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The Accenture Global Cities Forum is an ongoing study into 
how members of the public define “public value” and what 
they expect of government. The Institute for Public Service 
Value designed the first phase of the study as a series of 
citizen panels in eight world cities: London, Sydney, Singapore, 
Berlin, New York, Paris, Madrid and Los Angeles. Each Forum  
included 60 to 85 local residents randomly selected to represent  
the city’s demographics—providing strong, qualitative insight 
into what people think about government and public services 
and how they judge public value.
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On Saturday, September 15, 2007, 60 residents 
of New York City from all walks of life came 
together to discuss the role of government in 
improving the quality of their lives in the city. 

This was the fifth of the Accenture Global Cities Forums 
conducted by the Accenture Institute for Public Service 
Value. These Forums are part of an ongoing global research 
project to directly engage citizens1 in discussion about 
how governments can improve the social and economic 
conditions of the people they serve. In 2007, we held Global 
Cities Forums—conducted as daylong “deliberative events”  
—in London, Sydney, Singapore, Berlin, New York, Paris,  
Madrid and Los Angeles.2  

During the New York Forum, participants discussed their 
experiences with public services and their expectations 
of government. In addition to listening to participants’ 
views, we wanted to engage them fully and challenge 
their thinking to elicit a more informed debate about how 
government could act to improve the quality of their lives. 
An important objective of the project is to explore the 
relationship between individuals and their government by 
probing into the multifaceted and sometimes conflicting 
expectations and demands that people place on government 
as citizens, users of services and taxpayers. So, in addition 
to debate, discussion and some electronic polling, the day 
involved a simulation session in which groups of participants 
assumed these three roles and then debated issues from the 
different perspectives. In New York, that debate focused on 
three social outcomes that our research showed are highly 
important to people in the city: affordable living/housing, 
public safety, and learning and education.

By the end of the day, through deliberation and role-playing 
activities, New York participants identified a set of principles 
that they believe should guide the provision of government 
services in the city and the production of public value more 
widely. Taken together with analysis of the findings from the 
seven other cities, Accenture has formulated what we propose 
is a new governance framework—a basis for strengthening  
the relationship between people and their governments.

This report presents detailed observations and findings  
of the Global Cities Forum—New York. What follows  
is a brief summary.

Summary

1 �In this report, we use the word "citizens" to denote community  
members, including those who are temporary residents.

2 �The Global Cities Forums were conducted in this order across the eight 
cities. The project was designed to be iterative, using logistical and 
procedural findings from each event to inform subsequent events.
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Observations from the New York Forum 

Overall, residents who participated in the New York Forum  
consider themselves lucky to be living in “the city that 
never sleeps.” They embrace the multicultural character of 
the city and find New Yorkers particularly open-minded. 
Among the major strengths of the city, they highlight  
a vibrant economy and great career opportunities. 

Nevertheless, many participants expressed their 
disappointment in how the government is responding  
to their needs. Although they recognize recent 
improvements in areas such as public safety and 
transport, they feel more could be done to improve  
social and economic conditions in the city. In particular, 
they expressed serious concerns about the soaring costs  
of living and a desire for government to take steps  
to address the decreasing affordability of housing. 

More so than in any other city, New York Forum 
participants expressed a strong sense of personal 
responsibility for their government: "If (politicians)  
screw up, it's partly our fault—we put them there."

Participants were particularly vocal about their expectations  
of government and public services. They want government 
and public services to operate more transparently and to 
take into account the views and needs of their citizens.  
They feel it is time to build a new relationship between 
the government and citizens: one based on openness, 
trust, engagement and accountability. This new relationship  
requires individuals to take responsibility for their actions 
and to be willing to play an active role in improving 
quality of life for themselves and their fellow residents. 

“	I hear a little about what government plans to do and 
how it will work, but you rarely hear the full story on 
how it plays out or unfolds. I want to hear how successful 
an initiative was. Even if it’s bad, I still want to hear it. 
At least that demonstrates to me that government isn’t 
afraid of making mistakes and isn’t hiding anything.  
It would go a long way to building trust.”

While participants clearly articulated their expectations, 
they also recognized the complexity of the demands they 
place on government as users, citizens and taxpayers. 

In New York, users are most concerned with having 
timely access to a range of services, which they expect 
to be of consistently high quality. They expect choice 
and flexibility, as well as service delivery tailored to users’ 
needs and preferences. And they want the opportunity to 
influence decision making about priorities and to shape 
the direction of change in individual service agencies. 

Whereas users are focused on immediate solutions to their 
own needs, citizens are more concerned with the common 
good of all residents. Although citizens, like users, expect 
access to high-quality services, they are more focused 
on the end results—that public services are delivered in 
ways that ultimately improve the quality of life for all, 
regardless of socioeconomic status. 

While representing the views of the citizen, some 
participants acknowledged that this notion of equality 
of opportunity can mean the government has to offer 
additional help to those who need it most. Other 
participants—mainly those arguing from the user and 
taxpayer perspectives—were less accepting of the idea 
that some residents may receive higher levels of service  
and thus be more of a “drain” on public resources. 

When assuming the taxpayer role, participants tended  
to emphasize the importance of providing good value  
for money as their main expectation of government.  
They also expressed a desire for efficiency and effective  
use of tax dollars. 
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However, the vast majority of all participants (as users, 
citizens and taxpayers) firmly believe government is  
inefficient and argue that concerted efforts to achieve 
efficiency gains would free up the significant resources 
needed to respond better to residents’ needs and 
expectations. Nevertheless, some acknowledge that 
additional investment, beyond what could be achieved 
through efficiency gains, may be required to meet demands. 
Compared to their peers in many other cities, New York 
participants were more likely to declare themselves willing 
to pay additional taxes. But their willingness is conditional. 
They want to know that their money is being spent wisely 
and require clear evidence from government on how it is 
being spent and the tangible improvements it is bringing. 
It was also very important to participants that their money 
be spent for the benefit of New York. There was a strong 
feeling that trust between the people of New York and 
their government would be engendered by the government 
“keeping it in New York” and investing taxes specifically  
for the benefit of New York residents.

“�People are willing to pay taxes if they are used wisely.  
I’m not sure if politicians know that—they are afraid  
to say the word 'taxes.'"

Perhaps more than in any of the other cities in the Global 
Cities Forum project, in New York there was significant 
blurring of the boundaries between the three different 
perspectives. Regardless of the role they were playing, 
participants generally felt most affinity to the citizen  
role, with many arguing that they have a responsibility  
to contribute to the city and to their community rather 
than simply acting in their own self-interests.

New York Forum participants recognize that government 
and public services are not solely responsible for delivering 
real improvement. They want businesses and the nonprofit 
sector to become far more engaged in the delivery of public 
value. But most importantly, all recognize that individual 
action—by themselves and those around them—is the 
main driver of social change.  

“�	I realize I probably need to do more, and voting is not 
enough. I need to become more engaged and involved  
at a community level and take an active interest in  
things beyond just me.”

Interestingly, while participants were very clear about 
their immediate expectations of government, they also  
recognize that it may take time to achieve real, sustainable 
change. People in New York want government to look 
beyond a planning horizon that is determined by electoral 
timetables and to focus strategically on delivering long-
term solutions for the city. 

New York's principles of public value 
While New York Forum participants recognized that specific 
outcomes for different service areas and the mechanics of  
service delivery will vary greatly, they formulated a set of  
principles that they believe are applicable to all public services,  
are required to achieve improved outcomes and will help  
to provide increased value for all members of the public.  

The principles of public value are:

Transparency and accountability

A strong relationship between government and citizens must  
be built upon openness—enabling citizens to hold government  
accountable for how tax dollars are spent and to what effect. 

�Interconnectedness

Improvements in social and economic conditions can 
seldom be delivered through the efforts of any one type 
of organization. Government needs to adopt a holistic 
approach—improving coordination and collaboration within 
government and between government and businesses, 
nonprofits, communities and individuals. 

Focus on long-term achievements

People recognize that public value is about sustainable results.  
Government needs to be more proactive and consider the 
”bigger picture.”

Fairness and opportunity

An important dimension of public value is equal opportunity 
for all. This principle involves providing services fairly and  
equitably and treating not just individuals but also 
communities equitably. 

None of these principles is unique to New York City; many 
of these ideas emerged in the other seven cities where 
we conducted Forums. What came out strongly in the 
New York Forum participants’ deliberations, however, 
was an emphasis on the need for more transparency and 
accountability. New York participants looked for more 
assurances that public money is being spent well and  
is leading to tangible improvements for the people of  
New York City. Like those in London, Sydney and Berlin,  
New York participants also expressed a strong desire for 
more coordinated services to address their overall needs,  
and—like those in Sydney and Los Angeles—they called  
for more long-term planning to achieve sustainable results.  
They were less concerned with customer focus than 
participants in any other city, putting more emphasis  
on the collective good of the community; and they  
put less emphasis on issues relating to efficiency than 
participants in, for example, Los Angeles and some  
of the European cities. 
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Messages to government from people  
of New York 
The debate and deliberations from the New York Forum 
provide clear messages for government and for those 
managing public services:

Cultivate a new relationship between citizens and 
government based on transparency, engagement and trust. 

Treat citizens with respect and provide more opportunity 
for residents to influence decisions and participate in 
setting priorities and delivering public value. 

Strengthen the accountability of government and 
demonstrate how expenditure is achieving results  
for the city. 

This relates not only to how decisions are made or public 
money is spent, but also to what has been and will be 
achieved. People in New York want to understand, in simple 
terms, how their tax dollars are helping their communities.

Put the needs of citizens and their communities  
at the heart of government. 

What ultimately matters are real improvements in social and  
economic conditions. Government should link spending and  
activities more explicitly to what difference they make to 
residents of New York and the communities in which they live.  

Coordinate services across all areas of government  
to respond to social problems. 

People of New York have little time or inclination to 
understand how to navigate the different government 
services. Government should think through how best  
to address issues that cut across departments (at the local, 
state and federal level) and then coordinate activities to 
improve efficiencies and develop a collaborative response  
to social problems.

Foster a culture of participation and partnership  
with businesses, nonprofits and individuals to  
achieve shared social goals. 

Act as a motivator and facilitator by tapping into 
expertise and support outside the boundaries of 
government and public-sector agencies.

Focus on the long term and find sustainable solutions.

Plan for the future—not the electoral cycle—and 
implement continuous and consistent plans that  
deliver value in the long run.

The need for a more coordinated response across 
government to tackling social problems and an awareness 
of the benefits of a co-productive approach to service 
delivery (involving cooperation with other organizations 
such as businesses and nonprofits) were two important 
messages that also came out strongly in the New York Forum. 

When considered in conjunction with the deliberative 
findings and principles formulated in the other seven cities,  
the New York principles of public value form important 
components of what we believe is a new model for more  
citizen-engaged governance. The Accenture Public Service 
Value Governance Framework provides a means to clearly 
articulate a relationship that is not only about voting in 
elections or paying taxes—however important these are—
but also about genuine engagement of citizens in their 
governance. The Accenture Institute for Public Service 
Value Global Cities Forum presents strong evidence of 
rising demand from citizens for a new relationship  
with government built around: 

Outcomes

Focusing on improved social and economic outcomes

Balance

Balancing choice and flexibility with fairness and common good

Engagement

Engaging, educating and enrolling the public as 
co-producers of public value 

Accountability

Clarifying accountability and facilitating public recourse

Public services are, in fact, the key mechanism through 
which people interact with their governments. The value 
of those public services, however, lies not simply in their 
quality or efficiency, but in the actual improvements 
they produce in the economic and social conditions of 
the people they serve—the public. That “public value” is 
ultimately defined by the public themselves in their roles 
as users of public services, citizens, taxpayers and voters.
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The Accenture Institute for Public Service Value 
initiated the Global Cities Forum research project 
to examine more closely people’s relationship 
with government. 

We designed the Global Cities Forum as a series of deliberative 
events with residents of eight world cities: London, Sydney, 
Singapore, Berlin, New York, Paris, Madrid and Los Angeles. 
Each event brought together approximately 60 to 85 people, 
randomly recruited by a professional agency to represent the 
demographic profile of the city, to discuss what they want 
from their governments.

A prime objective of the project is to elicit from citizens their 
own views and definitions about the value that government 
should bring to their lives. A principal role of government is 
to protect and enhance the lives of its citizens—to provide for 
the common good. Government does that largely through the 
provision of public services. The value of those public services, 
however, lies not simply in their quality or efficiency, but in 
the actual improvements they produce in the economic and 
social conditions of the people they serve—the public. In the 
research and academic literature, this is often referred to as 
“public value.” The purpose of our project is to ascertain how 
the public defines public value.

However, the public does not speak with one voice; nor does 
any member of the public have only one perspective on 
the role of government. Each of us may have different and 
sometimes conflicting ways of relating to government and 
public services. As users of public service, people want 
the highest quality possible. As citizens, they have a vested 
interest in services that promote social harmony, safety and 

well-being—whether or not they consume these services 
themselves. As taxpayers, however, they see clear limits on  
the levels of public investment they are willing to support. 
These three perspectives—all held, in one respect or another, 
in each member of the public—can conflict, with individuals 
changing their views depending on their needs and concerns  
at any particular time. 

In our recent contextual survey of 1,000 US residents (see 
summary on page 8), 64 percent of respondents said that 
the quality of their lives could be improved “a lot” or “a fair 
amount”; 23 percent of respondents said the “government” 
should contribute most to improving their quality of life, 
while 55 percent said that “citizens” themselves should 
contribute most. Yet, while only 26 percent thought that 
public services today were contributing “a lot” or “a fair 
amount” to that improvement, only 60 percent would be 
prepared to pay more to improve public service and half  
of those would pay only a small amount.

About the Accenture Global Cities Forum
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The “individual in society” is a complex construct. 
In relation to government and public services, 
each individual assumes—variously or often 
simultaneously—three overlapping roles: one as 
service user, another as citizen and a third as 
taxpayer (or payer of charges). Each of these 
different roles comes with its own expectations 
and demands, and the three may not always sit 
comfortably together. Yet all three come into 
play as the individual thinks about what he or 
she demands from government.

With the New York Forum participants, we wanted to 
examine what, specifically, it means to be a user of services, 
a citizen and a taxpayer. What does looking at these different 
perspectives, with their differences and tensions, tell us about 
what people want from government? Can developing clearer 
understandings of the multifaceted and sometimes conflicting 
expectations and demands the public places on political leaders  
and public-service managers provide a basis for improving 
public service and, ultimately, social and economic outcomes?

In this section, we outline what we learned from New York 
Forum participants about their relationships with government 
from each of these three perspectives.

“For me, a user is focused on what they’re getting for 
themselves. A taxpayer thinks about what it costs. And  
a citizen thinks strictly about what is best for the city.”

The individual’s relationship with government
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The user of public services 
In New York City, the user of public services is primarily 
concerned with having timely access to quality services  
that meet their individual needs. 

Service users look to government and service providers to:

• �Identify and understand their needs 

• �Provide timely and accessible services 

• �Treat customers with courtesy and respect and deliver 
services in a consistent, fast, reliable, clean, comfortable 
and safe manner

• �Offer the same level of services to all New Yorkers, 
regardless of socioeconomic background

• �Tailor the delivery of services to different needs

• �Consider the views of the users in designing and  
delivering services

When thinking about public services, users tend to consider 
their own personal and short-term needs and the needs of 
those close to them personally. Forum participants thought 
that they, as users, are naturally inclined to be reactive in 
how they deal with public services. They take public services 
for granted and are likely to think about them explicitly only 
when they are either unhappy or particularly pleased with  
a service they received. 

The top priority for users is access to high-quality public 
services that meet their needs. When considering this in 
general terms, most participants as users argued that they 
would prioritize access regardless of what it costs the 
taxpayer. Nevertheless, when considering specific service 
areas where the user currently shoulders at least some of 
the cost of provision (for example, health care), their focus 
shifted toward a demand for “value for money.” 

As users, participants felt strongly that essential services, 
such as health care and affordable housing, should be equally  
available to all. In light of this, they did not consider it fair  
that some groups receive higher levels of services than others.  

Some were critical of government providing lower-income 
people with specific services—services to which they 
personally are not entitled—believing that this leads to a 
situation where too many people feel they are “losing out.” 
Even so, there was a general feeling that users had to think 
of themselves not just as individual consumers of services 
but as a group of users constituting the majority of people 
in New York City. Thus, while being primarily focused on 
their own individual experience of services, they were still 
concerned with the impact upon the collective good. 

“Users think, ‘Where is mine?’ Take, for example, the program 
that will provide cash to low-income individuals for taking  
preventive health care measures and getting their children 
to school. Users that are not qualifying for this want to 
know, ‘Where is mine? Why am I not getting this?'"

The housing lottery is particularly controversial. It allows all 
those on incomes below a defined threshold to be entered in 
a drawing to receive subsidized apartments with significantly 
lower rent. Residents who are above the income threshold, 
but still do not earn a lot, feel overlooked by the system or 
believe it is inherently unfair. One participant told how her 
friend, whose income was just low enough to qualify her 
for the housing lottery, “won” a $500-a-month apartment. 
However, she was told that if her income increased she 
would lose the right to that apartment—giving her little 
incentive to improve her circumstances. 

Though concerned about variations in levels of services,  
users expect services to be flexible and responsive to 
individual needs; they don’t want a prescribed set of 
services that people receive regardless of their particular 
circumstances. They also expect services to be delivered 
through a multitude of channels—including e-services— 
and via sites within their neighborhoods. 

Users argue that in some areas of government there is 
too much bureaucracy and paperwork, which can create 
significant barriers for people accessing core public services.
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“	My mom is disabled and we have many problems with 
health care. For a whole year, we weren’t able to get 
(care) because of inefficiencies in processing and delays 
in the decision as to whether or not assistance would be 
provided. She really needed it at that moment and we  
had to pay out of pocket. That seems ridiculous to me.”

Users feel that in order to address users’ concerns, 
government should develop policies and implement services 
based on public priorities. They argue that this approach 
would require government to listen to service users more—
rather than simply taking into account the views of political 
advisors and special-interest groups. 

The citizen
As citizens, participants expressed concern about the needs 
of society as a whole and generally expected government 
to provide equal services to all members, regardless of 
socioeconomic status.

In New York City, citizens look to government to:

• �Provide fair and equal access to “basic” services (such as 
education, health care, affordable housing and child care)

• Improve the quality of services delivered

• �Focus on the end result and tailor services to improve  
life chances for those most in need

• �Establish stronger systems of accountability for 
government and public-service providers

• Shift priorities toward more preventative action

Encourage residents to take personal responsibility  
for their own actions

Citizens require government to improve the quality of life of 
everyone in the city. New York Forum participants expressed 
some skepticism about whether or not this actually is 
happening. They wondered whether political games and the 
activities of businesses and lobby groups distract officials 
from what people see as the main role of government: 

keeping the public interest at the heart of its operations  
and meeting the needs of society as a whole.

“	I know they’re trying to get re-elected and need to cater 
to big business and special-interest groups to pay the bills 
and support initiatives, but I really think government’s 
focus should be the long-term success of the city and  
the average Joes that live in it.”

Citizens are particularly concerned that government 
priorities seem to be based on political expediency rather 
than everyone’s best interests. Citizens feel strongly that 
more accountability and better value are needed. 

Overall, there was significant overlap between the views of 
users and the views of citizens. Both expect governments to 
deliver high-quality services, provide safe and secure access 
to services, and operate in an accountable manner—keeping 
the priorities and needs of users and citizens at the heart  
of their work. 

Nevertheless, while users focused on the need for 
government to deliver the same level of services to all in 
society regardless of socioeconomic backgrounds, citizens 
tended to emphasize the results of government efforts. They 
recognize that more disadvantaged groups in society may 
require a higher level of services than other, more fortunate 
groups. However, at the New York Forum, there was no real 
consensus within the group considering the citizen’s point 
of view about what in practice constitutes a “fair” level of 
services and who exactly should be entitled to additional 
services from government. 

Compared to the group considering the user perspective, 
participants as citizens were also more inclined to recognize 
that social outcomes are not solely the government’s 
responsibility. Considering core contributors to quality of  
life, such as health or learning, they emphasized the need  
for personal engagement and responsibility. As an example, 
they noted that only by changing personal eating habits can 
the obesity challenge be tackled. Similarly, good parenting 
has a major role to play in influencing a child’s growth  
and development. 

Participants felt that government should focus more on 
influencing people’s behavior and implementing preventative 
measures. Many argued for long-term, sustainable, “big-
picture” thinking that addresses the root causes of problems. 
They feel that government focuses too much on ”quick-fix” 
solutions that appease users but do not deliver long-term value. 

Citizens recognize the complexity of government’s role and 
accept that it is difficult to develop appropriate responses 
to social issues. Nevertheless, they expect government and 
public-service managers to continuously work to improve  
the quality of services and provide better value for the 
money than they do today. 

The majority of the participants expressed a view that there 
is significant room to modernize service delivery and secure 
efficiency gains. Further, they argued that current tax levels 
could sustain the improvements required. 

“I think there’s currently enough money in government 
to pay for most basic things in society, but the money 
isn’t always spent wisely or efficiently. I think there’s 
a lot of waste. Once I’m convinced they’re spending our 
taxes wisely, I wouldn’t mind contributing a little more 
if it meant helping more people get on their feet and 
ultimately contribute to a better society.”

Many citizens expressed willingness to support the 
government and pay their taxes. However, they also said 
they expect reassurance that current funds are being spent 
wisely and efficiently and that those charged with managing 
the purse strings are held accountable for their actions. 

“	As a citizen, I am also a taxpayer; I am willing to pay  
if services meet the needs (of citizens).” 
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The taxpayer
Taxpayers’ main expectation of government is to provide 
value for money—that is, a clear and measurable return  
on tax dollars spent.

Taxpayers in New York City are looking to government to:

• Provide better value for their tax dollars

• Allocate funds according to residents’ priorities

• �Be honest, transparent and accountable for how  
taxpayer dollars are spent and to what effect

• �Place more emphasis on taxpayer compliance  
and enforcement of the rules

At the most fundamental level, taxpayers said they expect 
government to deliver value for money. In the role of 
taxpayer, New York Forum participants argued that the 
problem of resources can be solved without increasing 
taxes. They feel that if government reduced inefficiency,  
it would free up enough money to pay for other initiatives 
that government claims are needed but for which it currently 
lacks the funding. People also feel that, in some cases, 
government needs to reprioritize spending so that it does 
the most good for society. For example, many participants 
argued that taxpayer dollars should be redirected from the 
Iraq war to issues, such as health care, that are of more 
immediate concern to the people of New York City. 

At present, taxpayers indicated that they do not have 
sufficient information to judge what constitutes “value” 
for money. Greater accountability and an effective dialogue 
between taxpayers and the government are clearly needed. 

“	For me, the issue isn’t really about raising or lowering 
taxes; the key is that they need to be more accountable 
and responsible for the dollars they do spend and the 
decisions they make. If they could convince me that 
they are operating with the public’s best interest in mind 
and that a particular initiative is worthwhile and can 
be objectively evaluated in the back end, I’d support it, 
whether that means raising taxes or not.”

The essence of the relationship between government and  
the taxpayer should be one of “active accountability” on 
both sides. As New York Forum participants made clear,  
the key for government is to ensure it shows taxpayers  
that any money collected (via taxation or otherwise) is spent 
wisely, efficiently and effectively and with all individual 
users and citizens in mind. What’s more, they want clear  
and effective mechanisms through which government can be 
held accountable. In turn, the taxpayer must be responsible 
and engaged. This approach requires people to get more 
involved in the operations of government and take an active 
interest in holding government to its word. It also requires 
people to consider the benefit of society as a whole—rather 
than voting according to what “I” as an individual receive 
and how much it costs “me.” At times, this means supporting 
politicians and administrations who ask for higher taxes to 
provide targeted initiatives in priority areas. 

In return, government needs to build trust with citizens by 
ensuring they spend tax money wisely and that this goes 
toward programs that benefit New York and the people of 
New York. There was a feeling among many participants in 
the Forum that there were too many people who benefited 
from the services in New York without bearing any 
responsibility for their funding (for example, people who live 
outside of New York but work in the city benefit from the 
services without having to pay for them).

During the New York Forum, participants in the taxpayer 
role expressed an expectation that government should adopt 
basic principles of businesses: develop a clear strategy that 
considers current challenges and balances activities against 
long-term needs; constantly assess and prioritize people’s 
needs; and adopt clear budgeting practices where resources 
are assigned to clear and measurable targets. Perhaps most 
importantly, taxpayers expect government to share this 
strategy openly and continuously to assess how efforts 
bring about clear, measurable and positive results that 
improve their day-to-day lives in the city. This is the most 
fundamental prerequisite of a new system of accountability 
between government and the people it serves.

“	It’s like with road work in this city. They seem to do 
patch job after patch job but never really actually fix the 
problem. I’d rather they spend a little more and do it right 
the first time. Sometimes it seems like they just keep 
throwing money at their crony contractors to keep them 
profitable. There’s zero accountability!”

There is a strong sense that fairness must be a guiding 
principle in tax collection. Some New York Forum participants  
argued that there are currently too many tax loopholes, that 
there is inequity in the system (for example, giving wealthy 
people tax breaks at the expense of the middle class) and 
that the basic tax rules are often not clear to the “ordinary” 
New Yorker. Some also argued that too many people cheat 
the system and that government should therefore pay more 
attention to taxpayer compliance and rule enforcement. 

“	We as taxpayers are most concerned with making sure 
that we’re getting our money’s worth. Keep taxes low,  
but most importantly, keep them fair.”



Tensions between the perspectives
During the role-play session at the New York Forum, 
participants found it relatively easy to consider the role  
of government from the points of view of users and citizens.  
In the role of taxpayers, participants found it more challenging 
to define their position, largely because in “real life,” they 
have relatively little idea of how public funds are spent  
and what, in fact, constitutes value for money. 

Overall, participants acknowledged that their expectations  
of government are high and saw that there are cases in 
which different viewpoints suggest different priorities. 
Regardless of which point of view they were considering, 
most participants were inclined to see the ultimate aim 
as the collective good of all New Yorkers. Even when 
thinking as taxpayers and users, participants stressed that 
government policy should be about more than individuals: 
“The whole point of living in this city is that it’s lots of 
people, not individual users.” This thinking permeated the 
discussions about the three perspectives and led to  
a blurring of the boundaries between them, with a 
significant emphasis on citizenship. 

Some tensions did emerge, however. Users and citizens 
tended to disagree on the ideal “planning horizon” of 
government action. Citizens argue that government should 
take a long-term approach to planning and delivery. Users, 
on the other hand, want short-term solutions to address 
immediate issues. 

Taxpayers found themselves in tension with both the citizens 
and the users when it came to “invest-to-save” principles. 
Taxpayers were not entirely against the idea of higher 
spending now on preventative measures designed to reduce 
social problems in the long term. But they were willing to 
support this notion only in cases where there is indisputable 
evidence that immediate investment would lead to savings 
in the long term. Users and citizens, however, were more 
likely to take a risk and support the “invest-to-save” 
principle even where the outcomes were less certain. 

Although all sides agree that it is imperative for government 
to deliver value for money, there is a tension between users 
and taxpayers in relation to funding approaches. Taxpayers 
indicated that users should bear more of the burden of the 
cost of services they use, whereas users tended to favor 
collective tax-funded services. 

Perhaps the most significant tension between the different 
perspectives is over universal versus targeted service delivery. 
While users argued that individuals should have access 
to the same level of services regardless of socioeconomic 
background, citizens took the view that some individuals 
have a greater need than others and that to improve quality 
of life for all, government should target some services to 
those most in need. Participants gave the housing lottery  
as an example; the users felt it was unfair that some people 
were able to get subsidized housing while others were 
not. They argued that such programs act as a disincentive 
to improve one’s life and are unfair to those who cannot 
gain the same access. By contrast, the citizens emphasized 
government’s fundamental role in improving the public good  
and argued that it would be unfair if housing in New York 
were not available to individuals with limited financial means. 
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An important aim of the Accenture Institute for 
Public Service Value Global Cities Forum research 
project is to enable participants to identify the 
key dimensions of public value for the residents 
in each city and to explore ways of enhancing 
public value in the future.

In this section, we examine New York Forum participants’ 
input about what government and public services should 
always do to achieve outcomes that truly benefit residents 
of New York City. These are their general principles of 
public value. We have derived these from their collective 
discussions—as users, citizens and taxpayers—about the 
outcomes that are highly important to residents of  
New York City: affordable living/housing, public safety,  
and learning and education. 

We look in detail at each of those three outcomes as 
discussed by New York Forum participants and then  
present participants’ view about who should be doing  
what to improve social and economic conditions in the city. 

Improving public value:  
The quality of life in New York City 
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General principles of public value  
in New York City
Principle 1: Transparency and accountability

During the day, participants mentioned accountability as 
central to their expectations of government. Many began to 
discuss the need for a new relationship between people and 
their government. They saw accountability as the cornerstone 
upon which a new level of trust can be built. They argued that 
if people can see what government is doing and why—and 
if they have clear and effective mechanisms for making 
government accountable—then they are far more likely to 
trust government and support its efforts to improve the 
public good. This new relationship places greater demands 
not only on government and public services, but also on 
people who will need to take a more active role in scrutinizing 
government. Indeed, transparency and openness alone do 
not lead to greater accountability. It is also essential to have 
active, engaged citizens who are willing to hold government 
accountable in a constructive manner. 

“	I realize I probably need to do more, and voting is not 
enough. I need to become more engaged and involved  
at a community level and take an active interest in  
things beyond just me.”

Legitimacy is critical to establishing a level of accountability 
and trust. At the moment, many New York Forum participants  
feel their tax dollars are frequently misspent and misdirected.  
At the Forum, they argued that more should be done to address  
dishonesty and corruption in the system, especially on the part  
of officials who concentrate on being elected or re-elected, 
rather than on producing public value. Government needs to 
show people clearly and simply how their tax dollars—their 
personal investments in New York—are being invested in 
their communities and the impact they are having.

“	I don’t want to see people line their pockets with my 
taxes, and I want to see a receipt for where my taxes 
go. The government has to be honest to citizens about 
what is being provided and how it is being provided.”

“We were not born with these ideas about a lack of 
honesty and accountability from government; we have 
this feeling because the elected officials have not done 
their jobs. They have created this monster by not doing 
what they say they are going to do. Why should we 
believe that the money is going where they say it  
is going? We have been taught to mistrust.” 

Principle 2: Interconnectedness

Participants recognized that most social outcomes are not 
achieved through the efforts of any single agency. They 
understand that social problems are most often a result of 
a complex web of influences, and improving them requires 
coordinated and sustained action. Thus, government needs 
to ensure that it adopts a holistic approach to addressing 
problems and that agencies work together for a jointly 
achieved outcome. 

“	If I didn’t have to spend so much money on rent every 
month, I may be able to feed my kids a little better. 
That means they’re more energized at school, pay better 
attention and ultimately do better. Instead, I have to hurry 
them out the door with whatever’s in the fridge that day 
and hope they don’t get into trouble. I also have to work 
late to pay bills and, despite trying my best, just can’t 
keep an eye on them as much as I’d like. I think my kids 
will be just fine, but this is how kids get ‘lost’ in life  
and get into trouble.”

As an example of success in applying this principle, 
participants cited the New York City 311 initiative. This 
initiative resulted in the establishment of one centralized 
non-emergency phone number for access to all city services, 
which is making it easier for New Yorkers to navigate the 
web of services provided by the government. 
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Improving affordable living/housing, 
public safety, and learning and 
education in New York City
Delivering greater public value is about improving the social 
and economic conditions for the residents of New York. 
During the Forum, and particularly during the role-play 
sessions, we asked participants to focus on three specific 
areas, and to discuss, in practical terms, what would need to 
happen in each of these areas to improve their own quality 
of life—that is, to achieve improved outcomes. In doing so, 
they identified a core set of “public value principles” that 
they would expect to be taken into account by government 
decision makers and public-service managers as they work 
toward achieving these outcomes.

Affordable living/housing
Defining public value: Affordable living/housing

New York residents want their government to ensure people 
can afford to live in the city in good-quality homes. This will 
provide the basis for people to lead healthy and fulfilling lives.

To achieve this, citizens believe that government should  
focus on:

• �Providing affordable housing in safe neighborhoods  
(as a matter of urgency)

• �Encouraging people from all walks of life (not just  
wealthy individuals) to reside in the city

• �Addressing wider social issues so that rundown 
neighborhoods may become safer and more attractive  
and offer better leisure opportunities

• �Managing gentrification so that targeted efforts in a 
particular neighborhood do not “price out” poorer  
residents in the area

When asked to vote on the major challenges facing their city, 
New York Forum participants indicated that cost of living 
is the major issue affecting their quality of life. Within this, 
good-quality, affordable housing is a major concern and 
people feel that this issue has a very direct impact on other 
aspects of their lives, such as health, safety and education.

“	Immediacy is a major concern. If government offered 
(affordable housing) in 10 years, that’s no help. And  
we don’t want these boxes/ghettos/public housing.  
They’re not safe.” 

While the New York Forum participants expect government 
to provide high-quality and affordable housing, they 
emphasize the importance of taking into account wider 
concerns about the neighborhoods in which affordable 
housing is situated. Too many housing projects, they argue, 
are situated in poor areas that suffer from high crime 
rates or poor facilities. Therefore, when targeting efforts to 
improve New Yorkers’ quality of life in relation to affordable 
living and housing, participants do not expect government to 
consider housing in isolation. Rather, they want government 
to make the necessary connections to other areas, such as 
safety, leisure and broader community regeneration. 

Many participants are concerned about rising house prices 
and believe that, in some areas, government and public 
services are exacerbating the problem. Participants gave 
the example—and were particularly critical—of targeted 
gentrification efforts, arguing that as demand for housing in 
the areas being gentrified goes up, housing prices increase 
further and outstrip general price increases. People on lower 
incomes are then priced out of their own neighborhoods 
—areas where they may have lived their entire lives. 
Participants were concerned that their city will lose some 
of the vibrancy characteristic of neighborhoods with people 
from all walks of life—not just the middle and upper classes. 
They also worried about the increasing numbers of low-paid 
workers who perform essential roles but who are effectively 
being priced out of the city.

“	Gentrification is devastating. Yes, crime goes down, but 
prices go up, and there is no housing available for the 
people that used to live there.” 

“(As key workers) we’re playing a useful role in the 
community. But we can’t afford to live here. If there are 
no people working in those jobs then the quality of life  
in the city suffers.”

New Yorkers are proud of their “24-hour city” and the fact 
that “anything you want to do you can do in New York.” If 
communities cannot be maintained because people can’t 
afford to live there, New Yorkers fear that the city’s special 
character soon will be lost. 

Public safety 
Defining public value: Public safety

People regard public safety as a “life-and-death” issue. It is  
about ensuring that everyone—wherever they live and whoever  
they are—feels safe and secure in the city. Public safety is also  
the foundation for other aspects of high-quality living.  
An unsafe neighborhood limits residents’ ability to enjoy their  
city and live their lives the way they want to. Ultimately,  
it prevents them from achieving other social outcomes.

To achieve public safety, it is important for government to:

• Provide good-quality services across all areas of the city

• �Help foster a sense of community so that citizens will take 
an active role in local public security and safety issues

• �Be accountable to the public over the provision of  
those services
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Nevertheless, people acknowledge the government’s recent 
effort to improve New York schools and are generally 
supportive of the greater accountability that “empowerment 
schools” (the initiative to introduce more autonomy to 
schools in New York) offer. They welcome the direction 
of change and argue that future efforts should continue 
focusing on instilling a greater culture of responsibility 
within a framework of more efficient operations and a 
system of resource allocation where schools and institutions 
are held directly accountable for achieving specified outcomes. 

“Bureaucracy gets in the way. As a result, there’s a lot 
of waste. You have to treat education from a private 
business outlook. The money should be used as effectively 
as possible: It’s an investment.”

Finally, New York Forum participants emphasize the value of 
good-quality teaching. They argue that government should 
do more to encourage and reward teachers. They assert that 
paying better wages and offering better conditions would 
help raise the caliber of the teaching profession and attract 
and retain the best people. 

Future priorities for New York City
We asked participants about their concerns regarding living, 
working or studying in New York City 10 years from now. 

New York Forum participants told us that the three issues 
they consider most important now—cost of living, health 
and housing—will be the three most important issues 10 
years from now. This continuity points to the importance of 
viewing these issues as long-term concerns—and addressing 
them accordingly. This requires coordinated planning and  
a clear strategy. 

New York Forum participants also believe that polarization 
between the rich and the poor will increase over the coming 
years, exacerbating the difficulties that some groups already 
face and creating an unbalanced and unequal society.

“	In my lifetime, I think things have gotten better. I assume 
things will get better in the future. However, it looks 
more and more like New York City is becoming a city  
for the rich, and the chasm between rich and poor  
seems to be widening.”

Participants asserted that the key to ensuring success in the 
future is having government take a more strategic approach 
to planning. This means learning from the past, reviewing 
the current situation and considering the direction of change 
in the future. New York Forum participants argued that 
being reactive is not enough and that short-term solutions—
which treat symptoms and not causes—will only lead to failure. 

“	Once a disaster happens, that’s when we start fixing 
things. Preparedness will be the key to moving forward. 
We need to start planning now for the next 10 years.”

“	I am fearful about our future. I greatly feel that our 
children and our future are at a disadvantage. Funding 
for education, especially for early childhood education, 
is not acted upon as a priority. It is not in the forefront. 
There is more funding toward damage control (for example, 
prison) than proactive measures (for example,  
affordable education).”

“	Dear government, here is a list of my concerns for the 
future of our community: health care, environment, 
taxes, affordable housing, affordable education and 
Social Security. Please do the best you can to improve 
these things, and I’ll do my part.”

Roles and responsibilities  
of different actors
While a key topic of discussion at the New York Forum was 
the role of government in delivering economic and social 
outcomes, it was clear from discussions and from the results 
of the voting sessions that people do not think government 
has sole responsibility. On the contrary, people expect other 
actors—including private business, the nonprofit sector and 
even themselves—to take on roles, too.  

“	In 10 years, the problems will be so big that all sectors  
will be responsible, not just government.”

What follows are participants’ views of each actor’s role  
and the interplay between these roles.
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One of the strongest findings emerging from 
the New York Forum is that residents value the 
opportunity to have their say on the future of the 
city. The overwhelming majority of participants 
reported that they genuinely appreciated the 
opportunity to voice their views on public services 
in New York City and actually enjoyed taking 
part in the event. Yet, they noted that apart from 
casting their vote on election day or taking part 
in the occasional formal public consultation, there 
are currently very few avenues available for them 
to do this on a regular basis.

The deliberative approach was also successful in educating 
participants about others’ views and about their own sometimes 
contradictory perceptions. In some cases, discussions during the  
day helped change participants’ thinking on what they value 
most about public services in New York City. For example, at 
the start of the day, participants considered the quality of 
the public services they receive as being the most important 
consideration for government in the planning and delivery of 
public services. By the afternoon, the emphasis had shifted 
toward the importance of considering the good of society as 
a whole. Almost half of participants (49 percent) reported that 
their views on public services had changed as a result  
of attending the event.

In discussions at the beginning of the day, participants at 
one of the tables were considering the value of education 
and learning for young people. One man in his 40s disagreed 
with the high priority given to education by others in the 
group; he did not have children and questioned why he 
should have to pay to educate others’ offspring. 

At the end of the day, when the same group was discussing 
future priorities, the same man led the call for improvements 
in the educational system, saying: “I don't have kids, but my 
nieces and nephews are the future. I want it to be better for 
them.” A single mother in the group, with whom he had 
argued earlier in the day, responded: “This morning you said 
you were against putting your taxes into better education.”  
He replied, thoughtfully: “You've changed my mind.”  

In addition, the majority of respondents reported that they 
had either learned something new from attending the event 
or that the event had helped them to think more clearly 
about issues affecting the city: Almost nine out of 10  
(87 percent) agreed they had learned something during  
the day they did not know before. One lesson that surprised 
participants most was that despite the wide range of people  
attending the event, they ultimately want the same thing:  
a safe, healthy and affordable place to live and work. 

Messages to government  
from people of New York City
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The Accenture Institute for Public Service Value 
Global Cities Forum was conducted in eight cities 
around the world: London, Sydney, Singapore, 
Berlin, New York, Paris, Madrid and Los Angeles.

Although we designed and conducted all eight Forums 
similarly, and used a similar deliberative approach in each,  
many differences emerged between the views of the 
participants in New York and those of other Global Cities. 
But there were also many similarities. (Comparisons of the 
main findings in the eight cities are included in the appendix.)

People everywhere are proud of where they live—some  
more than others, of course—but they also all see a need 
for improvement in the social and economic conditions  
of their cities.

While they see government as the main driver of change, 
they want a bigger say in making their cities better places to 
live. Everywhere, participants feel their governments are not 
doing enough to listen to their views. They also expect their 
governments to offer more opportunities to involve them in 
the process of setting priorities and planning and delivering 
improvement in their cities.

These views are not new or surprising. Although we know 
that many people want—or say they want—a bigger say 
and role, we see little being done to engage them and little 
effort on their part to be engaged. Instead, we see a plethora 
of “doorstep opinion” polls and a rather complacent notion 
of elections as the main forum for people to have their say. 
But as one New York participant declared, and as participants 
in each Forum echoed, “Elections are not enough!”

Accenture Public Service  
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Participants at the New York Forum hold a very 
positive view of their city as a place to live 
and work, with 73 percent rating it as “good” 
or “world class.” Though not as high as Sydney, 
this rating was on par with Los Angeles and 
Singapore and higher than all the European cities 
(London, Paris, Madrid and Berlin). 

But while participants were clearly very proud of their city, 
they identified a number of issues that affect the quality of 
their lives—most notably the high cost of living (voted the 
top issue by 23 percent of participants), health (20 percent) 
and housing (15 percent). The concerns over cost of living and 
health in particular were shared across all the cities. 

In general, participants in New York were at least satisfied 
with the public services they get (67 percent rating them as 
either “very good” or “fine” and just one-third rating them as 
“poor”). While not as favorable as the results from some cities, 
such as Singapore or Madrid, this perception was certainly 
better than that expressed in Paris, Berlin or Los Angeles. 

Despite their overall satisfaction with public services, people 
were disappointed with how government is responding to the 
city’s needs in some critical areas: For example, 82 percent 
said that the government’s response to the issue of affordable 
housing falls far below their expectations. This more negative 
reaction in relation to specific service areas was shared across 
many of the cities: Of the 24 conditions discussed across all 
eight cities (three in each city), 16 were rated as falling short 
of expectations by 50 percent or more of the participants. 
Only Singapore and Madrid had no ratings below 50 percent 
for any of the three conditions discussed in each city.

New York Forum participants showed a strong desire to see 
improvements in services. Indeed, many were prepared to pay 
more to achieve this: 29 percent believed that taxes should be 
raised to pay for improvements (provided that money is spent 
well and the government demonstrates how this is leading to 
tangible improvements). This was higher than any other city 
with the exception of Sydney and Los Angeles. In addition, 
four in 10 participants advocated user charges for those who 
can afford it; again, this was higher than any other city apart 
from Los Angeles and London.

New York Forum participants were particularly vocal about 
their expectations of government and public services, some 
of which were shared by participants in the other cities. 
For example, they called for more equality and fairness of 
treatment, and they expect government and public services 
to be more transparent in their operations, taking into 
account the views and needs of their citizens. 

How New York compares  
with the other Global Cities  
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In the next 10 years, who should have a bigger role in addressing the city’s main priorities?
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London

Fairness and
balance

Reduction in crime
and fear of crime

Quality of service/
responsiveness

Community
involvement

Accountability

Efficiency

Connectedness to
other services/
prevention

Berlin New York Paris Madrid

Principles of public value: Public safety

London

Equality of 
provision

Quality of
education

Flexibility, including
lifelong learning

Accountability

Efficiency/value
for money

More investment
in education

Wider socio-
economic impact

Sydney Singapore Berlin New York

Principles of public value: Learning and education

Los Angeles

Broad curriculum

London

Learning and
education

Health 5

5

4

2

1

1

6

Public safety

Ease of transport

Environment

Affordable living

Security in
retirement

Sydney Singapore Berlin New York Paris Madrid Los Angeles

Social conditions discussed in each of the Global Cities

Total

London

Equality 
and fairness

Transparency and 
accountability

Customer focus 
and flexibilty

Efficiency/
value for money

Connectedness 
and coordination

Long-term outlook

Focus on 
immediate results

Sydney Singapore Berlin New York Paris Madrid Los Angeles

Principles of public value: All public services

Accessibilty

Choice

Results of the deliberations
These figures present a summary of our findings from the deliberations on the principles of public value in each of the cities.



Page 38 of 40 Back Contents Print CloseNext

Global survey
The following charts provide a summary of the results from the four questions that were included in the Ipsos Global@dvisor survey.  
The survey questioned 1,000 citizens in the same seven countries where we held Global Cities Forums during the 2007 phase of the project.
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Question 1: How much could the quality of your life be improved?
   In relation to issues such as personal health, safety, learning, the cost of living and environment
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Question 2: Who should contribute most to improving the quality of life for citizens?
  In relation to issues such as personal health, safety, learning, the cost of living and environment
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The chart omits responses of "Don't know"
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Very little / Not at all A great deal / A fair amount

Question 3: How much are public services improving the quality of your life today?
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5642
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3464
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The chart omits responses of "Don't know"
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Question 4: To what extent would you be willing to pay more tax to improve public services?
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3160

The chart omits responses of "Don't know"
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The Accenture Institute for Public Service Value  
team was: Greg Parston, Julie McQueen, Lisa Larsen,  
Philip von Haehling, Rob Coffey, Claudia Ribeiro

The Accenture New York team that supported the  
event was: Ken Dircks, JoAnna Barlow, Colleen Bramhall, 
Keir Buckhurst, Deborah Cowlishaw, Patty Donaldson, 
Marc Marin, Andrew Weber

The Ipsos North American project team that conducted 
the Global Cities Forum—New York and contributed  
to analysis was: Darrell Bricker, Trent Ross, Brad Griffin,  
Marc Beaudoin, Alexandra Evershed, Michael Gross, Will Daley

The Ipsos MORI (UK) global project management  
team was: Bobby Duffy, Debbie Lee Chan,  
Anna Pierce, Emily Gray, Rea Robbey

Visit www.accenture.com/globalcitiesforum to use the 
interactive map to connect to any of the eight cities for 
a highlight of that city's findings and key messages for 
government. You can also take the Global Cities Forum 
survey, look through the photo gallery, watch videos of 
citizens from some of the sessions and connect with  
an expert from the Institute for Public Service Value.

For more information about the Accenture Institute 
for Public Service Value Global Cities Forum, e-mail 
institutepublicservicevalue@accenture.com

Project team More information
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About the Accenture Institute for Public Service Value
The Accenture Institute for Public Service Value is dedicated to promoting high performance  
in public service delivery, policy-making and governance, through research and development 
on the creation of public value. The institute undertakes and commissions relevant research; 
produces publications on good practice in public service; develops practical methods of applying 
the concepts of public value; and presents events to bring together and promote discussion 
among public managers and stakeholders in the government, academic, nonprofit and private 
sectors. Its home page is www.accenture.com/publicservicevalue.

About Accenture
Accenture is a global management consulting, technology services and outsourcing company. 
Combining unparalleled experience, comprehensive capabilities across all industries and 
business functions, and extensive research on the world’s most successful companies, Accenture 
collaborates with clients to help them become high-performance businesses and governments. 
With 178,000 people in 49 countries, the company generated net revenues of US$19.70 billion 
for the fiscal year ended Aug. 31, 2007. Its home page is www.accenture.com
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