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Abstract Customer-oriented governments may use marketing tools to match their policy
“products” with citizens’ requivements. However, these tools are not based on exchanges since
governments, apart from cost recovery, do not demand any reciprocation for their products. The
concept of public policy marketing could enable governments to “sell” their policies to citizens,
based on non-commercial marketing exchanges specific to the context of public administration.
Then, social behaviour should be considered citizens’ reciprocation contributing to social effects
the government has aimed for. Thus public policy marketing, though not yet tested in practise,
can be expected to improve the implementation of those governmental policies in which citizen
conduct is critical to success.

Introduction

In the 1990s, the public sector in various European countries (Kickert, 1997) has
come to recognise citizens as customers and has started to apply marketing
tools and strategic marketing planning (Cousins, 1990), in order to “sell” its
policy to the citizenry.

Public organisations utilise four types of marketing, which differ from each
other in the objectives underlying them. First, the concept of “marketisation”
shifts public-sector activities to the commercial marketing in the private sector
by subjecting products and services to the competitive forces of the commercial
marketplace. The aim is to bring down the price level and to bring the standard
of quality more into line with customer demands (Chapman and Cowdell, 1998).
Second, both public organisations and non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
may primarily use marketing for promoting their self-interest such as making a
living or securing a future. For instance, Burton (1999) suggests that public
organisations use stakeholder marketing, to secure their continued existence by
support from the market and society. Third, marketing may be helpful in
promoting the area under the responsibility of the public organisation, such as
city marketing (Kriekaard, 1994). Finally, there is the application of marketing
instruments for the key political objective, i.e. the realisation of social effects,
which the new concept of public policy marketing likewise seeks to realise.
Examples of the current use of marketing instruments are customer orientation
(Rosenthal, 1995; Algemene Rekenkamer, 1997; Enckevort and Derksen, 1998;
Chapman and Cowdell, 1998), market surveys through city panels to assess
citizens’ needs (Severijnen and Ter Braak, 1992), communicative governance
(Damoiseaux, 1991) and social marketing to promote certain social objectives _  PBuropean Journal of Marketing,
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European Although, by definition, the essence of marketing is “to create exchanges
Journal of that sgtigfy individual and qrganizational objectives” (American Marketing
Marketing Association, 1985), the pl_lbhc sector _merely. recognises .exchanggs when
3511/12 customers prov1de‘ a financial reciprocation as 1s‘the case with covering costs

’ (Mo, 1993) or setting commercial prices for public services of economic value
(Titman, 1995). Some do acknowledge that there is an exchange between general
1288 taxation and the complete package of public facilities. Such an exchange has a
redistributive nature (Pandya and Dholakia, 1992), but it certainly cannot be
considered a marketing exchange (Koster, 1991). Still, according to Walsh
(1994), governments may have good reasons for deploying marketing tools since
they know little about citizens as recipients and users of public services:

“The psychology of the citizen may not be that of the consumer of goods in the market and the
consumption decision may differ radically from the decisions that we make about
participation in the public realm.” Moreover, the role of the state cannot be compared to that of
an enterprise: “The role of the state, then, is ultimately to govern, not to produce or distribute
services”. That is why marketing in the public sector has not yet reached the status of a full
instrument: “Marketing is still, essentially, peripheral to the management of public services.
There are two reasons for this: first, the development of marketing is still at an early stage;
second, marketing has not developed in a fashion that is specific to the context of government.”

For a marketing concept actually to be suitable for public policy, such as public
policy marketing discussed in this article, it must be based on an exchange
between government and citizens, meeting both the criteria for a marketing
exchange and the features of political governance. This concept deviates in
many respects from the usual competition-based commercial marketing.
Developed in a Dutch context, it may be useful in other European contexts as
well. Public policy marketing is defined as: “The sum total of planning and
executing processes the government applies to cause marketing exchanges
with social actors enabling both parties to reach their objectives, by developing
and offering acceptable policy instruments and by demanding specific types of
social behaviour and other reciprocations from social actors” (Buurma, 2000).

Guided by the following five questions, I will discuss whether the concept
of public policy marketing meets the criteria of marketing and public
administration and whether it serves its social purpose:

(1) What are the characteristics of the marketing exchange of public policy?

(2) Do exchange processes in public policy meet the criteria for marketing
exchanges?

(3) What public-administrative requirements apply to this concept?
(4) What public policy marketing tools are available?
(5) Does this concept offer opportunities for improving social effectiveness?

Characteristics of the marketing exchange of public policy

The exchange between government and citizens makes sense if it contributes
to the government’s organisational objectives and the individual objectives
citizens have set. The government’s main objective is to realise social effects in
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each policy domain, such as security and reducing traffic jams. Most effects are Public policy
realised by concerted action with citizens. The government supplies public marketing
facilities, rules of the game and other policy instruments that help influence the

social behaviour of its citizens. Examples in the realm of traffic are the road

system, all its corresponding services and the traffic rules. It is the social

behaviour of citizens that actually causes the social effects. Therefore, a key

aspect is the social behaviour to be influenced: deviating social behaviour will 1289
cause deviating effects. Traffic safety, for example, requires a safe and
disciplined road user behaviour.

The social behaviour of citizens should not be treated in isolation, as it is
part of their daily functioning in society, such as road transportation, relaxing
in recreation areas or talking on their cellular phones. If citizens wish to do such
things lawfully, our democratic system requires them to obey the rules and
fulfil the conditions set by the government. Moreover, they need facilities to be
supplied by the public sector, for example the road system, the recreation
areas and the air frequencies for mobile connections. The legitimate social
functioning is the individual objective of citizens and other social actors who
are the government’s customers. They need the services, facilities and aid
provided by the government enabling their functioning; governmental consent,
rules and regulations to legitimise their functioning.

Exchange with few individually known customers

Although in present government marketing the exchange element is lacking,
Dutch Public Administration literature describes some examples of exchanges
between government and citizens, yet without discussing the marketing aspect.
Hoekema (1994) touches upon exchanges in case of governance by negotiation
and Stout (1994) typifies the resulting covenant between social actors and the
government as “an agreement between two or more parties, at least one of
which is a public actor, involving an exchange between the government and the
target group concerned”. That group consists of a limited number of actors
individually known to the government, usually legal entities enabling
negotiations as well as a personal relationship. Examples of this kind of
exchange include the environmental permitting of a production business and a
covenant concluded with farmers to address agrarian nature conservation.
Figure 1 typifies the exchange process in both policy examples, with the help of

Policy Exchange subjects Exchange objects (values) Exchange  Objectives
Enterprise Compliance with the terms of Profitable and environmentally
Environ- eeeeeeenoo......the permit; paymentofdues ™\ ¥ _soundproduction
ment & /<‘
economy { Regional Environmental permit for Restriction on nuisance and emissions,
| authority production preservation of employment; Figure 1.
permitting cost recovery Ekchange processes
Farmers On-site agrarian nature > Good agrarian entrepreneurship involving few
s SR IR, o o e IER B i e individually known
conservation | il
MAFF (Ministry Subsidy and specification of Quality of nature (natural values) customers
of Agriculture) nature conservation terms
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European several key concepts from Koster’s exchange model: the parties engaging in

Journal of exchange (exchange subjects), the values to be exchanged (exchange objects)
Marketing and the objectives each party seeks to reach by receiving the value from the
3 5’11 /1 2 other party.

The activities of parties engaged in the exchange process can be divided into
three chronological stages, namely supply and demand; exchange
of products and reciprocation; and realisation of objectives. Thus, the process
in the example of an environmental permit can be described as follows:

(1) Supply and demand. The acting public body (supplier) makes it known
to the market that a certain policy has become effective. In case of the
environmental and economic policies the regional government informs
the business community about the need for an environmental permit in
order to contain nuisance and emissions while preserving employment
(supplier’s objective: social effects). One of the enterprises approached
(customer) applies for such a permit (product mix) in order to produce in
a profitable and environmentally sound way (customer’s objective). The
regional authority negotiates the nature and terms of the permit with its
customer, such that it suits the characteristics of the enterprise and
compliance is practicable (matching supply and demand). Both parties
take into consideration whether the exchange, i.e. the value the other
party supplies, enables them to reach their own objectives.

(2) Exchange of product and reciprocation. The permit is supplied after the
regional authority has established that the customer has taken the
necessary measures against nuisance and emissions (demanding
reciprocation from the customer). The customer, in addition, pays his
dues and the authority checks whether the payment has taken place in
time (readdressing the customer). After the exchange the regional
authority inspects if the customer is still meeting the conditions (again
demanding reciprocation from the customer), or it takes action when
neighbours lodge complaints.

1290

(3) Realisation of objectives. After implementing the permit, the customer
establishes whether production within the terms of the permit is
environmentally sound and has remained profitable. The regional
authority can also work out if this exchange has contributed to its
objectives concerning the environment, employment, and cost-
effectiveness. Moreover, on the basis of monitoring and impact
assessments the regional authority can evaluate afterwards to which
extent the entire market has contributed to the desired environmental
and economic effects.

The exchange process described in the second example, the covenant
addressing agrarian nature conservation, nearly matches the process in the
case of the environmental permit. Key differences are that covenants are
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non-mandatory and that farmers receive a grant as a product with strict Public policy
conditions attached to it, as a kind of price tag. marketing

Exchange process in general terms

In general terms (Figure 2) the exchange process for a public policy includes

the government’s set of policy instruments as a “product mix” and the desired

social conduct of citizens as reciprocation. The citizens’ objective for the 1291
exchange would be their legitimate social functioning resulting from the
product mix value and the government’s objective would be to realise social
effects in the concerning policy domain resulting from the reciprocation value.

Exchange with a multitude of customers

The question is, then, whether the same exchange process can be a model for
other situations involving much greater numbers of customers. I will identify
two categories: customers that are known individually to the government and
anonymous customers.

In exchange processes involving a multitude of individually known customers
the government gets in touch with each customer, but due to their massive number
it is unfeasible to negotiate a deal with every single customer. Examples are rent
subsidies (contact established through applications and the administrative check
on the information submitted), private construction permits (contact through
applications and roving inspection teams) and the use of pesticides in agriculture
and horticulture (contact through inspection of pesticide users). Figure 3 highlights

Policy Exchange subjects Step a. Supply and demand of Step b. Exchange Step c. Realisation of objectives
exchange objects (values)
Citizen(s) Social behaviour according to  (product mix value)  Legitimate social functioning .
Govern- (custorner) public policy and the law H Flgure o
5 i 5 "
;"ji':;' e IR ><: ————————————————————————————— Public policy exchange
Government Set of public policy instruments Saocial effect(s) process mn general terms
(supplier) (product mix) (reciprocation value)
Policy Exchange subjects  Step a. Supply and demand Step b Step c. Realisation of objectives
of exchange objects (values) Exchange AL i A S BN S
Rent Tenants Correct information and use __ A~ _Agood quality residence
subsidy DHSS (Dept of
Housing), Subsidy and stipulations Balance in public housing
municipalities . e Al JEats
Private House-owners Compliance with the permit; Lawful reconstruction
Construction| __paymentofdues ><: Mot
Permits y
Municipality Permission to reconstruct; Quality of housing stock; legitimacy in
protection against illegitimate public housing and permit cost recovery
third party objections
Figure 3.
Farmers, market Compliance with the law in Quality of the harvest, legitimate Exch g
gardeners and stock and use of pesticides entrepreneurship Lxchange processes
Law on weageispravers. nsise b L S \/<: ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, biinels involving a mass of
pesticides : e
MAFF Permission to use certain g Combating health and environmental 1nd1v1dually known
means, enforcement and risks; agricultural economy customers
sanctions
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European the key concepts of these three mass exchange processes. Although the actual
Journal of details vary in each situation, the exchange process is made up of the same three
Marketing steps as in the examples in Figure 1. The product cannot .be tailo'red to each
35.11/12 individual customer, but ma_rket surveys (or negotiations with market

’ representatives) can be helpful in developing a number of alternatives that, as
advocated by van de Peppel (1995), are in line with the characteristics of citizens in
1292 the respective target groups. In marketing terms: custom-made ready-to-wear for
each market segment. In commercial marketing such large-scale exchange
processes are quite normal; in the case of public policy the market volume does not
need to stand in the way of the exchange, either. In each case the government can
evaluate to what degree it has realised its objectives on the basis of inspections and
impact measurements.

In some exchange processes involving a mass of anonymous customers
the customers may indeed be anonymous from the government’s perspective,
but nevertheless easily approachable as a market. Figure 4, for example,
characterises urban public services and household refuse collection. The
exchange processes in the examples follow the three stages outlined earlier in
this article, each with its own specific characteristics. The government does not
meet with its customers personally, which after all, is not a necessary
prerequisite for the exchange processes to come about. The local authority can
clearly distinguish and inform the market within each community. Customer
needs can be measured in market surveys. Negotiations can take place with
market representatives in workshops and other meetings, as well as with
individual customers making enquiries or lodging complaints and voicing
objections. That information enables the government to offer facilities and
corresponding rules; the exchange has started as soon as potential customers
have accepted the offer and started to use the facilities. It is possible to demand
a reciprocation from customers by means of communication and roving

Policy Exchange subjects Step a. Supply and demand Step b Step c. Realisation of objectives
of exchange objects (values)  Exchange
Urban Neighbourhood Correct use, no pollution or 4 Living in a neighbourhood
public inhabitants _______ damage SaSor 0 T B e I 1
service Municipal i
authority Public facilities and services Well-functioning municipality
Household | Neighbourhood Offering refuse according to Domestic hygiene, easy use of
Refuse inhabitants the regulations; refuse litter boxes
Collection & | ... separation TEAR LT e e e e
Environment 2%
Policy Borough/ Refuse transport and litter Hygiene in the municipality and
Municipality boxes; terms of refuse disposal sorting types of rubbish
Road users Compliance, safe and social " Personal mobility
Traffic TR |t bahavionrl 0 e e oL e R S S
Policy o
- Traffic Managers Traffic facilities & regulation Traffic safety, reduction of emissions
Figure 4.
Exchange processes Public Holidaymakers Correct use of woods and N Relaxation, enjoyment of nature
involving a mass of Recreation | "~ paths o i
g in woods Sl
anonymous customers Dutch Forestry Access to and paths in Public health, awareness of natural
| Commission woods; user regulation values
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mspections, which also provide the government with information regarding the Public policy
extent to which it has realised its objectives. marketing
In other cases, such as in traffic and the use of public recreational areas (cf.
Figure 3), customers as an anonymous mass are less approachable. In such
situations an exchange appears to be hardly feasible. Still the mass marketing
practised by supermarkets and Disneyland teach us that it is possible. These
commercial mass products attract great numbers of paying customers. The 1293
range of products is kept marketable by conducting regular market surveys,
thus being alert as to what offers should be made. The difference between
commercial mass production and the massive use of public facilities lies
mainly in the nature of and demand for reciprocation: citizens need traffic
facilities and recreation areas just as much as they need food and leisure. The
availability of such public facilities, however, does not suggest that there is
question of an exchange. They appear to be “free goods” because the
government does not demand a social reciprocation. If the government did so,
there would be a marketing process, also following the three stages
mentioned earlier. In these cases the customers will start the exchange
process by making use of the facilities concerned. The specifics of the steps to
be followed will be differing all the time, as the case of traffic policy regarding
highways will show:

(1) Supply and demand. The government provides a network of highways
with the associated facilities, traffic rules (product mix) and enforcement
(demanding a reciprocation from customers). It calls on car drivers by
way of information and billboards to display social, safe and disciplined
driving behaviour (the reciprocation) for the sake of traffic safety and
restricting emissions (sought effects). The drivers need the road network
and the rules help them to move safely (customers’ objective).

(2) The exchange of product and reciprocation. The (hypothetical!) exchange
process starts as soon as car drivers hit the highway. Some of them
display calculating behaviour, which can be looked upon as resistance to
reciprocation, such as aggressive driving behaviour and speed offences
on trajectories that lack adequate monitoring.

(3) Realisation of objectives. At his destination, the customer could establish
that his/her objective has been attained although he/she will seldom do
so in practice. Measurements allow the government to check whether in
a certain period the target level of traffic safety and emissions reduction
have in fact been realised. Monitoring, if any, can illustrate the causal
relationship between the rule of the road, quality of enforcement, actual
behaviour and actual effects.

Marketing of legislation?
US authors have advocated improving the marketing of legislation (Huszagh
et al,, 1981). They largely attribute the degree of noncompliance to inadequate
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European communication about an impenetrable forest of rules and regulations and

Journal of advocate that the quality of legislation be adjusted to the needs of citizens.
Marketing While better legalisation will no doubt be helpful, this measure does not
3511/12 seem sufficient. Rules and regulations as such embody little value to customers.

Their compliance, however, does require a sacrifice. In the public policy

marketing exchange rules are not a product, but the specification of the
1294 reciprocration. One almost gets the impression that some legislatives in Europe
assume that governments can realise social effects by limiting themselves to
decreeing more and more rules and regulations. That view is outdated. An Act
without a useful public product underlying it will only be operative when
enforced by intensive, and therefore expensive surveillance and heavy
sanctions. In the notoriously “tolerant” Netherlands, insufficient enforcement of
an abundance of rules has already met with widespread evasion. Governments
can realise social effects much more easily and better when they provide their
citizens with valuable policy products that meet their needs. Of course, there
will still be rules of the game to be complied with. The sacrifice of compliance
with those rules needs to compare reasonably with the value of these products.
Compliance is still necessary, but commands a greatly improved support base.
That, in a sentence, is the public policy marketing exchange principle.

Marketing through intermediaries

An ever-increasing share of public policy in The Netherlands is now
implemented by NGOs - subsidised foundations, interest groups, care
institutions and other not-for-profit organisations that operate in a business-
like fashion (Kotler and Andreasen, 1991). In The Netherlands, the trend is for
the public sector to carry through the process of non-commercial privatisation
of the management of public assets and other public tasks (Geelhoed, 1995).
They act as independent intermediaries (ten Berge, 1994) between government
and society. Their marketing exchange with clients is the final link in the
government’s policy implementation, realised by the intermediary under its
own direction. The government limits its influence to policy- and rule-making,
possibly providing means and monitoring the policy implementation by the
intermediary at arm’s length.

To make its influence felt, the government requires an interface with the
intermediary. On the basis of the above arguments, general rules and
regulations seem inadequate. The interface is better defined as an exchange, in
the form of a contract, covenant or directive. This is not unlike the examples of
a marketing exchange with a limited number of individually known customers
introduced earlier. The difference, however, is that both in the policy product
(for example a grant-in-aid or a permit) and in the desired reciprocation on the
part of the intermediary (deliverables in the area of policy implementation),
direct links need to be established with the social exchange the intermediary
makes with its own customers. This may be termed a “complex exchange”
(Bagozzi, 1975) or, alternatively, a “win-win-win-exchange”.
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Some objections to marketing by government Public policy
Scholars of public administration have voiced objections against customer- marketing
oriented services rendered by the government, claiming that they “disregard

the character of political decision-making processes” (Bekkers et al., 1998). The

following objections and counterarguments illustrate the tension between the

business orientation of marketing and the public orientation of government:

The government is a monopolist (van der Hart, 1990). Monopolists, they 1295

too, deploy marketing tools, not to beat the competition, but to promote
the exchange since customers have other alternatives at their disposal or
are otherwise able to withdraw from the exchange.

The citizen is more than just a customer (Tjeenk Willink, 1988). It goes
without saying that this argument is correct, but that does not in the
least preclude the use of marketing tools. Citizens also take part in the
political process by voting; some of them by participating in the policy
developed by interactive governance. Although citizen participation
may improve the policy, it does not, however, reap any effects. These
will only result from what marketing is focusing at, that is, a certain
behaviour of all citizens in a market, including those who did not
participate or vote.

The government is more than a supplier of services (Tieenk Willink,
1988). Indeed, services play a minor role in public policy. The
government’s supply in public policy marketing includes the full set of
policy instruments, such as communication, economic incentives,
regulation, facilities and even demarketing in case of state forbearance.

Collective goods are free goods (Koster, 1991). The term “free goods’
merely reflects the compensation side and not the sacrifice in terms of
desired conduct when using those collective goods. Social behaviour is a
far more essential contribution to the main government’s objective than
compensation of costs.

Civil servants are not commercially oriented (van der Hart, 1990). Public
policy marketing is absolutely non-commercial. Still, it requires radical
changes in culture, attitude and working methods of civil servants.

Meeting the criteria for the marketing exchange

The exchange has been a “key concept” of marketing since the 1950s (Houston
and Gassenheimer, 1987). Koster distinguishes between the “marketing
exchange” and the exchange in disciplines outside marketing. On the basis of
an amendment to his criteria I identify nine general criteria for the marketing
exchange in the generic sense of the word:

(1) Parties involved. At least two individualised natural or legal persons, at
least one of whom has the intention to reach his objectives through
marketing instruments.




European @) Voluntary basis and freedom. Voluntary participation in the exchange

Journal of process is the key aspect; freedom may be reasonably restricted by
Marketing legitimate means.
35,11/12 3) Mutuahty. Mutual exchange of objects.

(4)  Objects concerned. Should be non-identical, represent an exchange value
1296 and be suppliable as such.

(®) Win-win. To each party, the values received represent more than the
sacrifice and the present exchange is the most profitable.

(6) Communication. At least to such an extent as to prevent aberration.

(7) Legitimacy. The relationship between parties is legitimate and rests on
good faith; parties concerned have the power of disposal over the values
that are to be supplied.

(8) Rights and obligations. Mutually applicable to both parties.

9) Claims of parties. Both parties can hold each other accountable for the
delivery of values and the compliance to remaining duties; both dispose
of sanctions when compliance is lacking.

Testing the exemplary cases mentioned earlier reveals that all are in
accordance with criteria 3 up to 9 inclusive. With regard to the first condition it
turns out that, indeed, there are always two parties involved, but that in many
cases the government has no intention to apply marketing as an instrument.
This condition is met when the administration of a public body decides to
deploy marketing tools. The voluntary basis and freedom, the second criterion,
are sometimes limited. In principle, each citizen has the possibility to renounce
the use of policy instruments or of seeking an alternative; complete coercion
does not occur in any of the cases pictured.

However, numerous situations do not meet these conditions, so that the
exchange does not take place and public policy marketing is not or only partly
applicable. Examples are: tax levies due to insufficient product value for
customers, dike management for the lack of customers and internment of the
detained due to the lack of their freedom.

Public-administrative requirements

The public policy marketing concept is intended for organisations developing
or applying public policy, including quangos. It does not apply to organisations
employing marketing tools mainly to improve or guarantee their own
competitive position, income or continued survival (Coops et al,, 1995), in which
cases commercial marketing is more apt. Moreover, marketing activities are
subject to the primacy of politics, the rules of administrative law and
the democratic order, and to the principles of good governance. The political
governing of marketing may provoke some objections, such as the
capriciousness of the political policy process, a slim support base for some
political objectives and a limited governing period, which interferes with
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long-term strategic marketing. A condition for success is that the Public policy
administration should at least commit itself to marketing as an instrument, marketing
while keeping political governing independent of market preferences. From a

democratic point of view it is better to backup a politically accepted policy

which is hard to sell with powerful marketing tools than to adjust it for reasons

of expediency to market preferences. .

The co-ordination of co-producing public bodies is a weakness in The 1297
Netherlands, as is the lack of control on the part of enforcement agencies
(Ministerie van Justitie, 1991; Commissie Bestuursrechtelike en
Privaatrechtelijke Handhaving, 1998). There is a drawback in that the media
due to the public nature of government action, also publish news items that
from a marketing point of view may be unhelpful; there is also an advantage,
however, in that the government is always entitled to free publicity.

Public policy marketing tools

All generic marketing tools are essentially useful when divested of their
commercial characteristics arising from the supplier’'s self-interest, and when
adjusted to the administrative and political requirements of government action
in society. The most important tools are:

A clear differentiation of stakeholders involved in the marketing process,
and their interests. For example, suppliers, co-producers, customers, third
parties having an interest in social effects, commissioners and other
stakeholders.

- The marketing mix as a means to match and manage the quality levels
of supply and reciprocation (Foxall, 1988).

+ Need and demand patterns of citizens in their capacity as customers as a
basis for the matching process.

« Market segmentation as a way of anticipating different need patterns.

- A marketing information system (Kotler, 1997) including market
surveys to determine the characteristics of different market segments.

« Relations marketing and demarketing methods.

+ Demanding citizens to display social behaviour in return for public
services, comparable to price collection in commercial marketing. If
commercial price collection is flawed, the number of dubious debtors
will increase. This is no different for the public sector: insufficient
enforcement of compliance results in more offences.

. Marketing organisation and strategic marketing planning.

Opportunities for improving social effectiveness

The question whether or not public policy marketing improves social
effectiveness may be answered hypothetically only, since there has not been
any opportunity to test fully the new concept in practice, yet. The evidence of
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European public policy marketing being effective in real terms can only be collected

Journal of through the investigation of its actual application over a period of several
Marketing years. If a public body would apply this marketing concept in a well-organised
35.11/12 way and in so doing, would address the issue of matching policy supplies with

social behaviour, it can at least be said that more has been done than is the case
in numerous existing government situations. That is why I rate the chances of
1298 success high, but so will be the price of introducing this concept.

Alternative methods

There are other methods besides the marketing approach to bring social
behaviour of citizens more expressly in line with public policy. The
government, for instance, could make the desired conduct a much more explicit
part of their policy processes and policy instruments so that both citizens and
policy executives know what to expect. The government could also promote the
desired conduct much more emphatically in their information and education
campaigns. They can demand citizens to contribute to the desired social effects,
thus expressing that the quality of society is their business, as well. Finally,
enforcement being better organised and more centred on desired conduct could
bring about good results, just as monitoring behaviour and thus providing the
policy process with feedback information (Pieters, 1991). The attractive feature
of public policy marketing compared to these methods is that it is both more in
keeping with the present horizontal relations between government and citizens
and with the growing popularity of modern public management. Moreover, it
improves the balance between the general interest of social effects and the
individual self-interest citizens may have.

Social marketing is another alternative for promoting desired conduct with
the help of a strongly developed set of promotion techniques. One could even
wonder whether public policy marketing is not just a government-oriented
variety of social marketing. In my opinion they are so widely different that they
may be considered different concepts. The exchange in social marketing, for
instance, is different because the desired conduct is considered to be part of the
product instead of being a reciprocation (Kotler and Roberto, 1989). I assume
that this is caused by the fact that social marketing has sprung from “social
advertising” (Kotler and Zaltman, 1971), which incorporates the desired
conduct into the information campaign. Thus, in social marketing the concept
of a product has become very extensive. Fine (1990) not only calls policy
measures and desired conduct of target adopters “products”, but also includes
the desired social effects. In public administration these three concepts are
rightly identified as separate entities. Government can produce their own
policy measures, thus influencing citizens’ behaviour, but they can neither
realise the (intended) behaviour nor the ensuing effects. The exchange in social
marketing is also disputable. Foxall states that “social marketing [. . .] confuses
relationships with exchanges”, then calls the examples of exchanges “social
communications”.
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Conclusion ' ' Public policy
In response to the five questions advanced in the introduction, it can be marketing

observed that public policy marketing is based on marketing exchanges

between government and citizens that should meet both the prerequisites of

marketing and those of public administration. The usual marketing tools are

available, provided that they are adapted to the requirements of public

administration. Although practical evidence is as yet unavailable, it can be 1299
assumed hypothetically that this marketing concept will improve social
effectiveness, because it brings the social behaviour of citizens required for this
end much more clearly into the open. Therefore it is apt for implementing those
types of policies where citizen conduct is critical to bring about social
effectiveness.
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