from the ideological position of market versus state provision. Stoker (2006) views 

public value as a framework for post competitive collaborative network forms of governance Constable et 

al (2008) defined that Public value is considered as a comprehensive approach to think about improvement 

in public service and public management. Public value is a contribution of an organization towards society 

and its way to contribute it (Colon & Guerin-Schneider, 2015). 

Various proponents argue public value should be seen as a paradigm (Stoker 2006; Benington 2009); 

as a concept (Kelly, Mulgan & Muers 2002); a model (O’Flynn 2007). The term has been contrasted with 
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rational choice and neo-liberal theories and with economic and individualistic theories of consumption 

(O’Flynn 2007). Benington (2009) contrasts ‘exchange value’ (private choice derived from neo-classical 

economics) with ‘public value’ that includes economic as well as social and political value. It has also been 

linked to related concepts such as ‘consensual policymaking’ (Marton & Phillips, 2005) and the ‘public 

interest’ (Bozeman, 2002). Perhaps the ambiguous nature of public value and its various applications fuels 

its popularity – it is all things to all people. 

Bold claims and great expectations are sometimes voiced, regarding public value as an important 

theoretical and practical “guiding concept.” For example, public value is regarded as resolving democratic 

deficits in modern public administration (Benington & Moore, 2011; Benington, 2009,); it is increasingly 

used in administrative practice (Jørgensen, 2006); it is presented as “a hard-edged tool for decision-making” 

(Alford & O’Flynn, 2009,), and “a rigorous way of defining, measuring and improving performance” (Cole 

& Parston, 2006). Due to the focus on public values, it has been stated that we are even entering a “new era 

in public management” (Stoker, 2006). 

Some scholars think about PVs in terms of core values, chronological ordering, or other bifurcations 

or dimensional distinctions (Rutgers, 2015). Others conceptualize PVs in terms of “hard” and “soft” values 

(Steenhuisen, 2009); individual, professional, organizational, legal, and public-interest values (Van Wart, 

1998); ethical, democratic, professional, and people values (Kernaghan, 2003); political, legal, 

organizational, and market values (Nabatchi, 2012). 

   

2. Problem Statement 

Although public value concept attracts a large number of researchers, who considered it as 

unproblematic and everyday concept that can be used productively in theory and practice, however, after 

20 years of its emergence, it could not gain a consensus (Rutgers, 2015). Researchers provided different 

interpretation and operationalization of the concept of PV (Van Wart and Berman, 1999; Kernaghan, 2003; 

Rutgers, 2008; Steenhuisen, 2009; Nabatchi, 2012). Thus literature lack on common grounds to measure 

the concept. For example, Anderson et al. (2012) provided seven dimensions of PV, Karunasena and Deng 

(2012) studied PV on five dimensions, Cresswell and Sayogo (2012) considered six PV dimensions,  

Thomson et al., (2014) confined to three PV dimensions while four PV dimensions were considered by 

Wang and Christensen (2015). Some scholars considered PV as a unidimensional construct (Page et al., 

2015; Prebble, 2015; Morse, 2010; Hartley et al., 2015; Badia et al., 2014; Jaaron & Backhouse, 2010; 

Taebi et al., 2014). This reflect that there is no consensus on the definition and dimensions of the construct. 

This require a consolidation of existing literature to provide a comprehensive set of dimensions for PV that 

capture a broader range of concept, provided by the existing researcher. 

   

3. Research Questions 

Based on the problem statement the main objective of this study is to identify the possible and 

applicable dimensions of public value for Pakistani public sector. To achieve this objective, study formulate 

the research question: 

What are the dimensions of public value in the current era? 
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4. Purpose of the Study 

The concept of Public Value is significant for public sector administrators as stressed by Jørgensen 

and Bozeman, because there is “no more important topic in public administration and policy than public 

values” (2007, p. 355). Public value was first articulated by Mark Moore from Harvard's Kennedy School 

of Government in his seminal book ‘Creating Public Value - Strategic Management in Government’ (1995) 

as a new way of thinking about public management that might help public managers to focus on creating 

public value by satisfying individual and collective desires (Omar, 2015).  The approach postulates that 

public value creation should be the main objective of public managers, analogue to shareholder value 

maximization in the private sector (Knoll, 2012).  Public Value is a philosophy of public management in 

which public managers should think and act strategically to create public value and success is drawn from 

initiating and reshaping public sector enterprises in ways that increase their value to the public (Staples, 

2010). 

The underlying principle of the pubic value concept is that the value to citizens should guide the 

operations of public organizations on the delivery of public services (Moore, 1995). This is because the 

ultimate goal of public programs to create value for citizens (Moore, 1995; Try & Radnor, 2007; Meynhardt, 

2009). Citizens derive value from their personal consumption of public services (Kelly et al., 2002; Alford 

& O’Flynn, 2009; Karunasena, 2012). The goal of all sectors of the economy, public and private, is to create 

or increase the value created by their contribution. Within a private sector, this goal is fairly clear to generate 

private value by generating a profit. Just as the goal of the private sector is to create private value, the goal 

of the public sector is to create public value. The term ‘public value’ can be defined as what the public 

values – what they are willing to make sacrifices of money and freedom to achieve (Kelly et al., 2002), and 

describes the contribution made by the public sector to economic, social and environmental well-being of 

a society or nation (Try, 2007). 

This concept is becoming popular in the United States, European nations, Australia, and even in 

developing nations in evaluating the performance of public services due to its capacity for examining the 

performance of public services from the perspective of citizens (Kelly et al., 2002; Alford & O’Flynn, 2009; 

Benington, 2009). It is used to measures the total impact of government activities to citizens in terms of the 

value it creates (Kelly et al., 2002; Alford & O’Flynn, 2009). This concept is extremely useful for 

government to improve policy decisions and the relationship between government and citizens (Kelly et 

al., 2002).  

 The concept of public value has been extended in many different ways. Kelly et al. (2002), for 

example, define public value as the value created by the government for citizens through the provision of 

public services, passing of laws and various other government activities. Such a definition helps to identify 

the important sources of creating public value. Delivery of quality public services creates public value 

(Kelly et al., 2002; Try, 2008; O’Flynn, 2007). Achieving socially desirable outcomes is another way to 

crate public value (Kelly et al., 2002; Cole & Parston, 2006; Try, 2008). Effectiveness of public 

organisations also creates public value (Moore, 1995; Karunasena & Deng, 2012) Developing trust between 

the public and the government creates public value (Kelly et al., 2002). It is, argued that trust is a public 

value outcome rather than a source of public value creation (Grimsley & Meehan, 2007).  So, the purpose 

of this study to find out the dimensions of public value to consolidte the concept of public value.  
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5. Research Methods 

The literature reveals that there is no consensus among the researchers about the dimensions of 

Public Value. This study do a systematic literature review to provide a comprehensive set of dimensions of 

PV that capture a broader range of concept. Literature reveals that there are many kinds of public value in 

a society and Talbot, (2008) says that there is no singular public value but rather multiple public values. 

Public and governmental interaction continuously defines and redefines public value, thus, public value is 

not fixed and it should be continually explored and multiple values addressed through either aggregation 

and/or choice (Talbot, 2008). Jorgensen and Bozeman (2007), for example, develop an inventory of 

seventy-two kinds of public value with seven main “value constellations”: the first constellation contains 

values associated with the public sector’s contribution to society; the second constellation covers values 

associated with transformation of interests to decisions; the third constellation encompasses values 

associated with the relationship between public administration and politicians; the fourth constellation 

comprises values associated with the relationship between public administration and its environment; the 

fifth constellation comprehends values associated with intra-organisational aspects of public 

administration; the sixth constellation includes values associated with the behaviour of public-sector 

employees; and the seventh constellation embraces values associated with the relationship between public 

administration and citizens. 

Kernaghan, (2003) examines about thirty-two kinds of public values under four categories that are 

ethical values, democratic values, professional values and people focus values in West-minister style 

governments including Australia, New Zealand, Canada and the United Kingdom. Quality, openness, 

responsiveness, efficiency, user orientation, equity, citizen’s self-development, democracy, and 

environmental sustainability are important kinds of public value.  

Proponents of multidimensional public value argued that User Focus, Public at Large, Efficient 

Supply, Budget Keeping, Rule abidance, Balancing Interest, Professionalism (Anderson et al. 2012) 

Organizational efficiency, Quality of information and services, Openness, responsiveness, Environmental 

Sustainability (Karunasena & Deng, 2012) Financial, Political , Strategic, Stewardship, Quality of life, 

Social (Cresswell and Sayogo, 2012) Accessibility, Accountability, Performance, (Thomson et al., 2014) 

Environment value, Social value, Economic value, Political value (Wang & Christensen, 2015) are the 

important public value dimensions. While advocates of unidimensional public value claimed that public 

value is consist of Collaboration (Page et al., 2015; Prebble, 2015; Morse, 2010) Political astuteness 

(Hartley et al., 2015) Co-Governance (Badia et al., 2014) Lean Thinking (Jaaron & Backhouse, 2010) 

innovation (Taebi et al., 2014). Detail of these dimensions is illustrated in Table 1. 

 

Table 01. Dimensions of Public Value 

Sr. No Dimension Authors Description 

1 User Focus 

 

Anderson et al (2012) 

 

Satisfy immediate needs of users, Good 

relations to users as motive 

2 Efficient Supply Anderson et al (2012),  

Karunasena & Deng (2012) 

Businesslike operations, High productivity 

3 Quality services 

 

Karunasena and Deng (2012) 

 

Provide accurate, timely, relevant and precise 

information and services to customer.  
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4 Equity 

 

Pandey et al.  (2016) 

 

There should be no discrimination on the basis 

of gender, religion, race and every one should 

be treat equally  

5 Performance 

 

Thomson et al.  (2014) 

 

customer satisfaction is the key measure of 

Performance evaluation. 

6 Accessibility 

 

Thomson et al.  (2014) 

 

User should have access to required 

information and services 

7 Accountability 

 

Thomson et al.  (2014),  

Eijck and Lindemann (2014) 

Accountability towards society in general, 

Public insight and transparency  

8 Individual Rights Pandey et al.  (2016) Protect individual rights. 

9 Co-Governance 

 

Badia et al. (2014) 

 

Citizen participation, Citizen involment as co 

producer 

10 Openness 

 

Karunasena and Deng (2012) All information should be easily assessable 

and open to general public. 

11 Transparency 

 

Van der Wal, (2014) 

 

All official matters should be transparent and 

available for accountability 

12 Lean Thinking 

 

Jaaron and Backhouse (2010) 

 

Flexible Response, Integration, Continuous 

Improvement, Knowledge Driven activities. 

13 Sustainability/ 

Ecological 

 

Karunasena and Deng (2012), 

Bogle and Seaman, (2010), 

Wang  and Christensen, 2015 

Recycle/ Reuse, Energy efficiency, Energy 

Saving, Air Quality, Greener environment 

 

14 Quality of life 

 

Cresswell and Sayogo (2012) 

 

impacts on individual and household health, 

security, satisfaction, and general well-being. 

15 Innovative 

 

Taebi et al.  2014 

 

R&D Support, Institutional structure and 

barriers, Innovation support  

16 Social value 

 

Cresswell and Sayogo (2012),  

Wang and Christensen, 2015 

Health, Education, Family, Culture, Crime 

 

17 Political 

Astuteness 

Hartley et al. 2015 Valuable set of capabilities, skills, knowledge, 

and judgment to officiate public duties. 

18 Political  

 

Cresswell and Sayogo (2012),  

Wang and Christensen, 2015 

influence on public bodies, action or policy, 

role in political affairs, influence in political 

parties, prospect of future public office.  

19 Budget Keeping/ 

Financial 

 

Anderson et al (2012),  

Cresswell and Sayogo (2012),  

Wang and Christensen, 2015 

Having economic awareness, Stay within 

budget as motive 

 

20 Rule abidance Anderson et al (2012) Due process, Being loyal to rules  

21 Balancing Interest 

 

Anderson et al (2012) 

 

Political loyalty, being able to interpret 

political climate, Make networks 

22 Professionalism 

 

Anderson et al (2012) 

 

Employees should have Professional 

commitment and Independent professional 

standards 

23 Collaboration 

 

Eijck and Lindemann, (2014), 

Page et al. (2015), Prebble 

(2015),  

Morse (2010) 

Make Collaboration inside and outside 

organization to achieve desired goals. 

24 Expertise 

 

Van der Wal (2014) 

 

A public official should be sufficient expertise 

in domain knowledge and management skills.  

25 Lawfulness 

 

Van der Wal (2014) 

 

A public official should be efficient and 

effectiveness, righteousness, lawfulness and 

ready to accountability. 

 

6. Findings 

The current study categorized the components of ‘public value’, considering specific nature and 

requirement of public sector organizations of Pakistan. These components are delivery of quality public 

services, socially desirable outcome and development of public trust in government as presented by Kelly 
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et al. (2002) framework for public value. Most of the previous work on dimensions of public value overlook 

one or two components of Kelly et al. (2002) framework.  For example, seven dimensions presented by 

Anderson et al. (2012), cover two components of public value that are services and trust but the component 

of outcome was overlooked in their work. Karunasena and Deng (2012) describe services and outcome but 

Trust is missing. Similarly, Wang and Christensen (2015) focus on outcome and trust but service is 

overlooked. This pertain a gap in literature to cover broader components of the concept of public value 

presented by Kelly et al. (2002) in general. To fill this gap, the current study combining the dimensions as 

discussed in Table 1 under the three broader components of public value that are services, societal outcome 

and trust.  

Table 2 demonstrated these three components of public value along with the dimensions under these 

components. The dimensions of user focus, Efficient Supply, Professionalism, Quality services, Equity, 

Performance, Accessibility, Individual Rights, Co-Governance, Transparency, and Expertise are related to 

the components of Services.  Lean Thinking, Sustainability, Political Astuteness, Quality of life, Innovation 

and Social value are related to the component of Societal Outcome. Budget Keeping, Rule abidance, 

Balancing Interest, The public at large, Accountability, Openness, Collaboration and Lawfulness are 

represented by the component of Trust. 

 

Table 02. Proposed components and dimensions of Public Value 

Components Dimensions 

Services User Focus, Efficient Supply, Professionalism, Quality services, Equity, 

Performance, Accessibility, Individual Rights, Co-Governance, Transparency, 

Expertise 

Societal Outcome Lean Thinking, Sustainability, Political Astuteness, Quality of life, Innovative, 

Social value 

Trust Budget Keeping, Rule abidance, Balancing Interest, The public at large, 

Accountability, Openness, Collaboration, Lawfulness 

 

 

 

Figure 01. Proposed dimensions of Public Value on basis of Public Value Framework (Kelly et al., 2002) 

 

6.1. Services 

Services is about the provision of quality services in a user friendly manner in order to satisfy users 

and public needs (Jorgensen & Bozeman, 2007; Karunasena & Deng, 2012). The fundamental purpose of 
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government departments is to provide services to satisfy public needs. The existence of any institution is 

directly linked to its purpose (Slater & Aiken, 2015). Public institutions, with different resources, deliver 

specific and general services which members of the public cannot provide in an individual capacity. In 

providing such services, public institutions aim to improve the general welfare of society. The delivery of 

services is therefore, the overall responsibility of government departments. Any endeavor to meet the basic 

needs of the public must be driven by the ‘people first’ approach. Public institutions are obligated to provide 

equal services to all citizen, Consulting with citizens about the services they are entitled to receive,  

Information sharing on the quality of services to be provided,  Considerate and courteous treatment of the 

public,  Transparency on how government departments are managed,  Accountability for quality service 

provision and  Responsibility for providing efficient, effective and economic services. 

It places much importance on concern for people as well as striving for common goals which is 

essentially the underlying purpose of public institutions. Employees of public institutions are obliged to 

treat people with respect, dignity and care. Further, the public has a legitimate right according to the tenets 

of democracy to receive quality services. Therefore, while government departments are not only responsible 

for the purpose of their existence, they are also accountable to the public in executing their responsibilities 

(Dorasamy, 2010).  

 

6.2. Societal Outcome 

Individuals play a key role in the workplace (Khan et al., 2014; Khan et al., 2016; Qureshi et al., 

2014; Qureshi et al., 2015; Qureshi et al., 2016; Yasir et al., 2017). Societal outcome refers to individuals’ 

belief that they can contribute to the welfare of other people and society through their job. it refers to an 

emotionally driven understanding that one’s work matters to others (Mayer, 2017). Research on relational 

job design (Grant 2008) shows that beneficiary contact is a predictor of greater prosocial impact because 

interaction with specific other people visualizes how one’s actions make a difference in other people’s lives. 

This is particularly relevant in public service organizations, in which most services are performed at the 

front line in interaction with users and clients. Interaction with users makes it vivid for public service 

employees how their job contributes to the well- being of individual users. In this respect, perceived societal 

impact serves as an availability heuristic for connecting the cues provided by the day-to-day job activities 

of the individual employee. Thus, if employees clearly see how their job contributes to society, the effect 

of transformational leadership on value congruence is reinforced. In contrast, if employees are not able to 

imagine how their job contributes to the values espoused by the manager, the vision may be seen as simple 

rhetoric without a meaningful relation to employees’ day-to-day job activities. If employees do not perceive 

that their job impacts society, highlighting collectivistic norms and contributions to society may easily be 

perceived as “cheap talk” (Jensen, 2018). 

Scant research has examined employees’ discretionary behaviors that target the social level or, in 

other words, that intend to enhance the well-being of their organization’s stakeholders, including the natural 

environment
 
(Crilly et al. 2008; Daily et al. 2009; Vlachos et al. 2014). Accordingly, (Roeck & Farooq, 

2017) examine societal outcome by employees’ engagement in green behaviors, including employees’ 

actions to perform work in an environmentally friendly way (e.g., recycling, rational use of resources, 

participation in environ- mental initiatives, setting of more sustainable policies), and societal behaviors, 
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including employees’ actions that support overall community well-being even outside the work context.  

Raineri and Paille ́ (2016) show that employees who perceive their organization as engaged in 

environmental policies are more likely to follow its lead by demonstrating more environmental citizenship 

behaviors (Roeck & Farooq, 2017). 

 

6.3. Trust 

Trust means that the customer believes that an organization acts in his/her best interests because of 

the goals and values shared by the organization and the customer (Doney & Cannon, 1997). According to 

Doney and Cannon (1997), trust was defined as the “perceived credibility and benevolence of a target of 

trust” (Noh, 2010). Trust is an expectation that a person or entity will behave as desired under conditions 

of risk (Yasir et al. 2016).  

A relationship based on trust between the organization and its customers is a organization’s key 

competitive element (Lee & Park, 2008; Lee & Lee, 2010).  The object of the trust includes a person, an 

organization, a product, or an idea (Chung, 2012). Trust is key to maintaining economic and transactional 

relationships between a company and its customers (Hwang et al. 2014). Trust is used as an effective means 

that enables customers to reduce the perceived risk during the consumption of a service (Everard & Galletta, 

2005).  

This trust is not focused on people or groups but instead describes a level of confidence in society 

in general. High levels of trust mean that most people think that the system works, that systems and 

institutions function in a socially appropriate way, that even strangers can be expected to behave in socially 

appropriate ways (Nikolas, 2018). 

Trust in public sector organizations is declining in many countries and concerns regarding 

government accountability are widespread. In addition to concerns about whether we can hold government 

accountable for desired policy outcomes, decreasing trust levels also re ect concerns that the actions of 

public administrators during policy implementation are driven by self-interest rather than the interests of 

the larger public or community (Wright et al. 2016). 

   

7. Conclusion 

This study determines the comprehensive set of dimensions of public value on basis of previous 

literature and according to the specific nature of public sector organizations in Pakistan. The proposed 

dimensions of public value in this research paper are in line with the policy of Pakistani Government. 

Pakistan is also following the global trend in public management reform and introduced measures akin to 

that elsewhere with “managing for results” as an overarching goal. These dimensions of public value not 

only aim at enhancing efficiency and performance of the public sector but they also seek to transform the 

culture of traditional public administration and new public management into a flexible, market-driven and 

result-oriented one. Thus the development and measurement of the public value of Pakistani public sector 

will indicate the capability of public sector in developing a well-rounded student. 
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7.1. Managerial Implication 

This study will contribute in developing theoretical model of public value in Pakistani public sector 

and will give a clear picture to public sector employees, their managers and policy makers of Pakistani 

government about the true concepts of public value. This study educates the employees that how to deal 

with citizens, politicians, pressure groups and how to make collaboration with other agencies to achieve the 

desired outcome of organization and government without compromising the future generations.  This study 

can also be used as a reference by the researchers and public policy makers of governments. Furthermore, 

public sector organizations need to know the required public value since this knowledge will be beneficial 

in helping the public administrators when developing their policies. 

 

7.2. Impact on Society, Economy and Nation 

The public value dimensions will benefit society, government and public administrators 

(policymakers) and nation by serving as a national indicator of the service requirements at public sector 

organization as well as a tool for gauging the competitiveness of public sector organizations. In addition, 

the result of the study can be used as a parameter for public sector employees to serve the nation in right 

direction in line with international standard of services. 

 

7.3. Limitation and Future Direction 

Although this study has comprehensively and systematically reviews the literature on the topic of 

public value and determines the dimensions that are in line with the specific nature of public sector 

organizations yet it has some limitations. The major limitation is that it is just a review of past literature 

and did not validate empirically. For future researchers, it is suggested to empirically validate this study by 

using some robust statistical techniques.  Future researchers should also conduct this research in other 

countries to validate the result according to the specific nature of their public sector organizations.  
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