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Citizens, Consumers and Beyond: Multiple roles and their definitions in local government

Although the story of UK local government is usually told as one of decline in autonomy and status since a Victorian ‘heyday’ (Gyford, 1991: 28), it remains an important political institution for its physical proximity to the citizen. John Stuart Mill and others talked of the importance of local government in inculcating the habits of democracy (Mill, 1966: ch 15. See also Tocqueville, 1994: ch 14). The scope for ‘localism’ to be the basis for community renewal and democratic engagement has recently caught the attention of major figures across the political spectrum (Brown, 2006; Campbell, 2006; Letwin, 2005; Miliband, 2006). Yet often the debate about citizenship and participation at the local level is separated off from discussions about the consumption of local public services. The receipt of public services is central to the government-citizen relationship at all levels, but in local government, where voter turnout and knowledge of political actors is lower than at the national level, it is particularly salient (MORI, 2002). People’s experience of local government is unlikely to be defined primarily by the opportunities it affords for political participation but by its delivery of education, social and environmental services. Writing in 1920, Sidney and Beatrice Webbs description of local government as ‘an association of consumers’ created to satisfy their own needs, remains pertinent (Webb and Webb, 1975). To understand citizenship in local government, therefore, it is necessary to understand the roles and expectations of citizens in the context of public service delivery. 

This paper explores the way that local authorities frame their relationship with citizens as public service users, focusing primarily on the discourse used in Best Value Performance Plans. As part of a larger inquiry into the ‘citizenship regime’ during the period of New Labour government in Westminster (Needham, 2007), the paper seeks to outline the way that language is used by public officials to create a particular ‘solution set’. Although the relationship between citizen and government cannot be captured fully through discourse analysis, such an approach is part of the process of understanding the terms on which that relationship is conducted.

The paper uses content analysis of documents to explore the extent to which three narratives of consumerism used by national government actors are evident at the local level. These three narratives are distilled from the language used by national policy makers in relation to public service reform, taken primarily from the speeches of Prime Minister Tony Blair. The three narratives of consumerism share an emphasis on improving services for the individual service user, but with different conceptions of how to achieve improvement. In the first narrative, services are improved through the provision of equal standards and access for all; in the second, improvement occurs through differentiation of service to meet the individualised needs of users; in the third, it occurs through coproductive relationships between producers and consumers, who together shape service outcomes. Each of these narratives is the basis of a solution set, a series of assumptions and policy proposals that underpin a citizenship regime. 

In order to test which, if any, of these narratives of consumerism are utilised by local authorities, quantitative and qualitative analysis was undertaken of the Best Value Performance Plans of 15 local authorities in England. Although accounting for a small proportion of the 388 primary local authorities in England, the sample was constructed to give an approximate cross-section of authority type, political control and region. Its small size allowed detailed analysis of documentation. Through quantitative analysis of usage of particular terms and qualitative analysis of the context of usage, the paper contributes to an understanding of the ways in which local authorities describe and shape their citizenship regimes. 

The Citizenship Regime 

Conceiving of the government-citizen relationship as a regime helps to make sense of complexity. Relationships between government and the citizen in a state take multiple forms about which it can be difficult to generalise. Governments provide or purchase a wide range of services and interact with citizens in a variety of ways. The public sector, the site of much of the interaction between government and citizen, is a complex structure, encompassing ‘a multiplicity of different organisations and institutions’ (Gretschmann, 1991: 63) with multiple linkages and ‘interorganisation networks’ (Kaufmann, 1991a: 7). 

The regime approach follows Kaufmann in assuming that, even in situations of organisational complexity, social relations are ‘rule-ordered’ (Kaufmann, 1991b: 219). A number of authors have used a variant of the regime concept to denote the structures of power, organisation and legitimation within a state (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Clarke and Newman, 1997: 60-1; Jenson and Phillips, 2001: 72). A regime approach goes ‘beyond the interplay of individuals to explore the underlying structures and logics of a specific mode of coordination’ (Clarke and Newman, 1997: 61). There is a well-developed American literature on urban regimes, developed initially by Stephen Elkin (1987) and Clarence Stone (1989) and widely utilised by comparative scholars with an interest in UK local government (Stoker and Mossberger, 1994; Stoker, 1995; Harding, 2000; Davies, 2001, 2002). Stone defines a regime as, ‘an informal yet relatively stable group with access to institutional resources that enable it to have a sustained role in making governing decisions’ (Stone, 1989: 4, emphasis in the original). Distinctive features of the regime approach have included: attention to social production (what governments produce) rather than social control (the coercive role of government); and a focus on informal coalition building between the state and non-state sectors (Stoker, 1995: 54). Stoker draws attention to the way that regimes can be characterised by the ‘solution set’ that they adopt (1995: 67). He draws on Jones and Batchelor’s argument that urban regimes ‘codify solutions and problem definitions into a solution-set that tends to dominate policy-making for a period of time’ (Jones and Batchelor, 1993: 18 in Stoker, 1995: 67). Thus part of the process of understanding a regime lies in characterisation of its solution set.

Jenson and Phillips use the regime concept as the basis for understanding how state and non-state structures work together to configure particular conceptions of citizenship. They see citizenship as a social construction which varies over time but at some historical moments has enough stability that one can talk of a ‘citizenship regime’ (Jenson and Phillips, 2001: 72). Adapting Esping-Andersen’s discussion of welfare regimes, they argue:

The concept of a citizenship regime denotes the institutional arrangements, rules and understandings that guide and shape concurrent policy decisions and expenditures of states, problem definitions by states and citizens, and claims-making by citizens.

Jenson and Phillips, 2001: 72

Whilst they do not use the language of solution sets, Jenson and Phillips make the related point that the citizenship regime ‘encodes representation of the proper and legitimate social relations among and within these categories, as well as the borders of “public” and “private”’ (Jenson and Phillips, 2001: 72). Taking a neo-institutional approach, they note that a regime approach requires ‘discursive and practical coherence in a wide range of institutional connections between state and citizens, states’ and citizens’ responses to the economic and political conditions’ (2001: 71). Institutions structure what elsewhere have been called ‘logics of appropriateness’ (March and Olsen, 1989). 

It is possible to identify the structures and norms that characterise the citizenship regime. Government actors implicitly signal their conception of citizenship through administrative structures and policies as well as through the language they use to refer to citizens and to the government-citizen relationship. The citizenship regime can therefore be assessed through looking at patterns of administrative interaction between government and citizen and at the language and approach used by government in its interaction with citizens.  It will be reflected in the policies developed by bureaucrats and elected officials but also in the way that they talk to and about citizens.

It is the discourse used by national and local policy-makers that is the focus of empirical research here. Speeches and documents are analysed to identify the assumptions about citizenship in the context of public service delivery. Fischer highlights the importance of discourse to understanding policy outcomes: ‘Discourse…does more than reflect a social or political ‘reality’; it actually constitutes much of the reality that has to be explained’ (Fischer, 2003: vii-viii). He acknowledges that the world does not move just because of words but argues, ‘Whereas empiricism treats language and meaning as an ornament of social behaviour, a discursive approach makes clear that discourse and social meaning are internal to the very social systems we seek to research’ (2003: viii). Similarly Clarke et al argue: ‘Rhetoric – the articulation of identities, trajectories and projects – is never “mere rhetoric”. It is part of the political processes of building, cementing and mobilising alliances – and demobilising actual or potential opposition’ (2000: 11). Analysis of discourse can therefore be a useful indicator of the solution set underpinning a citizenship regime. 

A Consumerist Solution Set 

Characterising a citizenship regime requires a focus on the government-citizen interface in multiple contexts at the local and national level. National and local regimes may be integrated or differentiated. If local governments are developing distinctive solution sets in the local context, the overall citizenship regime will be more pluralistic and fractured than if national and local solution sets are integrated. Thus although local citizenship regimes are interesting in themselves, they are most illuminative when undertaken on a comparative basis, comparing approaches between local authorities and between the local and the national. This paper seeks in particular to test how far a national solution set oriented towards improving services for individual users, here characterised as ‘consumerist’, is similarly in use by local authorities. 

The use of the term consumerist in relation to public services threatens to submerge the analysis in normative arguments about the relationship of consumption to citizenship. The intention here is not to advance those normative debates but to use the term consumerist to refer to solution sets with a number of features. The first is that they are oriented towards policy solutions that prioritise public services over other policy areas. Since most academic and dictionary definitions of the consumer begin with the receipt of goods and services, this should be an uncontroversial starting point. In particular, a consumerist solution set would engage with citizens in their role as public service user (or consumer, customer, client) rather than in some of the other roles that citizens might undertake which are not conditional on service use (citizen, voter, resident). 

The term consumerist is also used here to indicate a solution set with an individualistic ontology. Without ignoring the social context of consumption, most authors locate the consumer in the tradition of methodological individualism (Gyford, 1991: 181; Burns et al, 1994: 45; Lusk, 1997: 68; Chandler, 1996: 50; Stewart, 1997: 5). As Clarke puts it, ‘[C]onsumerism constructs the public interest as a series of specific and individualised encounters and interactions: each consumer consumes a particular bit of service’ (2004: 39). Although consumers may have the capacity to work collectively to decide their priorities, a consumerist solution set focuses primarily on the individual user as the unit of analysis. 

Third, a consumerist solution set aims to improve the subjective experience of service use. The perception of the service user is given primacy over the bureaucrat, professional or auditor (Potter, 1988: 158; Clarke and Newman, 1997: 117). As Campbell puts it in a discussion of modern consumerism, ‘the authority for decision-making [is] located firmly within the self’ (Campbell, 2004: 29). Whilst consumers need not be selfish, they are assumed to be the best judge of their own interests. In the consumerist solution set, the aim of public service reform is to maximise user satisfaction. As Connelly puts it, ‘Consumerism leads to that (ideal) state of affairs in which an enterprise provides the goods and services that customers want in the quantity, quality and manner in which they want them’ (Connelly, 1993: 5).

A consumerist solution set therefore comprises of policies designed to maximise the satisfaction of the individual public service user. To assess the extent to which policy-makers are developing a consumerist solution set, it is necessary to identify the specific assumptions and policy priorities that would count as consumerist. Here it is important to be alert to the multiple forms that utility maximisation for consumers can take. As Hood et al point out, ‘[T]here is no standard scale of consumerisation… [T]here is no single way to “empower” public service consumers’. (Hood et al, 1996: 43, 50). A number of authors have offered typologies of consumer responsiveness in public services. From Hirschman’s paradigmatic Exit, Voice and Loyalty (1970), has emerged the ubiquitous shorthand of ‘choice’ and ‘voice’ as mechanisms to enhance responsiveness to service users (see for example Public Administration Select Committee, 2005). Alternatively, Hood et al offer a two-dimensional scale depending on whether consumer involvement in shaping services is active or passive, direct or indirect (1996). Pollitt envisaged a scale of consumerism ‘ranging all the way from cosmetic, “charm school” approaches through improved provision of information to direct consumer participation and power sharing’ (1988: 78). 

These typologies use different criteria of consumerisation, making it difficult to combine them in useful ways. For example, for some authors consumer satisfaction is greater the more citizens are involved in service design (Pollitt, 1988), whereas for others lack of involvement (exit) can be just as powerful as a tool to maximise consumer satisfaction (Hirschman, 1970). Some authors equate consumerism in public services with user empowerment (Hood et al, 1996) whereas other authors position consumerism as a weaker alternative to effective user empowerment (Cairncross et al, 1997). 

An alternative way to typologise consumerisation is to proceed inductively, considering the mechanisms that policy-makers have developed to respond to user preferences, and deriving categories of consumerisation from the data. The advantage of this approach is that it helps to illustrate the internal congruence of the citizenship regime. Categories of consumer responsiveness derived from analysis of one policy setting can be tested elsewhere. It is therefore possible to assess the modes of consumerism being developed at a national level and to consider how far these same modes are evident within local government. 

Narratives of Consumerism 

An inductive approach, based on deriving categories of consumerism from national discourse, and testing their congruence at the local level, is used here. Through content analysis of the speeches of Tony Blair in the period from 1997 to 2005, it is possible to identify three narratives of consumer responsiveness with different implications for the citizenship regime. An electronic corpus of 114 of Blair’s speeches was constructed, derived primarily from the speeches listed on the Downing Street website from 1 May 1997 to the end of 2005, excluding those with an international focus. Eleven political speeches – the 9 party conference speeches given by Blair in the period and two speeches to the TUC – were also available online and added to the corpus. 

The first narrative of consumerism is premised on the assumption that goods and services should be accessible at an adequate and equal standard for all. In relation to public services, this approach can be seen in New Labour’s first term when the government developed an extensive array of performance targets to ensure that all services met an acceptable minimum (Mather, 2003). Blair talked about the importance of targets in pushing up service quality: ‘We have made big changes in what the money is spent on, but only in return for clear targets’ (26 January 1999). He also highlighted the importance of access for service users. He promised ‘swifter access to the NHS’ (9 December 2005). He acknowledged, ‘The consumer society demands instant access. Faster access is a challenge but it can be done’ (19 March 2001). He is clear about the limitations of inaccessibility, ‘Without healthcare that is accessible inside the NHS, people are forced to pay or to live in pain’ (16 October 2001). In a speech in December 1999 at the opening of a new NHS ambulatory centre, Blair talks of the pressures created by changing public expectations: ‘The people of Britain - whether they are parents, pupils, patients or passengers - rightly expect modern, fast and convenient public services’.

This first narrative of consumerism, based on providing consumers with access, information and services of a uniformly adequate standard, is used by a number of authors on public service consumerism (Potter, 1988: 157; Prior et al, 1995: 15; Lusk, 1997: 70; Gyford, 1991: 181). Although there are dangers in using a theory of production to characterise consumption (Warde, 1994: 231), this first narrative is consistent with the Fordist principles of production, based on mass availability of goods of uniform and predictable quality (Gabriel and Lang, 1995: 10; Warde, 1994: 232). Stoker has written of the Fordist era in local government, characterised by efforts to achieve uniformity and standardisation of welfare services (1989). Although Fordism is generally applied to a post-war welfare state model that had been eroded by the 1980s (Hall and Jacques, 1989), analysis of Blair’s early speeches as Prime Minister indicate that efforts to achieve services of a uniformly good standard remained a priority. 

A second narrative focuses on consumerism as differentiation. As Labour’s first term progressed, emphasis shifted to the remodelling of services around the preferences of individual users. The themes of this ‘second wave’ consumerism in public service reform begin to emerge in 1999. In January 1999, in a speech on Modernising Public Services, emphasis is placed on the use of targets to drive up standards, but Blair also makes reference to the need for  ‘public services that feel tailor-made - not uniform, “one size fits all”.’ Once Labour enters its second term, the theme of personalising services around their users runs through Blair’s speeches. He talks, for example, of the need ‘to re-design our public services around the individuals they serve’   (16 July 2001). He says, ‘Personalised provision, tailored to the needs of each individual citizen, is our objective across the public services’ (12 February 2004). At the beginning of 2005 he said, ‘It is this understanding which has driven New Labour's radical reform of public services; reform to put the individual citizen - the patient, the parent, the pupil, the law-abiding citizen - at the centre of each public service, with a service reformed to meet their individual requirements’ (15 January 2005). 

With its explicit rejection of uniformity and one-size-fits-all, this rhetoric is recognisably post-Fordist (Warde, 1994: 232), characterised by ‘a shift from homogeneity to heterogeneity, from principles of size, uniformity and predictability to those of scope, diversity and flexibility’ (Miles, 1998: 7). Post-Fordist tendencies in public service delivery have been identified by, amongst others, Stoker at the local level and Murray more widely (Stoker, 1989: 163; Murray, 1989). Individual user choice is integral to this notion of consumerism, and to New Labour’s second and third term policy agenda for public services. As Blair says in January 2005, ‘Our experience of NHS and education reform tells us the more diversity of supply and patient and parent choice, the higher the standards of service, and the satisfaction of the consumer’ (15 Jan 2005).

This second narrative of consumerism can be seen as layered on top of the first – once equality of access, information and rights have been achieved then it is possible to move towards differentiation and choice. Indeed Blair himself described Labour’s approach as proceeding in stages in this way: 

In respect of public service reform, the first term was about introducing proper means of inspection and accountability for public services and about intervention where there was failure. Inevitably, it was driven from the centre... To turn waiting lists around – which had risen by over 400,000 under the Tories – to get the issue of access to GPs or to A & E departments taken seriously, we needed targets, again centrally set… But it only takes us so far. Now there is a sustained programme of investment, with public spending rising as a percentage of GDP every year, we need to use the opportunity of investment to engineer real and lasting systemic reform. I want to focus on health and education. Here, reform means putting power in the hands of the parent or patient so that the system works for them not for itself’ (19 June 2003). 

This layered approach to public service reform, in which services are of an equal standard for all, but differentiated to meet individual needs, is how government ministers and advisers understand the relationship between these narratives. The government has repeatedly emphasised the compatibility of choice and equity. Speaking to the TUC on 15 September 2004 Blair says, ‘We cannot and will not reverse the programme of change and modernisation that together with record investment is delivering public services combining equity with choice and excellence.’ A Blairite minister, Alan Milburn, in a new year address to the Fabian Society in 2003 took the theme of ‘choice and equity’, arguing, ‘modern progressive approach calls for choice to be redistributed, not ignored. Expanding choice is about enhancing equity and opportunity, not undermining it’ (Milburn, 2005). Welfare academics, including Anna Dixon and Julian Le Grand, have argued that choice can enhance the equity of services which have historically been highly inequitable in distribution (Dixon et al, 2003). 

However, both the Consumers’ Association and Professor John Appleby of the Kings Fund have queried Le Grand’s interpretation of the data on choice and equity (Le Grand, 2006; Blunden, 2006; Appleby, 2006). According to critics of the New Labour government, the choice agenda is diminishing rather than improving the capacity of services to offer good quality services to all (Lawson, 2005). The ongoing row in education and health between those who want ‘a good local school’/‘a good local hospital’, and those who favour the extension of user choice of providers, highlights some of the tensions between these two narratives.  

There is a third narrative of consumerism running through public service reform at the national government level, which seeks to maximise individual user satisfaction through a coproductive approach. Here consumers work with producers to shape service outputs. In Blair’s speeches he does not use the language of coproduction, but he does endorse a coproductive role of the service user. Speaking before becoming Prime Minister, for example he says:  ‘children and parents are not simply customers in a market, but joint producers of education’ (Blair, 1995). He has repeatedly called for a ‘something for something’ relationship between government and citizen (2 June 1999, 7 June 2000, 19 June 2003), an emphasis on reciprocity that can be interpreted as a form of coproduction. Patients are to use the NHS responsibly and respect GPs (19 March 2001). Universities are to be funded on the basis of ‘co-payment’ (15 January 2005). In a speech on 14 February 1999 Blair outlines his understanding of the new public service agenda in terms that are recognisably coproductive: 

So turning around schools doesn't just depend on motivated teachers and pupils; it also depends on parents, on local people willing to give time as governors or mentoring children. Cutting crime doesn't just depend on the police. It also depends on people giving time to neighbourhood watch, serving as a magistrate, or befriending a teenager who is getting into trouble with the law. 

The relationship of this third narrative of consumerism to the first two is contestable. Authors differ between seeing coproduction as a subset of consumer empowerment (Hupe, 1993; Hood et al, 1996: 44-5) and viewing it as an alternative to consumer-oriented service reforms, requiring a more participative citizenry (Brudney and England, 1983: 62; Percy, 1984: 441; Hill, 1993: 12; Thomas, 1999: 83; Alford, 2002: 51). Although collective forms of coproduction, such as magistrate duty, may be difficult to combine with the definition of consumerist used here, other forms, such as expert patient schemes and home-school contracts, can certainly be a mechanism to improve services for individual users (Brudney and England, 1983: 63). 

As a narrative of consumerism, coproduction can be layered on top of the other two. Equity and access become the minimum standard for public service, upon which more differentiated types of provision and more collaborative relationships between users and providers can be built. However, coproduction can also be seen as stemming from a different tradition of consumerism, one premised on active user involvement in service provision (Potter, 1988: 157; Clarke and Newman, 1997: 111) rather than passive receipt of services (Burns et al, 1994: 266; Chandler, 2001: 13; Elcock, 1996: 32; Gyford, 1991: 169). It is an approach that understands the production and consumption processes as organically linked rather than functionally separate as some of the neo-Taylorist reforms of public services assumed (Clarke and Newman, 1997: 111, 117). The assumption that the right to service delivery is conditional on users being responsible may clash with the assumptions about user entitlement or choice that flow from the other two narratives. 

Relationships between the three narratives of consumerism can therefore be constructed in different ways. Within central government, the potential tensions between these narratives are elided and they are used in parallel or sequentially. To better understand consumerism within local government, it is useful to assess how far these narratives are used at a local level, whether they overlap or clash with each other, and whether any one of them is dominant. 

Analysing Consumerism in Local Government 

Although local authorities are free to develop their own language and approach to interaction with their citizens, they must do so in a context that is highly constrained by national priorities and audit mechanisms. White papers on local government have indicated strong support for approaches that are ‘customer focused’ (DETR, 1998: §7.23; DTLR, 2001: Foreword). The Audit Commission, charged with ensuring that local authorities are delivering ‘best value’ and assessing performance, have revised the Comprehensive Performance Assessment criteria to give enhanced weight to measures of user satisfaction, consistent with a consumerist solution set (Audit Commission, 2006). 

However, it is important to understand also what Moss and O’Loughlin call ‘the often messy “translation” process by which new programmatic beliefs, and the ideology that warrants and frames them, are interpreted and reinterpreted in local institutional sites during their implementation’ (2005: 180). During the 1980s for example, when national policy was focusing on marketisation, and consumer oriented reforms, some local authorities were adopting a distinctive ‘Public Service Orientation’ (PSO). PSO shared the focus on improving services for users but claimed a ‘values’ dimension, emphasising the importance and distinctiveness of public service, which was absent from the private sector-infused Conservative agenda (Rhodes, 1987: 63; Stewart and Clarke, 1987: 161). Exploring the extent to which nationally derived narratives of consumerism are utilised within local government therefore fits into long-standing debates about the extent to which local authorities mirror, inherit or reject public management narratives developed nationally. 

One way to assess the use of narratives within local authorities is to assess their strategic documentation. Although such an approach does not provide instruction in the implementation of policies by ‘street-level bureaucrats’ it does provide guidance on the ways in which local authorities interpret national priorities in their own settings. Best Value Performance Plans (BVPP), which primary authorities have been required to produce annually since 2000, set out the local authorities’ approaches to service delivery, making it a useful document through which to analyse the language used to refer to local people. BVPPs lay out the council’s corporate goals, its vision for specific service areas and its performance over various national and local performance indicators. 

Fifteen case study local authorities in England were used for analysis. A quota sample was used to ensure that the councils were proportionate in their regional coverage, council type and political control. The list of councils is shown in Table 1. More details on case selection can be found in the appendix. The sample size was designed to be large enough to limit the distortion of one or two outlier cases, whilst being small enough to allow detailed analysis of the documentation. 

Table 1: Selection of Local Authorities

	Council 
	Type 
	Region 
	Political control 

	St Edmundsbury 
	Borough
	East/East Midlands 
	Con 

	Ribble Valley 
	Borough
	North West 
	Con 

	Gloucester 
	District (City)
	South West 
	NOC 

	Nuneaton and Bedworth
	District 
	West Midlands
	Lab

	Salisbury 
	District 
	South West 
	Con 

	South Lakeland
	District 
	North West 
	NOC

	Eastleigh
	Borough
	South East 
	Lib Dem 

	Lincolnshire
	County
	East/East Midlands
	Con 

	Hertfordshire
	County
	South East 
	Con 

	Dudley 
	Metropolitan 
	West Midlands
	Con 

	Sheffield  
	Metropolitan 
	Yorkshire, Humber and North East 
	Lab 

	Luton 
	Unitary
	South East
	NOC

	Middlesbrough
	Unitary 
	Yorkshire, Humber and North East
	Lab 

	Haringey 
	London Borough
	London 
	Lab

	Wandsworth 
	London Borough
	London 
	Con 


Quantitative and qualitative analysis of the 2005-06 BVPPs was used to assess how far the content was consistent with one or more of the narratives of consumerism. Content analysis was used to quantify and compare the number of hits between councils, supported by qualitative assessment of the context to understand better how different terms are used. Before analysing narratives of consumerism, attention focused on how far terms associated with service use (user, consumer, customer, client) were preferred over other terms (citizen, resident, voter, taxpayer). Although the differences between these terms is itself a worthy topic of discussion (see for example Gower-Davies, 1974; Lusk, 1997), here the key variable was whether or not local people were referred to using terms conditional on public service use. This indicator was designed to test how far public service use was given primacy over other roles as the consumerist approach would suggest. 

The second stage of analysis focused on analysis of terms linked to one of the three narratives of consumerism. The search terms were derived from the analysis of Blair speeches, and selected for the likelihood that they would show support for one of the three narratives, once context had been taken into account. Table 2 shows the search terms that were used. Searches were sensitive to different forms of the word, such as singular and plural, noun, verb, adjective, etc.  

Table 2: Indicators of Consumerism

	Keywords

	
	

	Individual 
	Service user 

	
	Consumer

	
	Customer 

	
	Client

	
	Citizen 

	
	Resident 

	
	Voter

	
	Taxpayer

	
	

	Consumerist Narrative 1
	Right

	
	Equal/equity

	
	Access

	
	Inform 

	
	Standard

	
	Target 

	
	

	Consumerist Narrative 2
	Choice 

	
	Individual

	
	Personal 

	
	Responsive 

	
	Diverse

	
	Tailor

	
	

	Consumerist Narrative 3
	Opportunity 

	
	Responsibility

	
	Involve

	
	Cooperate 

	
	


Documents were downloaded from the local authority websites as PDF files, and the text search function in Adobe Acrobat Reader (version 6) was used for content analysis. The search function of Acrobat counted the number of hits of a particular term, and generated a dialogue box in which each of the sentences containing the search term was shown. Manual counting was used at the beginning of the study to verify the accuracy of the Acrobat word counter. Hits from the contents page, index, header and footers were not counted since their purpose was only to flag up the use of the terminology elsewhere in the document. Each hit was checked to ensure it was in the main text, headings or tables. Terminology in tables was only included if it was taken from a local performance indicator rather than the nationally prescribed Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs). Appropriate attention was paid to the use of negative qualifiers.
Findings

In discussing the findings, it is important to note first that the documents were not of equal length. Page lengths are shown in column 2 of Tables 3 and 4 below. They range from Salisbury council, whose Best Value Performance Plan runs to 189 pages to Eastleigh, whose plan is only 10 pages long. Since the difference in length makes it difficult to compare the total numbers of hits between councils, it is more useful to focus on the ratio of hits: the extent to which each council focuses on one term or narrative rather than another.  

As Table 3 shows, the overall most popular term to refer to local people is that of customer, used 399 times in the documents. Resident is the second most popular, used 268 times. The term user is also popular, with 146 hits. The other terms all have less than 100 hits, with 62 for citizen, 58 for client, 27 for consumer, four for taxpayer and two for voter. By totalling up the columns referring to service users (customer, consumer, user, client) and those referring to local people in roles that are not conditional on service use (resident, citizen, voter, taxpayer), the table shows that service-oriented terms are used 630 times, almost twice as often as the non-service oriented terms which are used 336 times. Eleven of the fifteen councils use service conditional terms at least as often or more often than non-service conditional terms. 

The term customer is used most often by Salisbury Borough Council, which may simply be a product of it being the longest document overall with the largest number of total hits. As would be expected, there is a rough correlation between the length of documents and total number of hits, with the longer documents tending to have more hits than the shorter documents. Salisbury is also the highest user of the term ‘citizen’, in part because its local council newspaper is called ‘The Citizen’. Wandsworth, with the second longest document, has the highest number of hits for ‘user’, ‘client’ and ‘resident’. Usage of the term client is particularly interesting, given that it is a term that has largely been rejected in social policy because of its association with dependence on professional expertise (Gyford, 1991: 168; Burns et al, 1994:  40). It is used in two-thirds of the documents here, although much less than the terms customer or user. The two London councils – Wandsworth and Haringey – are the highest users of ‘client’, accounting for over half of total usage.

The council with the highest number of hits for the term consumer is Luton (the fifth longest document), which accounts for almost two-thirds of the total hits for this term. Luton is one of eight councils in the study with consumer protection responsibilities so it is unsurprising that it is amongst the highest – although it is unclear why it puts a greater emphasis on its consumer protection role than the other seven put together. The terms taxpayer and voter are barely used in the documents. St Edmundsbury, with 3 of the 4 hits for taxpayer, is the only one that does make explicit the relationship that the council has to local taxpayers – saying for example ‘…the Council understands its responsibilities to the local taxpayer…’ In other councils’ documents this relationship is not discussed. 

Table 3: Terms used to refer to local people
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Customer

User

Consumer

Client

Total 1*

Resident

Citizen

Taxpayer

Voter

Total 2*

Salisbury

189

118

6

0

3

127

26

26

0

0

52

Wandsworth

134

18

47

6

19

90

61

8

0

0

69

Lincolnshire

120

17

16

2

1

36

2

1

0

0

3

Middlesbrough

111

9

8

0

8

25

33

2

0

0

35

Haringey 

109

66

20

0

12

98

47

1

0

0

48

Luton

99

60

18

17

5

100

25

7

1

0

33

Ribble Valley 

74

11

11

1

0

23

11

7

0

0

18

Gloucester 

65

35

4

0

8

47

6

0

0

2

8

Nuneaton

55

20

5

0

0

25

6

0

0

0

6

Sheffield

38

16

2

0

0

18

13

1

0

0

14

South Lakeland

35

4

1

1

2

8

7

1

0

0

8

St Edmundsbury

29

8

0

0

0

8

3

1

3

0

7

Dudley

27

11

3

0

0

14

16

4

0

0

20

Hertfordshire

26

4

5

0

0

9

8

3

0

0

11

Eastleigh

10

2

0

0

0

2

4

0

0

0

4

399

146

27

58

630

268

62

4

2

336


* The Total 1 column shows the total for the service conditional terms and the Total 2 column shows the total for the non-service conditional terms. 

These findings support the consumerist predictions that local authorities will tend to be oriented towards service users rather than engaging with people in roles that are not conditional on service use. The councils appear to use these documents to set out ways to maximise the satisfaction of individual public service users, as the consumerist model would predict. To understand how councils see themselves achieving this outcome it is necessary to bring in data from the second set of searches, which looked at the use of the three narratives of consumerism in the council documents. 

Boxes 1,2 and 3 show some examples of the three narratives. The first one, with an emphasis on standardisation, incorporates (where the context was appropriate) terms such as ‘right’, ‘equitably’, ‘information’ and ‘standards’ to emphasise that all local people should have access to a common and consistent set of services. 

Box 1:  Consumerism as Standardisation
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Narrative 1

Narrative 2

Narrative 3

Total 

Salisbury

189

366

44

24

434

Wandsworth

134

495

100

94

689

Lincolnshire

120

213

14

7

234

Middlesbrough

111

202

63

32

297

Haringey 

109

197

39

14

250

Luton

99

183

49

10

242

Ribble Valley 

74

117

15

1

133

Gloucester 

65

160

13

4

177

Nuneaton

55

83

3

5

91

Sheffield

38

56

20

6

82

South Lakeland

35

68

22

5

95

St Edmundsbury

29

80

20

9

109

Dudley

27

71

10

16

97

Hertfordshire

26

24

10

12

46

Eastleigh

10

29

1

2

32

1121

2344

423

241

3008


The second narrative, shown in Box 2, emphasises the need to respond to the differential needs of local people, taking as indicators (where the context was appropriate) terms such as ‘choice’, ‘individuals’, ‘responsive’, ‘diverse’. 

Box 2: Consumerism as Differentiation
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0
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0
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0

0
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1

3
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7
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8

3
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Councils classified as utilising the third narrative were those who used terms to indicate local people being actively involved in service production, derived (where the context was appropriate) from terms such as ‘opportunity’, ‘responsibility’, ‘involvement’ and ‘involving’. Examples of these narratives are shown in Box 3. 

Box 3: Consumerism as Coproduction
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1
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4
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5
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6
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2344
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3008


Based on the text searches, the total number of hits for each of the narratives were totalled to give an overall figure for that council. Findings from these searches are summarised in table 4. Those councils with the highest number of hits were again those with the longest documents: Wandsworth and Salisbury. It is evident from the table that the first narrative – that of standardising services and improving information and access – is the most dominant in the local government documents, accounting for 78 percent of the total hits. All the councils had far more hits in this category than in any other. The second narrative was second overall in terms of number of hits, accounting for 14 percent of the total. It was the second most popular in all but 4 of the councils. The third narrative accounted for 8 percent of total hits, making it the least popular overall, and in eleven of the fifteen individual councils. 

Table 4: Three Narratives of Consumerism


These findings indicate that whilst local authorities do talk about the need to respond to individual service users and to involve them in service provision, on the whole service provision emphasises a need for access and information in order to facilitate consistent levels of service. This holds true in the longer and shorter documents, in the urban and rural settings, and regardless of political control. 

Conclusions 

The emphasis on responding to the individual service user in the national policy debate in the UK raises questions about the extent to which there has been a consistent and intense consumerisation of public services in the UK, such that it is possible to talk of a consumerised citizenship regime. Discourse analysis offers one way to develop an understanding of the citizenship regime, scrutinising language to assess the creation of solution sets of policies and assumptions. The approach taken here used discourse analysis to assess the construction of idealised models of service delivery in the UK, building up narratives of consumerism from the speeches of Blair in order to test them at local level. 

Three narratives of consumerism are derived from Blair’s speeches, the first one emphasising the development of a consistent set of policies, the second focusing on the need to differentiate policies for the individual user, and the third emphasising the importance of involving service users in the production of policies. The relationship between these narratives can be constructed in different ways. For New Labour at the national level, the first and second narratives appear to be sequential – once targets have been achieved, differentiation of service must follow – with the third narrative running along in parallel to emphasise that users have responsibilities as well as rights to services. It is also possible to understand the relationship between the narratives as conflictual, as some theorists and policy commentators have done, highlighting tensions between delivering a good local services and offering differentiation and choice of provider. 

In order to understand the citizenship regime in the UK it is important to identify how far the same sets of assumptions are evident at local government level as at central. The data presented here is derived from content analysis of strategic documents from 15 local authorities, looking first at the extent to which councils refer to local people in terms that are conditional on the use of public services, and second at the balance between the three narratives of consumerism. The analysis shows that councils use the term ‘customer’ more than any other to refer to local people, and that overall, councils use twice as many terms to refer to service users than to local people in roles that are not conditional on service use. These findings are consistent with the predictions of the consumerist model that public bodies are oriented towards local people as service users. These patterns hold across the different local authorities, with little evidence of differentiation according to political control, region, or council type. 

The analysis of narratives showed that all the councils had a marked preference for the first narrative emphasising service standardisation, which accounted for almost three quarters of all the total hits in the search. Second in popularity was the differentiation narrative, and the coproduction narrative was the third most popular overall. The findings indicate that although the national government appears to have abandoned a discourse of standardisation this remains the focus for local government strategy. Whereas Blair talks of the need to get away from a uniform, one-size-fits-all welfare state, there is a sense at the local level that councils are still striving to get there. 

There are a number of possible interpretations of this finding and three are presented here. The first is derived from the observations of the lag-time between agenda-setting and policy change. Labour’s first term agenda of targets and standards took several years to be embedded in a structure of audits and incentives, which do not yet show signs of being dismantled. The structural incentives to move towards differentiation and coproduction  are therefore not yet in place to move councils in that direction. According to this explanation, it is to be expected that local authorities will inherit a policy agenda of differentiation and coproduction once it has time to be embedded in national policy. 

The second explanation is that New Labour has misrepresented the welfare state. In its emphasis on differentiation it assumes a uniformity which has never existed, and therefore it is not surprising that local authorities still aspire to achieve that goal. This explanation suggests that Labour’s diagnosis of problems in the welfare state is misplaced, and that local authorities may not move onto the differentiation and coproduction agendas because they will struggle to ever reach a point where standardisation is the norm. Here we may see the national debate being ignored as local authorities focus on their own priorities. 

A third explanation is that councils are resisting a trend towards marketisation at the national level, for which the language of choice and differentiation is seen as a cover. There is no shortage of commentators interpreting Blair and New Labour’s approach in these terms (Crouch, 2003; Lawson, 2005; Leys, 2003), and it may be that local authorities in this analysis are resisting the differentiation model in particular because of political differences with the national government. It would be unsurprising if Conservative and Liberal Democrat councils took an oppositionalist stance towards the Blair agenda (although their own national leaderships have endorsed pro-choice reforms of public services), and it is similarly possible to envisage anti-Blairite sections of local Labour Parties being resistant to the marketising discourses of a leader on his way out. In this scenario it would be expected that local authorities will continue to resist the introduction of choice and differentiation in local service delivery, perhaps in the hope that in a post-Blair era, a new national leader might set out a different agenda for public service reform.  
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Appendix – Selection of Local Authority Case Studies

To select the councils for study a list of all English councils, appended with type, region and political control, was obtained from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister. An analysis of this data was carried out to assess the relative proportions of these variables. First this was conducted by type of council, revealing the distribution shown in Table A.1: 
Table A.1: Councils in England by type

	Council Type
	Proportion

	District/Borough 
	61%

	County
	9%

	London Borough
	9%

	Metropolitan 
	9%

	Unitary
	12%


To obtain a balance between council types, it was decided to conduct studies in seven district councils (as these represent the majority of all English councils) and two each in the other four types of council. Within the seven district councils, a balance was obtained between rural and urban councils. 

It was also important to obtain a balance of political control, to ensure that not all councils in the sample were controlled by the same party. The breakdown of political control within each type of council is as shown in Table A.2:

Table A.2: Councils in England by type and political control (February 2006)

	Council Type
	Political control

	
	Conservative
	Labour
	Lib. Dem.
	No overall control

	District/Borough
	51%
	11%
	9%
	29%

	County
	71%
	21%
	9%
	3%

	London Borough
	31%
	50%
	13%
	6%

	Metropolitan
	19%
	53%
	11%
	17%

	Unitary
	26%
	33%
	20%
	22%


The final sample drawn for study attempted to broadly reflect the proportions above, although with a sample of fifteen exact patterns could not be replicated. The sample also took into account region, selecting councils from across the seven regions of England used by the ODPM. The fifteen councils for inclusion in the study were selected at random using Excel to generate lists of councils according to the three variables: council type, political control and region. 
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‘Residents have the right to feel safe and secure at home’ (Hertfordshire) 


‘…target services accurately and equitably to meet eligible needs’ (Wandsworth) 


‘…improving the accessibility and service to our customers’ (Nuneaton and Bedworth)


‘…improving provision of information to customers and local people’ (Ribble Valley)


‘…to achieve greater consistency, ensuring standards overall match the best’ (Hertfordshire) 








‘…need for choice about how, where and when services are delivered’ (Salisbury)


‘provide seamless services that can respond to customers as unique individuals’ (Gloucester) 


‘Act promptly and responsively to peoples needs’ (South Lakeland) 


‘…services to meet specific, diverse needs…’ (Hertfordshire) 


‘…tailor, deliver, and ensure access to services’ (Luton) 








‘…consultation and “hands on” support, so that local people have the opportunity to influence decisions…’(Salisbury).


‘…encouraging children to take responsibility for their own health’ (Middlesbrough)


‘Maximise the involvement and empowerment of users and carers in planning and provision’ (Luton)


‘It means involving people beyond simply asking them for their opinion and acting upon it… It implies that local people get to play a part in at least determining what should be done in the future, and even determining what part they could play in achieving the vision’ (Dudley)
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		Best Value Performance Plans

				Year				Publication		Accessibility		Hard copy		E copy

		Haringey		2005-06				June		3 PDFs		Yes		Yes						http://www.haringey.gov.uk/council/strategiesandpolicies/best_value_performance_plan.htm

		Gloucester		2004-05?				check year		1 PDF		No		Yes						http://www.gloucester.gov.uk/libraries/documents/best%20value/2005-06/bvppperformancereview300605-final.pdf

		SEBC		2005-06						1 PDF		No		Yes						http://www.stedmundsbury.gov.uk/sebc/live/pdf/policy/corpplan.pdf?CFID=1700130&CFTOKEN=56234972

		RVBC		2005-06				June		1 PDF		Yes		Yes						http://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/downloads/BVPP_Final_June_2005.pdf

		Nuneaton and Bedworth		2005-06				March		1 PDF										http://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/freedominfo/freedominfodetails.asp?intFreedomInfoID=361

		Salisbury		2005-06						1 PDF				Corporate plan						http://www.salisbury.gov.uk/council/strategies-and-plans/policies.htm

		South Lakeland		2005-06						1 PDF				Corporate plan						http://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/main.asp?page=144

		Eastleigh		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/ebc-1801

		Lincolnshire		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.lincolnshire.gov.uk/section.asp?docId=33879

		Hertfordshire		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.hertsdirect.org/yrccouncil/reports/performance/bvpp0506/

		Wandsworth		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.wandsworth.gov.uk/Home/CouncilandGovernment/Councilperformance/CPAandBestValue/BestValuePerformanceplan.htm#download

		Dudley		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.dudley.gov.uk/index.asp?pgid=9408

		Sheffield		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.sheffield.gov.uk/your-city-council/policy--performance/corporate-plan

		Luton		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.luton.gov.uk/internet/council_government_and_democracy/councils/council%20departments/chief%20executive/policy%20&%20performance/best%20value%20&%20performance/Best%20Value%20or%20CPA%20-%20performance%20information_2

		Middlesbrough		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.middlesbrough.gov.uk/ccm/content/council-government-and-democracy/councils/council-performance/corporate-performance-plan-2005-2006.en

				Pages				Customer		Resident		User		Citizen						Client		Consumer		Voter		Taxpayer		TOTAL				Rights		Equality		Access		Inform		Standard		Target		TOTAL				Choice		Individual		Personal		Responsive		Diverse		Tailor		Targeted		TOTAL				Opportunity		Responsibility		Involve		Cooperate		TOTAL

		Haringey		109				66		47		20		1						12		0		0		0		146				3		22		58		38		29		47		197				9		1		2		8		14		0		5		39				0		0		14		0		14

		Gloucester		65				35		6		4		0						8		0		2		0		55				0		5		28		33		16		78		160				0		1		0		10		1		0		1		13				0		0		4		0		4

		St Edmundsbury		29				8		3		0		1						0		0		0		3		15				1		12		18		16		6		27		80				3		1		0		0		13		0		3		20				3		1		5		0		9

		Ribble Valley		74				11		11		11		7						0		1		0		0		41				0		3		27		21		16		50		117				1		4		0		3		2		0		5		15				1		0		0		0		1

		Nuneaton		55				20		6		5		0						0		0		0		0		31				1		9		11		14		20		28		83				0		0		0		2		1		0		0		3				1		0		4		0		5

		Salisbury		189				118		26		6		26						3		0		0		0		179				10		33		45		90		49		139		366				8		13		0		6		3		3		11		44				7		0		17		0		24

		South Lakeland		35				4		7		1		1						2		1		0		0		16				0		16		13		2		4		33		68				2		1		0		4		15		0		0		22				4		0		1		0		5

		Eastleigh		10				2		4		0		0						0		0		0		0		6				0		1		0		4		1		23		29				0		1		0		0		0		0		0		1				0		0		2		0		2

		Lincolnshire		120				17		2		16		1						1		2		0		0		39				6		7		40		42		33		85		213				1		1		0		4		1		0		7		14				5		0		2		0		7

		Hertfordshire		26				4		8		5		3						0		0		0		0		20				3		0		2		2		7		10		24				2		1		2		1		1		0		3		10				10		0		2		0		12

		Wandsworth		134				18		61		47		8						19		6		0		0		159				1		24		111		80		68		211		495				8		14		11		18		4		3		42		100				59		0		35		0		94

		Dudley		27				11		16		3		4						0		0		0		0		34				0		2		3		20		2		44		71				0		1		1		5		2		0		1		10				11		0		5		0		16

		Sheffield		38				16		13		2		1						0		0		0		0		32				0		4		9		0		15		28		56				3		1		0		5		4		0		7		20				4		0		2		0		6

		Luton		99				60		25		18		7						5		17		0		1		133				2		25		39		38		30		49		183				2		7		5		22		5		2		6		49				4		1		5		0		10

		Middlesbrough		111				9		33		8		2						8		0		0		0		60				1		6		63		32		29		71		202				12		10		3		8		24		0		6		63				19		6		7		0		32

				1121				333		221		126		61						46		27		2		4		820				25		147		409		394		296		876		2147				42		56		22		88		76		8		92		384				128		8		91		0		227

		NB: Figures do not include index, glossary, headers, footers or performance indicators (since wording is fixed by AC)

				pp		Customer		User		Consumer		Client		Total 1*		Resident		Citizen		Taxpayer		Voter		Total 2*

		Salisbury		189		118		6		0		3		127		26		26		0		0		52

		Wandsworth		134		18		47		6		19		90		61		8		0		0		69

		Lincolnshire		120		17		16		2		1		36		2		1		0		0		3

		Middlesbrough		111		9		8		0		8		25		33		2		0		0		35

		Haringey		109		66		20		0		12		98		47		1		0		0		48

		Luton		99		60		18		17		5		100		25		7		1		0		33

		Ribble Valley		74		11		11		1		0		23		11		7		0		0		18

		Gloucester		65		35		4		0		8		47		6		0		0		2		8

		Nuneaton		55		20		5		0		0		25		6		0		0		0		6

		Sheffield		38		16		2		0		0		18		13		1		0		0		14

		South Lakeland		35		4		1		1		2		8		7		1		0		0		8

		St Edmundsbury		29		8		0		0		0		8		3		1		3		0		7

		Dudley		27		11		3		0		0		14		16		4		0		0		20

		Hertfordshire		26		4		5		0		0		9		8		3		0		0		11

		Eastleigh		10		2		0		0		0		2		4		0		0		0		4

						399		146		27		58		630		268		62		4		2		336



Queen Mary:
Relating to equality and diversity. One ref to equity for asulym seekers.

Queen Mary:
Two of these Right to Buy

Queen Mary:
Includes internet access

Queen Mary:
Only counted if related to users

Queen Mary:
Just in terms of info for service users. A lot of mention of imp of access to services and information

Queen Mary:
A lot at the beginning of the report about bringing up Haringey's services to an acceptable standard

Queen Mary:
Excluded targeting/targeted

Catherine Needham:
Almost all in context of choice-based letting

Catherine Needham:
includes 'greater responsiveness to customers'

Catherine Needham:
Mainly in context of equality and diversity but does include ref to need to respond to 'diversity of our customers' and later 'diversity of residents'.

Catherine Needham:
A few refs but all about resps of the council

Catherine Needham:
Talks quite a lot about involving users in decision making

Catherine Needham:
Generally in context of race equality orcouncil's equality plan

Catherine Needham:
 Lots here on making services accessible, inc for customers

Catherine Needham:
'provide seamless services that can respond to customers as unique individuals'

Catherine Needham:
responding to customers and to residents

Catherine Needham:
Vague mentions of involving community and stakeholders

Catherine Needham:
FOI gives right of access to info

Catherine Needham:
Race equal, equal of op, health inequalities

Catherine Needham:
E.g. This project aims to develop a complete vision of how
effective and efficient customer access to our numerous services will be achieved in the future.

Catherine Needham:
Mostly relates to info available in the BVPP

Catherine Needham:
Relating to commitment to raise standards and corporate efficiency

Catherine Needham:
choice in cultural events and transport

Catherine Needham:
Reducing harm to indivd caused by drugs

Catherine Needham:
relating to cultural diversity and diversity prog

Catherine Needham:
Promoting choice and opportunity in cultural provision

Catherine Needham:
Council is responsible to the local taxpayer

Catherine Needham:
community and stakeholder involvement in developing policies

Catherine Needham:
Committed to enhanced access for customers

Catherine Needham:
Core values include treat everyone equally

Catherine Needham:
Including improving provision of information to customers and local people

Catherine Needham:
choice of tenure

Catherine Needham:
Council will respect all individuals and their views

Catherine Needham:
Includes Improve our ability to respond to needs identified by the public; we will make it easier for people to contact us and get a quick response

Catherine Needham:
Diversity issues; plus homes to meet people's diverse needs

Catherine Needham:
Talks about commitments, resps and burdens towards local taxpayers

Catherine Needham:
Right to buy

Catherine Needham:
race inequalities and health inequalities

Catherine Needham:
improving the
accessibility and service to our
customers

Catherine Needham:
Improved information for
customers

Catherine Needham:
Includes: Consistent service
standards for customers;  Review all current
published service delivery
standards to ensure
uniformity.

Catherine Needham:
responsive repairs

Catherine Needham:
Equality and Diversity policy

Catherine Needham:
opportunities for people
to take part in a wide
range of activities

Catherine Needham:
Community Involvement (general)

Catherine Needham:
right to buy; right of way

Catherine Needham:
core value includes being fair and equitable

Catherine Needham:
Customer Access Strategy

Catherine Needham:
Customer care and communication is at the heart of modern local government.

Catherine Needham:
Half of these about CBL, others more generally about choice: 'need for choice about how, where and when services are
delivered.'

Catherine Needham:
Providing excellent service : being courteous, friendly, flexible, responsive and helpful and
not being bureaucratic, rude, arrogant or impatient in our dealings with people.

Catherine Needham:
inc services  'tailored to individuals'

Catherine Needham:
making through consultation and ‘hands on’ support, so that
local people have the opportunity to influence decisions that affect their quality of life.

Catherine Needham:
Includes involve communities in decision-making and environmental schemes

Catherine Needham:
recycling

Catherine Needham:
One of values: Recognise diversity and
promote equality

Catherine Needham:
ensure everyone has access to information

Catherine Needham:
lifestyle choices and the environment; people who choose to live in the district

Catherine Needham:
Consult, listen and talk to communities, groups and individuals,

Catherine Needham:
Act promptly and responsively to peoples needs

Catherine Needham:
Repetition of key value of recognising diversity and promoting equality

Catherine Needham:
To work in partnership to develop opportunities for
participation, contribution and engagement in the arts,

Catherine Needham:
Develop initiatives to involve young people

Catherine Needham:
Research involcving residents. Also Involving local people in our activities and decisions, listening to their
concerns and acting on the views and needs they express.

Catherine Needham:
Have included one page mission statement from corporate strategy as little commentary otherwise

Catherine Needham:
Reducing health inequalities is a priority

Catherine Needham:
Increasing the confidence and ability of groups and individuals to
influence and control matters affecting them.

Catherine Needham:
Customer focus is one of five core values in mission statement

Catherine Needham:
Multi Use Centres
have been established where local residents can access
a range of advice and guidance services.

Catherine Needham:
all rights of way

Catherine Needham:
Equality standard and scheme

Catherine Needham:
mproved access channels for our
customers.

Catherine Needham:
Mainly refers to the Corporate Audit and Standards dept

Catherine Needham:
about means of transport

Catherine Needham:
responding to needs of individual children in care

Catherine Needham:
managing diversity

Catherine Needham:
Counted if placing responsibilities on local people

Catherine Needham:
Counted if creating opportunities for users

Catherine Needham:
Provide better opportunities to reduce, reuse and recycle waste

Catherine Needham:
We will proactively engage with our community, seeking and valuing their views; listening and
responding to them; and regularly communicating to keep them informed and involved.

Catherine Needham:
Target services accurately and equitably to meet eligible needs.

Catherine Needham:
Choice in housing, schools and care: Offer individuals as much choice as possible and the ability to take control over their lives with support.

Catherine Needham:
tailoring individual packages of care

Catherine Needham:
Be responsive to customer and client needs.

Catherine Needham:
residents have the right to feel safe and secure at home

Catherine Needham:
· Keeping residents informed about our achievements and disappointments in service provision

Catherine Needham:
to achieve greater consistency, ensuring standards overall match the best.

Catherine Needham:
The challenge means ensuring that older people can live independently within their own homes for as long as possible with a choice of flexible and appropriate support services where needed

Catherine Needham:
This is not a challenge for the County Council alone; congestion can only be tackled effectively if others, from individual citizens to central government, play a part.

Catherine Needham:
In line with ‘Putting People First’, culturally sensitive services and services to meet specific, diverse needs are part of this challenge.

Catherine Needham:
Ensuring good outcomes in terms of education and health are essential, as are the opportunities for young people to make their views known, to participate in decision-making, to make a positive contribution to the community.

Catherine Needham:
· Identify socially isolated groups and devise ways by which these groups could become more involved in, and able to influence our area of work.

Catherine Needham:
Corporate Plan

Catherine Needham:
Corporate plan

Catherine Needham:
Council services and information are available to residents at times and locations convenient to them.

Catherine Needham:
Further improvement in providing equality in Council services.

Catherine Needham:
The Council will open its new telephone service helping to give a single point of access for information on all Council services.

Catherine Needham:
Providing quality services, which are low cost, offer value for money and are responsive to local needs, are key priorities for Dudley Council.

Catherine Needham:
Older Council tenants have been given opportunities to learn and share skills at schools & colleges in the borough.

Catherine Needham:
Engagement is a step beyond consultation. It means involving people beyond simply asking them for their opinion and acting upon it. The Council has led a major initiative, The Dudley Borough Challenge, to promote community engagement. It implies that local people get to play a part in at least determining what should be done in the future, and even determining what part they could play in achieving the vision.

Catherine Needham:
Corporate plan

Catherine Needham:
To achieve high quality standards for access
and response to service user needs.

Catherine Needham:
One of Sheffield First themes is equity

Catherine Needham:
we are working to make sure
this genuinely enhances customer experience
and choice.

Catherine Needham:
· Take responsibility for responding fully to your query when you first contact us

Catherine Needham:
· Encourage schools in the Borough to participate in the National Young Consumer of the Year competition which makes participants aware of their responsibilities as well as their rights

Catherine Needham:
· Tailor, deliver and ensure access to services that meet the needs of Luton’s diverse population

Catherine Needham:
· Maximise the involvement and empowerment of users and carers in the planning and provision of socially inclusive services

Catherine Needham:
Help to promote health, well-being, independence, inclusion and
choice

Catherine Needham:
encouraging children to take responsibility for their own health:

Catherine Needham:
involving parents and carers in future planning processes

http://www.haringey.gov.uk/council/strategiesandpolicies/best_value_performance_plan.htm

http://www.stedmundsbury.gov.uk/sebc/live/pdf/policy/corpplan.pdf?CFID=1700130&CFTOKEN=56234972

http://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/downloads/BVPP_Final_June_2005.pdf

http://www.luton.gov.uk/internet/council_government_and_democracy/councils/council%20departments/chief%20executive/policy%20&%20performance/best%20value%20&%20performance/Best%20Value%20or%20CPA%20-%20performance%20information_2

http://www.middlesbrough.gov.uk/ccm/content/council-government-and-democracy/councils/council-performance/corporate-performance-plan-2005-2006.en
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Sheet1

		Best Value Performance Plans

				Year				Publication		Accessibility		Hard copy		E copy

		Haringey		2005-06				June		3 PDFs		Yes		Yes						http://www.haringey.gov.uk/council/strategiesandpolicies/best_value_performance_plan.htm

		Gloucester		2004-05?				check year		1 PDF		No		Yes						http://www.gloucester.gov.uk/libraries/documents/best%20value/2005-06/bvppperformancereview300605-final.pdf

		SEBC		2005-06						1 PDF		No		Yes						http://www.stedmundsbury.gov.uk/sebc/live/pdf/policy/corpplan.pdf?CFID=1700130&CFTOKEN=56234972

		RVBC		2005-06				June		1 PDF		Yes		Yes						http://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/downloads/BVPP_Final_June_2005.pdf

		Nuneaton and Bedworth		2005-06				March		1 PDF										http://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/freedominfo/freedominfodetails.asp?intFreedomInfoID=361

		Salisbury		2005-06						1 PDF				Corporate plan						http://www.salisbury.gov.uk/council/strategies-and-plans/policies.htm

		South Lakeland		2005-06						1 PDF				Corporate plan						http://www.southlakeland.gov.uk/main.asp?page=144

		Eastleigh		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/ebc-1801

		Lincolnshire		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.lincolnshire.gov.uk/section.asp?docId=33879

		Hertfordshire		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.hertsdirect.org/yrccouncil/reports/performance/bvpp0506/

		Wandsworth		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.wandsworth.gov.uk/Home/CouncilandGovernment/Councilperformance/CPAandBestValue/BestValuePerformanceplan.htm#download

		Dudley		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.dudley.gov.uk/index.asp?pgid=9408

		Sheffield		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.sheffield.gov.uk/your-city-council/policy--performance/corporate-plan

		Luton		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.luton.gov.uk/internet/council_government_and_democracy/councils/council%20departments/chief%20executive/policy%20&%20performance/best%20value%20&%20performance/Best%20Value%20or%20CPA%20-%20performance%20information_2

		Middlesbrough		2005-06						1 PDF										http://www.middlesbrough.gov.uk/ccm/content/council-government-and-democracy/councils/council-performance/corporate-performance-plan-2005-2006.en

				Pages				Customer		Resident		User		Citizen						Client		Consumer		Voter		Taxpayer		TOTAL				Rights		Equality		Access		Inform		Standard		Target		TOTAL				Choice		Individual		Personal		Responsive		Diverse		Tailor		Targeted		TOTAL				Opportunity		Responsibility		Involve		Cooperate		TOTAL

		Haringey		109				66		47		20		1						12		0		0		0		146				3		22		58		38		29		47		197				9		1		2		8		14		0		5		39				0		0		14		0		14

		Gloucester		65				35		6		4		0						8		0		2		0		55				0		5		28		33		16		78		160				0		1		0		10		1		0		1		13				0		0		4		0		4

		St Edmundsbury		29				8		3		0		1						0		0		0		3		15				1		12		18		16		6		27		80				3		1		0		0		13		0		3		20				3		1		5		0		9

		Ribble Valley		74				11		11		11		7						0		1		0		0		41				0		3		27		21		16		50		117				1		4		0		3		2		0		5		15				1		0		0		0		1

		Nuneaton		55				20		6		5		0						0		0		0		0		31				1		9		11		14		20		28		83				0		0		0		2		1		0		0		3				1		0		4		0		5

		Salisbury		189				118		26		6		26						3		0		0		0		179				10		33		45		90		49		139		366				8		13		0		6		3		3		11		44				7		0		17		0		24

		South Lakeland		35				4		7		1		1						2		1		0		0		16				0		16		13		2		4		33		68				2		1		0		4		15		0		0		22				4		0		1		0		5

		Eastleigh		10				2		4		0		0						0		0		0		0		6				0		1		0		4		1		23		29				0		1		0		0		0		0		0		1				0		0		2		0		2

		Lincolnshire		120				17		2		16		1						1		2		0		0		39				6		7		40		42		33		85		213				1		1		0		4		1		0		7		14				5		0		2		0		7

		Hertfordshire		26				4		8		5		3						0		0		0		0		20				3		0		2		2		7		10		24				2		1		2		1		1		0		3		10				10		0		2		0		12

		Wandsworth		134				18		61		47		8						19		6		0		0		159				1		24		111		80		68		211		495				8		14		11		18		4		3		42		100				59		0		35		0		94

		Dudley		27				11		16		3		4						0		0		0		0		34				0		2		3		20		2		44		71				0		1		1		5		2		0		1		10				11		0		5		0		16

		Sheffield		38				16		13		2		1						0		0		0		0		32				0		4		9		0		15		28		56				3		1		0		5		4		0		7		20				4		0		2		0		6

		Luton		99				60		25		18		7						5		17		0		1		133				2		25		39		38		30		49		183				2		7		5		22		5		2		6		49				4		1		5		0		10

		Middlesbrough		111				9		33		8		2						8		0		0		0		60				1		6		63		32		29		71		202				12		10		3		8		24		0		6		63				19		6		7		0		32

				1121				333		221		126		61						46		27		2		4		820				25		147		409		394		296		876		2147				42		56		22		88		76		8		92		384				128		8		91		0		227

		NB: Figures do not include index, glossary, headers, footers or performance indicators (since wording is fixed by AC)

				Pages		Customer		User		Consumer		Client		TOTAL		Resident		Citizen		Taxpayer		Voter		TOTAL

		Salisbury		189		118		6		0		3		127		26		26		0		0		52

		Wandsworth		134		18		47		6		19		90		61		8		0		0		69

		Lincolnshire		120		17		16		2		1		36		2		1		0		0		3

		Middlesbrough		111		9		8		0		8		25		33		2		0		0		35

		Haringey		109		66		20		0		12		98		47		1		0		0		48

		Luton		99		60		18		17		5		100		25		7		1		0		33

		Ribble Valley		74		11		11		1		0		23		11		7		0		0		18

		Gloucester		65		35		4		0		8		47		6		0		0		2		8

		Nuneaton		55		20		5		0		0		25		6		0		0		0		6

		Sheffield		38		16		2		0		0		18		13		1		0		0		14

		South Lakeland		35		4		1		1		2		8		7		1		0		0		8

		St Edmundsbury		29		8		0		0		0		8		3		1		3		0		7

		Dudley		27		11		3		0		0		14		16		4		0		0		20

		Hertfordshire		26		4		5		0		0		9		8		3		0		0		11

		Eastleigh		10		2		0		0		0		2		4		0		0		0		4

						399		146		27		58		630		268		62		4		2		336

				pp		Narrative 1		Narrative 2		Narrative 3		Total

		Salisbury		189		366		44		24		434

		Wandsworth		134		495		100		94		689

		Lincolnshire		120		213		14		7		234

		Middlesbrough		111		202		63		32		297

		Haringey		109		197		39		14		250

		Luton		99		183		49		10		242

		Ribble Valley		74		117		15		1		133

		Gloucester		65		160		13		4		177

		Nuneaton		55		83		3		5		91

		Sheffield		38		56		20		6		82

		South Lakeland		35		68		22		5		95

		St Edmundsbury		29		80		20		9		109

		Dudley		27		71		10		16		97

		Hertfordshire		26		24		10		12		46

		Eastleigh		10		29		1		2		32

				1121		2344		423		241		3008																		32		0		0		0		0		0		297		0				0		0		0		0		0



Queen Mary:
Relating to equality and diversity. One ref to equity for asulym seekers.

Queen Mary:
Two of these Right to Buy

Queen Mary:
Includes internet access

Queen Mary:
Only counted if related to users

Queen Mary:
Just in terms of info for service users. A lot of mention of imp of access to services and information

Queen Mary:
A lot at the beginning of the report about bringing up Haringey's services to an acceptable standard

Queen Mary:
Excluded targeting/targeted

Catherine Needham:
Almost all in context of choice-based letting

Catherine Needham:
includes 'greater responsiveness to customers'

Catherine Needham:
Mainly in context of equality and diversity but does include ref to need to respond to 'diversity of our customers' and later 'diversity of residents'.

Catherine Needham:
A few refs but all about resps of the council

Catherine Needham:
Talks quite a lot about involving users in decision making

Catherine Needham:
Generally in context of race equality orcouncil's equality plan

Catherine Needham:
 Lots here on making services accessible, inc for customers

Catherine Needham:
'provide seamless services that can respond to customers as unique individuals'

Catherine Needham:
responding to customers and to residents

Catherine Needham:
Vague mentions of involving community and stakeholders

Catherine Needham:
FOI gives right of access to info

Catherine Needham:
Race equal, equal of op, health inequalities

Catherine Needham:
E.g. This project aims to develop a complete vision of how
effective and efficient customer access to our numerous services will be achieved in the future.

Catherine Needham:
Mostly relates to info available in the BVPP

Catherine Needham:
Relating to commitment to raise standards and corporate efficiency

Catherine Needham:
choice in cultural events and transport

Catherine Needham:
Reducing harm to indivd caused by drugs

Catherine Needham:
relating to cultural diversity and diversity prog

Catherine Needham:
Promoting choice and opportunity in cultural provision

Catherine Needham:
Council is responsible to the local taxpayer

Catherine Needham:
community and stakeholder involvement in developing policies

Catherine Needham:
Committed to enhanced access for customers

Catherine Needham:
Core values include treat everyone equally

Catherine Needham:
Including improving provision of information to customers and local people

Catherine Needham:
choice of tenure

Catherine Needham:
Council will respect all individuals and their views

Catherine Needham:
Includes Improve our ability to respond to needs identified by the public; we will make it easier for people to contact us and get a quick response

Catherine Needham:
Diversity issues; plus homes to meet people's diverse needs

Catherine Needham:
Talks about commitments, resps and burdens towards local taxpayers

Catherine Needham:
Right to buy

Catherine Needham:
race inequalities and health inequalities

Catherine Needham:
improving the
accessibility and service to our
customers

Catherine Needham:
Improved information for
customers

Catherine Needham:
Includes: Consistent service
standards for customers;  Review all current
published service delivery
standards to ensure
uniformity.

Catherine Needham:
responsive repairs

Catherine Needham:
Equality and Diversity policy

Catherine Needham:
opportunities for people
to take part in a wide
range of activities

Catherine Needham:
Community Involvement (general)

Catherine Needham:
right to buy; right of way

Catherine Needham:
core value includes being fair and equitable

Catherine Needham:
Customer Access Strategy

Catherine Needham:
Customer care and communication is at the heart of modern local government.

Catherine Needham:
Half of these about CBL, others more generally about choice: 'need for choice about how, where and when services are
delivered.'

Catherine Needham:
Providing excellent service : being courteous, friendly, flexible, responsive and helpful and
not being bureaucratic, rude, arrogant or impatient in our dealings with people.

Catherine Needham:
inc services  'tailored to individuals'

Catherine Needham:
making through consultation and ‘hands on’ support, so that
local people have the opportunity to influence decisions that affect their quality of life.

Catherine Needham:
Includes involve communities in decision-making and environmental schemes

Catherine Needham:
recycling

Catherine Needham:
One of values: Recognise diversity and
promote equality

Catherine Needham:
ensure everyone has access to information

Catherine Needham:
lifestyle choices and the environment; people who choose to live in the district

Catherine Needham:
Consult, listen and talk to communities, groups and individuals,

Catherine Needham:
Act promptly and responsively to peoples needs

Catherine Needham:
Repetition of key value of recognising diversity and promoting equality

Catherine Needham:
To work in partnership to develop opportunities for
participation, contribution and engagement in the arts,

Catherine Needham:
Develop initiatives to involve young people

Catherine Needham:
Research involcving residents. Also Involving local people in our activities and decisions, listening to their
concerns and acting on the views and needs they express.

Catherine Needham:
Have included one page mission statement from corporate strategy as little commentary otherwise

Catherine Needham:
Reducing health inequalities is a priority

Catherine Needham:
Increasing the confidence and ability of groups and individuals to
influence and control matters affecting them.

Catherine Needham:
Customer focus is one of five core values in mission statement

Catherine Needham:
Multi Use Centres
have been established where local residents can access
a range of advice and guidance services.

Catherine Needham:
all rights of way

Catherine Needham:
Equality standard and scheme

Catherine Needham:
mproved access channels for our
customers.

Catherine Needham:
Mainly refers to the Corporate Audit and Standards dept

Catherine Needham:
about means of transport

Catherine Needham:
responding to needs of individual children in care

Catherine Needham:
managing diversity

Catherine Needham:
Counted if placing responsibilities on local people

Catherine Needham:
Counted if creating opportunities for users

Catherine Needham:
Provide better opportunities to reduce, reuse and recycle waste

Catherine Needham:
We will proactively engage with our community, seeking and valuing their views; listening and
responding to them; and regularly communicating to keep them informed and involved.

Catherine Needham:
Target services accurately and equitably to meet eligible needs.

Catherine Needham:
Choice in housing, schools and care: Offer individuals as much choice as possible and the ability to take control over their lives with support.

Catherine Needham:
tailoring individual packages of care

Catherine Needham:
Be responsive to customer and client needs.

Catherine Needham:
residents have the right to feel safe and secure at home

Catherine Needham:
· Keeping residents informed about our achievements and disappointments in service provision

Catherine Needham:
to achieve greater consistency, ensuring standards overall match the best.

Catherine Needham:
The challenge means ensuring that older people can live independently within their own homes for as long as possible with a choice of flexible and appropriate support services where needed

Catherine Needham:
This is not a challenge for the County Council alone; congestion can only be tackled effectively if others, from individual citizens to central government, play a part.

Catherine Needham:
In line with ‘Putting People First’, culturally sensitive services and services to meet specific, diverse needs are part of this challenge.

Catherine Needham:
Ensuring good outcomes in terms of education and health are essential, as are the opportunities for young people to make their views known, to participate in decision-making, to make a positive contribution to the community.

Catherine Needham:
· Identify socially isolated groups and devise ways by which these groups could become more involved in, and able to influence our area of work.

Catherine Needham:
Corporate Plan

Catherine Needham:
Corporate plan

Catherine Needham:
Council services and information are available to residents at times and locations convenient to them.

Catherine Needham:
Further improvement in providing equality in Council services.

Catherine Needham:
The Council will open its new telephone service helping to give a single point of access for information on all Council services.

Catherine Needham:
Providing quality services, which are low cost, offer value for money and are responsive to local needs, are key priorities for Dudley Council.

Catherine Needham:
Older Council tenants have been given opportunities to learn and share skills at schools & colleges in the borough.

Catherine Needham:
Engagement is a step beyond consultation. It means involving people beyond simply asking them for their opinion and acting upon it. The Council has led a major initiative, The Dudley Borough Challenge, to promote community engagement. It implies that local people get to play a part in at least determining what should be done in the future, and even determining what part they could play in achieving the vision.

Catherine Needham:
Corporate plan

Catherine Needham:
To achieve high quality standards for access
and response to service user needs.

Catherine Needham:
One of Sheffield First themes is equity

Catherine Needham:
we are working to make sure
this genuinely enhances customer experience
and choice.

Catherine Needham:
· Take responsibility for responding fully to your query when you first contact us

Catherine Needham:
· Encourage schools in the Borough to participate in the National Young Consumer of the Year competition which makes participants aware of their responsibilities as well as their rights

Catherine Needham:
· Tailor, deliver and ensure access to services that meet the needs of Luton’s diverse population

Catherine Needham:
· Maximise the involvement and empowerment of users and carers in the planning and provision of socially inclusive services

Catherine Needham:
Help to promote health, well-being, independence, inclusion and
choice

Catherine Needham:
encouraging children to take responsibility for their own health:

Catherine Needham:
involving parents and carers in future planning processes

Catherine Needham:
Talks about commitments, resps and burdens towards local taxpayers

Catherine Needham:
Customer care and communication is at the heart of modern local government.

Catherine Needham:
recycling

Catherine Needham:
Have included one page mission statement from corporate strategy as little commentary otherwise

Catherine Needham:
Customer focus is one of five core values in mission statement

Catherine Needham:
Multi Use Centres
have been established where local residents can access
a range of advice and guidance services.

Catherine Needham:
Corporate Plan

Catherine Needham:
Corporate plan

Catherine Needham:
Corporate plan

http://www.haringey.gov.uk/council/strategiesandpolicies/best_value_performance_plan.htm

http://www.stedmundsbury.gov.uk/sebc/live/pdf/policy/corpplan.pdf?CFID=1700130&CFTOKEN=56234972

http://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/downloads/BVPP_Final_June_2005.pdf

http://www.luton.gov.uk/internet/council_government_and_democracy/councils/council%20departments/chief%20executive/policy%20&%20performance/best%20value%20&%20performance/Best%20Value%20or%20CPA%20-%20performance%20information_2

http://www.middlesbrough.gov.uk/ccm/content/council-government-and-democracy/councils/council-performance/corporate-performance-plan-2005-2006.en
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