


Accountability, as Lindberg (2009) states, has a long history within the topics of political science and accounting. To which, within politics the idea of representational democracy where those who are under the governing body, the citizens, are separate from the governors. However, the core concept is that when the power to make decisions is transferred from the people to the governing body, it requires a system in order to keep it in check, this is where the idea of accountability then comes into play. If the Governing body goes against the system then it allows the person or people in charge to be removed from their positions in the governing body itself, allowing the citizens, those who are governed, to be safe-guarded from those with power, abusing their power. This is why we now have the regular evaluations on performance, sanctions that can be imposed and the delegation of authority, in order so that the same person is not to blame for all faults and actions of everyone under them, but the person directly responsible is. 
Lindberg (2009) also states that among the past few years, that defining Accountability is incredibly difficult due to the large amount of results when searching it up online, which expands to cover almost ever variation of Accountability known, however remains central to the idea of democracy today. Yet, due to the amount of results it has now caused a problem with the meanings and concept of accountability.
As Mechkova et al (2019) describes accountability, that it is the largest portion of governance in modern society. That ensuring that the government and its employees are held to account is one of the highest However, going back to Lindberg (2009) states that among the past few years, that defining Accountability is incredibly difficult due to the large amount of results when searching it up online. This expands to cover almost every variation of Accountability known, however remains central to the idea of democracy today. Yet, due to the amount of results it has now caused a problem with the meanings and concept of accountability, yet as 
 needs, internationally. In a democratic society, the ability of the people to hold their leaders accountable of their actions is required within a democracy that represents the people and is a key factor of the definition of democracy. This is backed up by Bovens (2009), when he states that it is the feature that upholds a modern government in a democratic society, as if those at the top are unable to be held responsible for that they do in public, then democracy is merely text upon paper. In which case, accountability is therefore the cornerstone of public management itself. However, continues to declare that the aspect around the idea of Public Accountability, is more so the openness towards the public, allowing everyone to view it within the country. 
Bovens (2009) also states, that Accountability faces a regular problem, that from the outside of the service, agencies or bodies it can be rather obscure on who has contributed to the conduct that requires someone to be accountable and who should be accountable for the conduct of the agency, body or service in question. Alongside this, managers within the public sector may also end up having an uncaring view on the variety of accountabilities, including the duties they hold, as when you are required to be accountable it means trouble, this can end up producing what Bovens declares as,
Blame Games (Bovens, 2009)
This is the idea that those who manage and are meant to hold accountability within the public sector end up blaming those within politics, whilst those within politics end up blaming those within the public sector management as Bovens (2009) explains. As Mechkova et al (2019) also states, that the use of accountability to date has now over 100 different variations to it alongside its different uses. Even though most types are to do with accounting or business management and relationships, accountability is still central to democracy and its theory, as it is a primary method to make those who we elect into office and service, work towards the voters’ wishes. However, doesn’t deny what Bovens (2009) had stated about the idea of a struggle with the bureaucracy in who is to blame and who is not to. However, he continues to state how is has become part of public management and is now a fact of the job and life within the job. That is isn’t an understatement that most public sector workers, specifically the managers, spend most of their day to day lives accounting and reporting. As with all types of accountability, including Audits, it allows them to know about the inner-workings of the agency, body or service, this can then lead to punishments to those who neglect their duties or break the rules that surrounds their job.  
However, as the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) (2014) states inside their guide around the topic of accountability, that the National Rules have forced local governments including that of parishes and towns, to be more transparent and accountable towards their local areas. This is therefore guide is published in order to give information on the new rules that have been enforced for public members attending meetings and how the public can use items in order to report on the meetings they are attending and how to access information based on those meetings along with the decisions inside them.


As the National Audit Office (NAO) (2013) describes Value for Money, it lays out three key principles and a fourth principle that is only used in some cases. It requires the emphasis on Efficiency, Effectiveness and Economy in order to achieve the overall goal of Value for Money, however can also include in some cases the idea of Equity, which is to spend fairly in order to reach all people. They describe that Economy is the idea of ensuring the decrease of cost to resources procured and subsequently used, whilst up keeping the resources themselves. Efficiency is the idea of the relation of the output of the resources and the required input to produce them. The Effectiveness is the idea of the relation of the result that was aimed for and the actual result that was attained.
As Audit Scotland (2020) explain, Best Value is based on the idea of focusing on assuring that the governing body and agencies have an effect management of their resources and good government, aiming to provide the public with the outcome best suited to their needs. This applies to all services within Scotland, however as the 	DCLG (2015) have released a statutory guidance on the subject of Best-Value. This declares that public services should make methods that secures the continuous improvement of the service in regards to the functioning of the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of the service in question, that appears to also be the primary point of Value for Money, as per the NAO stated above. 
As the Scottish Government (2019) state that, Best Value attempts to provide the idea of accountability within the officers for the Administration within Scotland. Whilst the idea of Best Value and the duty of it, is to ensure the secured continuous improvement of its function and to such, the performance of their functions whilst ensuring to maintain a balance between the cost and quality of performance. This therefore ensures securing the balance between cost and quality. This, covers what Audits Scotland had earlier defined as Best Value, in that the effective management of resources, whilst also having covered that in doing so, it provides the methods towards the continuous improvement of its service. However, the Scottish Government do state that is should also contribute to the idea of sustainable development and have further developed on how Best Value can be further maintained by characteristics such as the idea of collaboration with other services and the communities, accountability, this is also developed in hand by Best-Value, and the effective use of resources controlled by the service. Going back to Audit Scotland (2020) they have stated that they are working in order to assure the approach to evaluating and observing best-value practices are also improving their methods of doing so within Scotland.
Value for Money as the Department of Finance (2011) states that it is the idea that quality, cost and sustainability meet the requirements of the customers. That it should always take into consideration the customers expectancy and requirements of the service itself. However, as Her Majesty’s (HM) Treasury (2004) declares methods of how to attain Value for Money. That Value for Money, should therefore in return reduce the overall cost and the time it then takes processing the overheads, it should also get better value for money on the services that it has to spend money on, that should subsequently improve the quality of those services that money was spent on. The Treasury, beforehand had declared that all goods and services that are classed as public should be based on the Value for Money principle whilst attaining them. Yet, it also relates back to the Best Value principles of
 Economy, efficiency and effectiveness (Her Majesty's Treasury, 2004, p. 17) 
Those principles are set out by the NAO in regards to audits being carried out by the Public Accounts Committee. Going back to the NAO (2013), it gives an example on why Value for Money is required in Public Service. That the cost and level of the function of the service, is more for one set of people and another, that people may not know or be able to reach the service for its uses, the service may not be suited for the specific needs of the people or that the service provided isn’t provided in a language for those who require it, that they do not understand the language used. Be it a foreign language or specialised terms within the service itself.
	

As Leigh et al (1999) explains in their foreword that all Police Authorities are to review their services each five years, in order to examine if the service should be in practice, consult on the delivery of the service and compare it with other methods of providing their service. This is in order to provide continuous improvement in the quality of the service provided, alongside an increase in effectiveness and efficiency. This sums up what Best Value and Value for Money describes. Later on in their paper, they stated that the elected government wanted to bring councils and communities closer together in order to encourage improvement to local services, under the introduction of Best Value. Providing collaboration with their local councils in order to have this continuous improvement and therefore achieve Best Value.  This will then be mandatory from the year 2000 and onwards, for annual plans on performance and the five-year service reviews. 
However, as Dominiczak (2013) had states, that in a report Police Forces around the United Kingdom were spending variously different amounts of money on the equipment, from their jackets to riot shields, this details how the Home-Office had introduced less oversight in relation to the procurement of equipment by the Police Forces, despite the harsher rules that were introduced in 2011. The article also reports that one police force could buy equipment for £31 per item, whereas another force had to buy it for £136 per item, in regards to Riot-Shields. The numbers were still wildly different for a pair of standard-issue boots, within the Police. This goes to show, how the Police are more than likely not getting their Value for Money, when they are having to spend over £100 more than another Force. As the Article also states, that the Police and Crime Commissioners stated they aim to increase the Value for Money principles and accountability within the forces to solve these problems. Yet, during 2011 when the harsher rules were introduced, it is said that the evidence to Value for money when there was intervention on the procurement of items within the Forces. That in conclusion means the Police Forces have less funds to spend on the staff and other equipment that may be required in everyday duty and is more likely to therefore effect stake-holders/customers. 
The article, is then backed up by the Police Efficiency report, by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services (HMICFRS) (2015) in that they had stated the Forces must improve efficiency in order to meet the financial pressures currently being put onto them. In that the inspection had resulted in the consultation that they needed significant improvements in order to meet future demand to ensure the availability of the forces to the public. Their report had also showed that 29 forces had adequate spending plans for the future whereas eight had plans that requires improvements, where as another force, this was reportedly the first time in history, that was classed as inadequately prepared for spending in the future years. 
The Institute for Government (2019) in their performance tracker, under the Police had reported that Police Forces had been managing to cut the costs of items they buy on a regular basis by entering into contracts that were formulised with other Forces in order to have common specifications for certain items that they both use. This can end up halving the costs of uniforms by joint-purchasing them. As some Forces have paid ten times the amount for some items of equipment than others within 2018. Yet, an assessment by the HMICFRS had reported that the way the Forces represent the Value for Money principle, had decreased by 5% between the years of 2015 and 2017.
However, three years before the Institute for Government’s Performance Tracker, the National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) (2016) had released a statement. This stated, that the procurement of items as described above in the article and report, had seen a change in the Value for money attitude on procuring items, in particular their vehicles and uniforms, and are further aiming to continue the approach on Value for money for the good of the public.


Going back to the HMICFRS (2015), they had given a recommendation to improve efficiency, whilst with less capacity for their workforce, the workforce should therefore be more skilled and their leaders with more ability to lead. In order to continue providing a service that provides the Best Value to the public, whilst their budgets are being cut that then results in less funds towards each Force, leaving them under-funded compared to their funds in 2015.
As the NAO (2018) suggests, to provide financial sustainability that includes both values from Best Value and Value for Money, as described above. That the Police Forces should ensure that they have a clear understanding if they are able to carry on supporting the delivery of what should be an efficient and effective Police Force to the public. It also suggests, that it works in partnership with the National Audit Office in order to provide a financially sustainable service, in order to secure the delivery of their service. It also suggested that they have understanding on how to transform funds and contribute to each other forces financial situations, ensuring they have clarity on departmental projects and their outcomes for the services.
As the House of Commons, Committee of Public Accounts (2018) in their report on the Financial Sustainability of the Police Forces, they had recommended that the Police should start regular reviews on their forces ability to be financially sustainable, whilst using data collected from the HMICFRS in order to form its own assessment and then formulate their own funding in order to continue the delivery of their service. Financial sustainability then comes under the idea of Economy that is one of the three points the NAO had described for their Value for Money definition. This ensures the cost of equipment goes down and their value for the equipment goes up. However, this has already been, being placed into practice since 2016, but according to this report and the NAO, financial sustainability is still struggling to be put into practice within all the Forces. 
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