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THE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION: SCIENCE
AND PROFESSION IN MOTION

An ordinary citizen of an ordinary modern democracy fortunate enough to under-
take a journey backwards in tiroe is likely to find meaningful similarities between
public administration of our era and administrative systems of old cultures. The
foundations of modern public administration can be discerned thousands of years
ago, across cultures and in various nations around the globe. The Bible mentions
a variety of hierarchical and managerial structures that served as prototypes for
the governance of growing populations. Ancient methods of public labor distribu-
tion were expanded by the Greeks and the Romans to control vast conquered

-lands and many peoples. The Persian and Ottoman empires in the Middle East,

like imperial China in the Far East, paved the way for public administration in
the modern age, wherein European Christians, and [ater Christians of the New
World, were in the ascendant. All these, as well as other cultures, used a remark-
ably similar set of concepts, ideas, and methods for governing and administrating
public goods, resources, and interests. They all employed professionals and ex-
perts from a variety of social fields. They all used authority and power as the
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cheapest control system for individuals, governmental institutions, and processes.
All of them faced administrative problems close in type and in nature to prablemns
of cur own times: how 10 achieve better efficiency, effectiveness, and sconomy
in government, how o satisfy the needs of the people, and how to sustain siable
political hegemony despite the divergent demands and needs of sectorial groups.
Not surprisingly, all the above cultures and nations also used similar managerial
tools and methods aimed at solving problems of this kind. They all used, fairly
effectively, division of labor, mnobmmmﬁos@zm? centralization and decentralization
mechanisms, accumulation of knowledge, coordination of jobs, complex staffing
processes of employees, long-range planning, controlling for performance, and
so on. Intuitively, one feels that nothing has really changed in the managerial
and administrative process of public organizations for centuries, possibly millen-
nia, but this feeling s of course exaggerated. Some major changes have taken
place in recent centuries to create both a totally different environment and new
rules o which rulers and citizens must adhere and by which they must adjust
mwo: operation. In fact, a new kind of governing game has taken shape in which
public administraiion plays 2 central role.
Despite basic similarities, public administration of our times is an organism
entirely different from public services in the past. It is larger than ever before,
and-is still expanding. It is more complex than in the past, and 1s becoming
increasingly so by the day. It has many more responsibilities 10 citizens, and it
‘still has to cope with increasing demands of the people. It is acquiring more
eligibilities, but more than ever before it must restrain its operation and adhere
o mﬁmﬂmm&ﬁ of equity, justice, sociat fairness, and especially accountability.
Moreover, modern public administration is considered a social science, a classi-
fication that carries high esteem but also firm obligations and rigid constraints.
For many individuals who decide to become public servants it is also a profession
and an occupation to which they dedicate their lives and careers. Most important,
however, public administration is one of the highly powerfidl institutions in mod-
ern democracies. It wields considerable strength and influence in policy framing,
policy making, and policy implementation, hence it is subject (o growing pres-
sures of political players, social actors, and managerial professionals.

An overview of the relatively short history of modern public administration
reveals that the field is far more eclectic than might be thought. The science of
public administration was boin toward the end of the nineteenth century when
the business of the state started to attract social-academic atiention. The revolu-
tion that turned public administration into an independent science and profession
is traditionatly related with the influential work and vision of Woodrow Wilson
(1887) and Frank J. Goodnow (1900). These scholars were among the first who
advocated the autonomy of the field as a unique area of science that drew sub-

stance from several sOUrces. In the first years, law, political theory of the state,
L i ae anineering and industrial relations were

s
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MHW meﬂ.w_mamgmia and m:m.cobm& mother disciplines. Over time these fields
ongly in d..ﬁsowa the formation and transition of public administration, but the
extent MEQ gnmoﬁo.: of the influence were not lingar or consistent. .
o ettl Msn_ Milward S.oomnd argued that traditional public administration
i <oom8. by the progenitors of the discipline consisted in the power of law
mmommmwﬁmﬁ:\om of the people .Em_@ the law and delegate responsibility to mnomwm,”
siom! Wanmcoﬂma to execute it properly. Highly qualified bureaucrats, supported
:w : est ﬁoo.um and resources, are then expected to discharge the law to the
ghest E&%Eos& standards, which in return produce good and accountable
Mwﬂmmﬁ“& results .5.8“ best serve the people. According to Rosenbloom (1998)
the Wm omﬁﬁmommr views public administration ‘‘as applying and enforcing Sm
concrete circumstances™ and is “*infused with 1 judi
g : . . egal and adjudicatory con-
MW:M %MM:M%UH HEW mﬁmﬁo%ow is derived from three major interrelated moﬂﬂoom.
ative law, which is the body of law and r i !
: Tal . : egulations that control
MMHMMM%MMHM;Mmaé %H_oommmnm' (2) the judicialization of public administration
endency for administrative processes to bl .
dures, and (3) constitutional law, whi ety of citivens” sights and
R 1 , which redefines a variety of citi ’1i
liberties. Several legal definitio T o oy aetion
ns argoe that public administration is law i i
: . gue | w 1n action
MMMmHmEW a regulative system, which is “‘government telling citizens and busi-
res w Mn they Bm.% and may not do” (Shafritz and Russell, 1997:14). Over
the Mam”m, oéoaw.o.ﬁ it has cwn..uao obvious that law in itself does not maintain
" i mmo ory oosaEn:m for quality public-sector performance to emerge. Constitu-
aoum v&anﬂwm furnish platforms for healthy performance of public administra-
MMWH ut do not account mo.H its effectiveness or efficiency. Stated differently
good laws are necessary but insufficient conditions for creating a well-performi :
public service. | periormime
ngin %MM M:ow mnwuozmﬁ contribution came from the classic hard sciences of
and industrial relations. Inits very early st i ini i
i milanted b . . y stages public administration
\ y dramatic social forces and lon
in the western world. The ongoing i i e To00s which
. The ongoing industrial revolution in the early 1900 i
was accompanied by political reforms, hi i f pi
8, higher democratizati
for the people’s welfare i Y
. needed highly qualified navi
. . gators. These were engi-
MMMM HHMQM.QEH osqoﬁ_wﬂnﬁm_ and technical professionats who guided both Bwﬂ
governments along the elusive wa, s to i i -
o s alon ys to economic and social prosperity.
msmﬂm%mmmﬁmw OM m%miohﬁmm, the subseguent evoking area of industrial mmh&oum\
ed disciplines, such as statistical methods, b |
crucial for the develo i el e mere it
pment of management science in
gradually found useful for i i e e aseen
public arenas. The link betw
and pubiic administration has i 1 e rentions
| n has its roots in understanding complex izati
. . o
and ?ﬂwmco.wmo_o? whicii have many shared features. i ’ reamzaons
ation ME tire, &.mBmEo m:mb@om occurred in the nature, orientation, and appli-
general organizational theory to public administration of modern socie-
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ties. A major transition resulted from the exploration of the Hawthorn studies in
the 1920s and 1930s, conducted by a well-known industrial psychologist from
Harvard Business School, Elton Mayo. A behavioral apparatus was used to drive
a second revolution, beyond the revolution that originally produced the theory,
which swept the young science into its first stages of maturity. Today, trends and
developments in the public sector cannot be fully understood without adequate
attention to behavioral, social, and cultural issues, which are also an essential
part of the present volume. These aspects conj oin with questions of policy making
and policy evaluation, as well as with managerial, econotnic, and o_.,mmammmos&
contents, to better illuminate public systems. The human and social side of public
organizations became central and critical to all seekers of greater knowledge and
comprehension of the state’s operation. People and groups wete placed at the
heart of the discussion on oﬁmmiwmnoma development and managerial methods.
The human side of organizations was made an organic part of the art of adminis-
‘tration. It is still an indispensable facet of the craft of bureaucracy. All who are
interested in the healthy futore and sound progress of public organizations and
services both as a science and as a profession have 10 effectively incorporate
hymanistic views into their basic managerial ideology.
*  Major transitions still lay ahead, however. International conflicts during the
1930s and the 1940s forced immense changes in national ideology and demo-
cratic perspectives in many Western societies, consequently public administration
and public policy had to be transformed as well. During the Second World War
theoretical ideas were massively supported by advanced technology and higher
standards @ﬁ industrialization. These were pioneered by professional managers
and accompanied by new managerial theories. Tronically, the two world wars
served as facilitators of managerial change as well as accelerators and agents of
future developments and reforms in the public sector. The political leaders and
social movements of the victorious democracies were convinced that the time had
come for extensive reforms in the management of Western states. The assumed
correlation of social and economic conditions with political stability and order
propelled some of the more massive economic programs in which the state took
an active part. The rehabilitation of war-ravaged Burope involved governmental
efforts and international aid, most of it from the United States. Major attention
was dedicated to the creation of better services for the people, long-range plan-
ning, and Ew:-ﬁ@%owm._msoo public institutions capable of delivering guality pub-
lic goods to growing numbers of citizens. To build better societies was the target.
A larger and more productive public sector was the tool.
In many vespects the utopian vision of a better society generated by the
postwar politicians and administrators in the 1940s and 1950s gradually crumbled
and fell during the 1960s and 1970s. A large number of governments in the

Western world could not deliver to the people many of the social promises they
O o neime & new society free of crime and poverty,
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high ,
BMMW&@MMWMMMM&@WOHNE% superior, healthier and safer than ever before, re-
confidence in mo<wws € ,momr 50 .QEEW .5@ 1970s and 1980s, citizens’ ::mﬁ,mmm
of govermmments suff BH:G .mEnm in public .mas.mamﬁnmmoa as-a professional agent
governments and mmw.n, a significant decline. The public no longer believed that
aod that no public ?_H ic services could bring relief to those who needed help
market forces Hro@ wsmz.wm was good enough to compete with natural social mnm
lic policy, seemed ke a bre of modern administration, runing an effective pub-
the énmﬂma o B@ nm roken dream. y.uo:&nm: changes took place in most of
and disapproval om ornﬁ of them stemming from deep frustration in the public
crises in public o government @o:ﬁ.om. By the end of the twentieth century the
2 a policy and memsﬁ.@o:m. and mistrust of administrators were viewed both
carty and diea zmmn”:mm mm;ﬁ.no (Rainey, 1990). In addition, this practical un-
authorities smmcﬁmwmw MWMMHMMMMMN%OMMMMMMMa - Sm: public administration
: . A commu ieal i
MMMMM HMMMMm in various social fields, which once mooHM_.MM.M, MMM MMMQMMM@M_WMH
o idens mb%m“wﬂ.@ﬁ.%m& unsuccessful. Within the last decade the mnﬁmw for
ortpinlly e mc Mn..u. for such problems has reached its peak, and premises
appticd b the @c_u_mu mMmMﬂamm management have been increasingly adapted and
ies (Hammer and QHMHM? ?%o:m these <.m=8§ are re-engineering bureaucra-
services (Camp, 1998) ﬁ.u: oméﬂ applying benchmarking strategy to public
and the most influential reinventing government (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992)
1998; Stewart and wgwuwﬂ,wmwzwsm New Public Management (NPM) (Lymn,
by large measures of mw.%“mﬁma .mma oMMMMMH.n growing attemtion, accompanied

TRANSFORMATIONS OF PU
| BLIC AD
AS AN ACADEMIC FIELD MINISTRATION

Throu i ini .
qmsm:m%c% MMM% HWMME public ngH.Em.:.mmos as an academic field was also in
iransition. T :imm. 2 :u,\_ ,oxmm.@om exist in universities of independent public ad-
miniwation u7 :mv; rvoﬂumwmﬁ as mow.:.uoﬂm and some as freestanding faculties
ot ol Hmm&m M.ME Mﬂ of universities, r.oéoﬁu., public administration Eo..
B ente. bucinens aud Baoz y part of Emmﬁ. units such as political science depart-
Seciorinany moENowEm“WMmoMMMHHmo:wwwm' or even public affairs schools. This
sﬁﬁo%m:oop? but also more orm_wwmwsmmmww MMH_EM HWHHM@MEE complex e
e i i :
carly mooo%”ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁm%ag of public administration in the late 1990s and
the vontoany. onti 8 mm le and has soﬁ.oﬁuooEm its childhood ailments. On
o o mn.n den /%\mmvm :.:.m rmﬁm only intensified with the years. During the
g e tecad moH.BmmMmm m_mmso.mpm of ._&w late 1960s on public administration
hanged mach T .mﬁEmm::m EEH a pernicious identity crisis has not
. The evolution of alternative subdisciplines inside and around the
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field (e.g., policy studies, public personnel management, information manage-
ment) carried promises but also risks for its position and role as a central field
of social study. As recently noted by Peters (1996), modern public administration
greatly reflects a lack of self-confidence both as a science and as a profession.
This lack is expressed in many ways, the most significant being an incapacity 0
guide governments through a safe circuit of public policy change. Much of the
accumulated wisdom in the science of public administration has been obtained
through social experiments, the commission of policy errors, and sometimes even
learning from them about better ways to serve the people. Mistakes cost money,
however—much money, money from all of us, the taxpayers. Like good custom-
ers in a neighborhood supermarket, citizens should be and have become aware
of the services they deserve, of the high prices they are asked to pay, and of
governmental actions that should be taken o produce useful changes. Demands
for better operation are generally aimed at governments, but they should be—
and are—also targeted at science and academia. Science has the potential of
wwﬁ_onsm new knowledge, generating better explanations for relevant administra-
tive problems, applying sophisticated and useful professional methods, and most
important, directing all available resources to produce successful and practicat
recommendations for professionals. Its prime goal is to design a comprehensive
theoretical view of public systems that is clear, highly efficient, effective, thrifty,
and socially oriented at the same time. This cannot be achieved without extensive
understanding of the diversity, complexity, and interdisciplinarity of the science
of public administration.

In Bw@ ways the persistent public mistrust of governmental services and
institutions, tbgether with the marked instability of public administration as a
science, inspired us in the present venture. The fragile statas of the theory of
public administration is the point of departure for a different kind of discussion,
which is broader and multiperceptional. Our core argument is that one can find
many ways to depict the administrative system, its functionality, and its relation-
ship with the public, but the identity crisis of public administration cannot be
solved until many approaches are combined and coalesce tO explain the very
basic constructs that modern societies enicounter at the start of the new century.
A major assamption of this volume js that only mutual efforts and quality combi-
nation of critical knowledge from a variety of social disciplines and methods can
yield a real opportunity for overcoming public administration’s postchildhood
problems. Such a crisis of identity, which has existed for more than a century
now, carries risks, buot also promises, which must be propetly isolated, assessed,
analyzed, and only then futfilled. The translation of science into operative acts
by government must rely on such sufficient wisdom, which can be accumuiated
from various social branches. The contribution of this volume is thus its effort
to bring these views together and to produce a multifaceted anatysis of modern
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DISCIPLINARY ORIGINS

As moam%@a earlier, the desired comprehensive understanding of public admini
ﬁzos should rely on the accumulated wisdom and knowledge of its sister di i
plines (and not necessarily the conventional mother disciplines) in the moomm_wmow-
ences. Gb.mon:bmﬁm_w, s0 far most writing on public systems has ado 8&9;
unidimensional viewpoint. Public administration was frequently :sammwﬂo M
_,,E,oﬁwmw the eyes of policy analysts or political scientists. Alternatively it .
ooum.annoa a specific field of management science or a domain of or MSWNE. imm
mE&mm.. ﬁ.\r:m the roots of the administrative process are mnmnﬁnwm (and Howwr
:.Eor justification) identified with political science, policy studies mwa m ss:
rial constructs ww public institutions, it would be most imprecise mo wow:mmomwmﬂ?
to Eomw arenas in portraying the boundaries and nature of public m&ﬁmzwmqmmm :
An integrative approach has much merit and potential in this case, and it J
be well mw,ww._omo@ to oc.umoHB to the complex reality of serving SM“ wca:oS:m
- WQEEHmﬂmﬂEo science wm. a &mo.%mnn in transition that involves @ommomu
ut no .nanmeq. It deals with policy, but reaches much farther and dee
Emﬂ._ Huorow questions. It incorporates sociological and cultural aspects that ch e
rapidly in a mass communicative gldbal world, but it goes beyond these .mmamo
It deals with people as workers, citizens, clients, and consumers, and as HMMM%.
.mza managers, as well as with a variety of other human ooumﬁ,ﬁa that Enw M
HS 2 M:E:w c:.w:o: of knowledge. A multidisciplinary approach is oiaoz%u\
quired to oxmmﬁn better what every scholar already knows from his or her per-
sonal moqmvnoﬂ:@ that the truth about public administration has many faces and
no Eo%%wnq Q.cma any EEMQ, over the discipline’s status and orientations
o am Hmo:ﬁ@ three main .&moau_.ms.om that serve today as core moﬁmmw of
owledge E.Eo study of public administration. These are political science and
policy m:&.ua? sociology and cultural studies, and organization management
and the business sciences, which also comprise the organizational _uarmi%m A%Mu
W:a human resource Q,m.mc subdivisions. Beyond the legal approach noted b
ommsw_o.oE (1998), which still has many advantages for the study of piese W
men_@sz_o maEEwmﬁmaoP the former disciplines furnished the nmmmsow ow Mwm
m Mw ww a new science in its .o.ma% amwm. They highly influenced its formation
n u .mw@cﬂ: years, too. w@nn& science and policy analysis provided public
: mewwwmﬁmm with a core mmﬁuamm terminology, a macro-conceptual framework,
o rosear cus, mb.n_ a worﬁmm-onmﬁwa agenda to be developed in later years.
i st modern s.mno.:m public administration is considered mainly a blend of
Wo HES,H and wﬁmmENm:osmm knowledge that characterizes large bureaucracies. So-
mzﬂw oﬂm.wmwwmwmwﬁﬂa EM wczﬁa aspect, which is relevant for cross-organizational
and cross na nal sta ._mm. {Hofstede, 1980). It also made possible the develop-
e o parative studies and a better understanding of group dynamics and
al structures such as norms or values inside bureaucracies (Schein, 1983).
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The business approach guided public administration through managerial consid-
erations and individual behaviors in organizations. Traditional management sci-
ence of the late 1800s and the concentration on the human side of organizations
e early 1900s exerted increasing influence on administrative thinking.
A significant increase and extension of managerial influences o0 public adminis-
tration thinking as a science and profession occurred during the mid-1980s with
the evolution of NPM trends, which revitalized managerial theory in the public
sector. Together these three disciplines and their appropriate internal integration
are essential for a better understanding of contemporary modern public services.

during th

THE THREE P’s: POLITICS, POLICY, AND PUBLIC
?U_S_Z_m,_._us._._oz

The political approach to public administration was depicted by Rosenbloom
(1998} as stressing the values of representativeness, political TESPONSIVENEss, and
accountability to the citizenry through elected officials. These values are consid-
mocracy, and they must be incorporated into all

“ered necessary requirements of de
aspigcts of government and administration. Wallace (1978) argued that ultimately
g respon-

public administration is a problem in political theory. It deals with th
siveness of administrative agencies and bureaucracies to elected officials, and

through them to the citizens themselves. Shafritz and Russell (1997) provide

several vo&aom-oﬁ._oﬁma definitions of public administration: it is what govern-

ment does (or does not do), it is a phase in the policy-making cycle, it is a prime

tool for implementing the public interest, and it does collectively what cannot

be done as well individually {pp. 6-13).1t is thus impossible to conduct a politics-

free discussion of public adiministration.

Politics is definitely the heart of public administration processes. Politics
focuses on citizens as members of groups or on highly institutionalized organiza-
tions that sound the public’s voice before political officials and civil servants.
The politics approach to public administration involves strategies of negotiating
and maneuvering among political parties, public opinion, and bureaucracies. It
involves an incremental change in society;, which relies on open debate, a legiti-
.mate power struggle, distribution and cedisribution of national resources and
budgets, and a-heavy body of legistation and law to regulate these processcs.
Perhaps the most obvious linkage between politics and public administration
stems from policy-making and mo&om-wBEoBmEmnos processes. It is naive to
distinguish political systems from professional administration systems in regard
to public policy. As Rosenbloom (1998:13) suggested, *‘public administrators’
involvement in the public policy cycle makes politics far more salient in the
public sector than in private enterprise. Public administrators are perforce re-
auired to build and maintain political support for the policies and programs they

.
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me“mamwm They must try to convince members of the legislature, chief execu-
w \ %_o Eom._ m@@ﬂﬁ.m@ﬁ interest groups, private individuals, and the public at
arge 1:”; their mo.cS:om and policies are desirable and responsive.’”’
memmﬁamﬁw ﬂrmOaanmMoo:Edcmo: of political science to the study of public ad
on is therefore multifaceted; it invokes b i .
. . : etter understanding of th
power relations and influence dynamics th insi ; ;
. 2 ai take place inside and a b
cracies (Pfeffer, 1992) and determi i i el a5 out.
, g ne their operative function as well
E as out-
M_MV_MMM.H MMMW wmnw ﬂo_%hm acknowledges that the investigation of pressure and
s and the better understanding of conflict relati i
ationships among vari-
ous players of the state are used to bui isi ° otics
£ ild models of decis i i
determination that are rati isti el peseholey i
onal and realistic. In addition, politi i
; . , tical psycholo
implemented more theroughly to ex i 5 of ol o
d 1 plore personality traits of political 1
well as public servants. For the D poliey amaly.
. . same reasons, budgetary studies and poli
sis methods are an integral facet of th iti i
meth e political approach, which imi
rationality as well as high constrai i . B ios
- gl aints of time and resources on the administrative
e _mn.zn 3 moBoérmﬁ different perspective, Ellwood (1996:51) argued that po-
BM Hm mmmwmﬂo rmm EB:Wm:nomwG everything and little to offer public manage-
rs, hence also public administration schelars: i
e e . olars: everything, because
political behavior, processes, and instituti i
- ( . g s utions; little, because
wmmwﬁﬁw:moasoo deals only with the constraints forced on the administrative pro
no practical contribution to the managerial i i
gerial improvement of publi
tems. Ellwood further agrees that b Sisciplines,
' oth fields rely on other academic discipli
employing techniques of anthro i O ormoeranto,
: pology, economics, game theory, histori
psychology, and social psycholo io e oy
s , gv, as well as sociology. In ki ith this i
be only natural to conclude th i i B eal satonee and
at the relationship between politi i
! tar  cor . political science and
MMWW_M WMB:MHMQME: ww described as an on-again, off-again romance. Kettl (1993:
gested that *“the importance of administrati : .
: . on lay at the very core of th
creation of the American Political Sci iati b fire
cience Association when five of th
. e ce e first
Mﬂm,&.z Qmma.m:ﬂm of Fn association came from public administration” and Emwﬁmma
mawmmmﬁmommwoﬁ MEEEW éﬂ H&m&wmso. As Ellwood puts it, over the years public
n became public but also administration; it shi i
. : : ; it shifted its focus to a
MMMM %Mmosoﬁw_ and client service orientation thiat necessarily incorporated knowl
m other social disciplines, such as personnel izational
g from ofher sac , personnel management, organizational
, g, and budgeting. The methodological ibuti it
cal approach to public administrati ies i B s 5 sovcro.
: : ration studies is also meaningf
: : . gful, Here a macro-
UMWMMMM mm.sanmmwmmw if one seeks an understanding of the operation of large
racies and their coexistence with political pl it
oty thees soods b political players. A political approach
y means of comparative studies, poli i
" . . g , policy evaluation methods,
m:monm” choice models, and simulations, as well as content analysis techniques
other tools useful o, observation of the political sphere.
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THE VOICE OF SOCIETY: SOCIOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL
APPROACHES TO PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION

The second approach that is highly relevant to the understanding of public admin-
istration bodies and processes rests on a sociological apparatus. It fias a very
close relationship with the political approach, so it is sometimes defined as a
sociopolitical view of public systems Ot as a stady of political culture {Shaftitz
and Russell, 1997:76), yet its core prospects are .beyond the political context.
The voice of society has a special role in the study of public administration arenas
not only for democratic and political reasons but also because of its fundamental
impact on informal constructs of reality such as tradition, social norms and values,
ethics, lifestyle, and other human interactions.
, The theoretical contribution of a sociological and cultural approach to pub-
Yic administration consists of several elements. An essential distinction must be
drawn between inside and ouside cultural environments. An outside cultural
sphere incorporatcs informal activities and behaviors of small groups as well as
a.m Jarger social units that interact with the administrative system. Included in this
category are custorners’ groups, private organizatons, not-for-profit volunteering
organizations, and citizens at large. Considerable attention has been turned to
communities and to the idea of communitarianism (Etzioni, 1994; 1995), as well
as to the emergence of the third sector as rapidly changing conventional structures
and beliefs in modern societies. An inside cultura] environment is related to intet-
nal organizational dynamics and to the behaviors of people as work groups, thus
it is sometimes termed organizational culture or organizational climate (Schein,
1985). Like Em outside organizational environment it has some cbservable con-
structs, but it mostly expresses many covert phases. In many ways, ““culture is
to the organization what personality is to the individual-—a hidden, yet unifying
theme that provides meaning, direction and mobilization”” (Kilmann et al., 1983).
It includes basic assumptions as to what is right and what is wrong for a certain
oﬁmmawmmosa community, the norms and beliefs of employees, and unseen social
rules and accepied codes of behavior, as well as tradition, language, dress, and
ceremonies with common meaning to all organizational members. All these dis-
tinguish “‘us’’ from ‘‘them,” promote group cohesiveness, and improve cominon
interests,

Several sociological sources can be effective in analyzing public adminis-
tration dynamics. First is group theory, which is also closely related to the study
of leaders and leadership. Second is ethnic studies, which concentrate on minori-
ties and race questions, such as equity, fair distribution of public goods, and
integration in productive public activity. Third is communication and the techno-
logical information revolution, which have had a radical effect on society, public
policy, and public administration units and structure. Information networks and
communication have become an imminent feature of the cultural investigation
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of gammgmﬁom. For many years a plausible approach in management scien
and in ﬁ.wo study of public administration called for the formulation of a univer ow
theory in the m&.ﬁ. one that is culture-free and applicable across all nations éwwr
the passage of time and with giant technological developments this epli
became ever more anachronistic. : > pereeption
ﬂomm« the goal of a universal administrative paradigm is hardly achievabl
>.z .&ﬁ@ﬁ:ﬁ viewpoint is more balanced and contingent. It argues that ba .
mﬁ::mbﬁ.ﬁm do exist between public organizations and public mmbEmﬁ.mawE
mechanisms, but at the same time intraorganizational and extraorganizatio o_.w
culture fulfills 2 major mediating role. Culture in its broad context nonmﬂmunw_m
Wm.mmaoﬁnmw the operation of c.ﬁom:oﬂmomom as well as political systems that EHBM
with em. m%or examples as theory Z of W. Ouchi (1981) and lessons from
oo.onﬁ ?.unmw and Eastern European experiences stimulated the scientific
community and initiated culture-oriented ventures in general management inqui
Amo@oaow 1980). They especially promoted the investigation of work <mEmm a Hw
o:_EH.o-oDoE.mm management in private but also in public arenas. Many sch Hs
became convinced of the necessity of incorporating social and OEEE_%E&ML_W
as core elernents in the administrative analysis of public arenas. A sociologi w_
and .n::E,,mm approach o public administration also made an wEvonmE Bmﬂw ow
ological contribution. It initiated culture-focused surveys of individuals om
groups who work in the public sector or of citizens who receive services m:a
m.o.oam. Oﬁ"ﬁﬁn-moncmon_ observations and analyses possess the merit of bein o
E.cé 8 individuals® (as citizens or employees) norms, values ﬁm&mo:mm mﬁm
n:m@mum:posmv and sometimes they overlap with other wo:“m% EE. policy-ori , mﬁda
studies, the better to explore dynamics in public organizations. e

THE HUMAN SIDE OF PUBLIC SYSTEMS

: MANAGE
ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR, AND PUBLIC MENT
ADMINISTRATION

Mw “Mﬂﬂmmﬂ& %M%EHE; of public administration proclaims that it is the executive
St o %Wﬂ MMﬂwﬂ_ﬁ@MM.mcEm:mmegﬁ mw@owm:.u\ applied in public systems
(Shafritz an ell, 1 :19-23). .EEosm.r public-sector management is dis-

guished from private-sector management, in many ways the two systems share
a surprisingly broad area of similarities (Rainey, 1990). For many years, differ-
HHMMW MMM”WWQ from En EE:.@ of mmmﬁ.oom each sector used to Eo&a,o“ from
verse e _Mwmm mz.m functions, but mainly from discrepancies in the environ-
e ..h.o ten e obSMomBmE mﬁmnoa ﬁ.o change rapidly, however, organizations
and Ayt % Omm#ém_ ..goaon.u societies E.:a become more complex, flexible,
e .EMN _H.E , industrial, ﬁnw:omcmﬂo.&, economie, and political environ-
romne am ations have abaﬁmo.ﬁ rapid transformations that are still in

gress today. On the one hand, public and private organizations have to adjust
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d comply with similar changes in the enviroriment 10 mmmom:m& their Gﬁn.”.oomﬂm
msm owwwmw,wwn@ but on the other hand, the starting @QE.% w:v:o qu,w:ﬁw gm:a
wwmma .Bmmmon“ and urgently calls for rethinking and reinventing {(Osborn
Qmmzmﬁmhwwww:& wisdom accepted a classic mmmcawmod ﬂmm.&dam EM M.N_Mm
tively stable and unshakable structure of public onmmb»mwwoﬁmo. WMM“W&% e
Weherian approach, hardly anyone disputed the need m.e.amﬂm e
modern democracies. Moreover, the advantages and &mm. vantag O

caucracies were well known among academics and ﬁ.mmmasowmam. o w o
m.. cy was considered an axiom of public administration. nly b e
Rmcﬁmnwo of new management trends in old bureaucracy were Emmw as]
meﬂmwaosm questioned. For example, Ketl and Milward wa@ mﬂ,ﬁma % mmmﬁmw”-
‘agement in the public sector matters. It matters because citizens mmBaEm n
”owommn and because the standards of ﬁo@.o:ﬂmson o.x@moﬁa .WMMH %%MM Dt in
‘higher than ever before. Performance 18 related .Eo MEnmEm ﬂm Ble
‘scientific studies with quality of Emsmmoﬁma, @E.m:u\ o q““ e w ao,i.:: e ot
fninistrasive process between them. >oooa.5m€v it s.mm Hﬂgm o recent
man aspects of administration. Perhaps m:m. wﬁ.dmﬂ.mﬁm M.msﬁoa O et
amﬂ\&oﬂswsﬁm in public administration, Emf.um it clien -orie o public
nesslike. Scholars frequently define these %Ema as the w::%% g D
administration and its transition into a revised field of study n p

agement,

kY
N PUBLIC
RECENT TRANSFORMATIONS |
>cg_z_mamﬁ_oz THEORY: A PUBLIC MANAGEMENT

REVOLUTION?

Since the early 1980s much work has been conducted in public administration

. - th
theory and praciice that claims fo go beyond the ooummz.mﬁﬁ MM@MMMMM MM %M
his *li ization”’ i inistration is 1eCOEMIZ

This *‘liberalization’” of public m&B_E.m D | . ‘

WMWN\H Mowm@ The self-identity problem of public N&En_mﬁm:ws emem m_amm&w ww%ww .

: i i £NPM. As noted by Kettl and Milwar G

vated by the taunching of the idea o L : L A olicy
il i is nei ditional public administratt :

<toublic management is neither traditi lic ac _

M.HM mwm. since it borrows heavily from a vanety of disciplines mma.Boﬁma%oWMMw\

Muwormm > Mainly drawing on the experience of the g.mammm. Eac” o

mﬁﬂmﬂm mwoﬁ.Q, scholars have suggested taking a more a.namsmﬁm mﬁﬁw, e to be
by ; oductivity of public organizations; however, = €Omp

mics, activity, and pr ; ! : o
MMM Momaoa._o disciplines dueled to establish bridgeheads or, woOISS, virtually 1g

nored each other as they developed parallel tracks on related problems (p- 5).

i ing and
Consequently, a cross-fertilization, which could have accelerated learning

improved performance of public systems, was delayed.
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What are the roots of NPM, and in what way is it actually a new arena in
the study of the public sector? Several theoretical foundations, as well as practical
factors, can answer these questions. The first, and probably the deepest source
of NPM, emerges from the distinction between two proximate terms or fields of
research: administration and management. As noted earlier, since the late 1880s
the monaopoly on the term administration has been held by potitical scientists.
Such scholars as Goodnow and Wilson were those who perceived public adminis-
tration as a separate and unique discipline that should consist of independent
theory, practical skills, and methods. The term management, however, referred
io a more general arena, used by alk social scientists and mainfy by those whoe
practice and advance theory in organizational psychology and business studies.
Consequently, conservative administration science tends to analyze the operation
of large bureaucratic systems as well as other governmental processes aimed at
policy implementation. Management, on the other hand, refers to the general
practice of empowering people and groups in various social environments and
in handling muliiple organizational resources to maximize efficiency and effec-
tiveness in the process of producing goods or services.

A consensus exists today that NPM has become extremely popular in the

theory and practice of public arenas, but can we define it as a long-range revolu-
tion in public administration theory? No comprehensive answer exists to this
question. Some will say that NPM has only revived an old spirit of managerialism
and applied it in the public sector. Others will argue that this in itself has been
a momentous contribufion to public administration as a discipline in. decline.
Relying on an extensive survey of public management research in America, Gar-
son and Overman (1983:275) argued that this increasing popularity was due to
the more virile connotation of the term management than administration. Over
the years, a growing nwmber of political scientists have perceived public adminis-
tration as an old and declining discipline; it was unable to provide the public
“with adequate practical answers to its:demands, and moreover it left theoreticians
with epidemic social dilemumas waiting for exploration. Interesting evidence of
this process could be found in many schools of public administration, which
during the 1980s and 1990s decided to become schools of public management.
Looking for alternative ideas, management theory was proposed as the source
for a new and refreshing perspective. It was suggested that public management
rather than public administration could contribute to a new understanding of how
to run the government more efficiently and thereby to surmount some of its pan-
demic ailments.

In an attempt to more fully understand and advocate this inclination, Perry
and Kraemer (1983) proposed that a greater impact of new ideas and methods
from the field of public management on the administrative science was essential
and natural. It reflected a special focus of modern public administration that was
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not to be ignored. Rainey (1990:157) claimed that this process was a result of
the growing unpopularity of government during the 1960s and 1970s. Ott et al.
(1991:1) also stated that public management was 4 major segment of the broader
field of public administration since it focused on the profession and on the public
manager as & practitioner of that profession. Furthermore, it emphasized well-
accepted managerial tools, techniques, knowledge, and skills that could be used
to turn ideas and policy into a (successful) program of action.
During the last two decades many definitions have been suggested for
NPM. Nothing seems wrong with the relatively old perception of Garson and
Overman {1983:278), however, who defined it as ‘‘an interdisciplinary study of
the genetic aspects of administration . . . a blend of the planning, organizing, and
controlling functions of management with the management of human, financial,
physical, information and potitical resources.”” As further discussed by other
scholars (e.g., Lynn, 1996:38-39), six differences exist between public adminis-
tration and public management that make the former a new field of study and
pragtice. These are: (1) the inclusion of general management functions such as
planning, organizing, control, and evaluation in lieu of discussion of social values
and conflicts of bureaucracy and democracy; (2) an instrumental orientation fa-
voring criteria of economy and efficiency in lieu of equity, responsiveness, of
political salience; (3) a pragmatic focus on midlevel managers in lieu of the per-
spective of political or policy elites: (4) a tendency to consider managerent as
generic, or at least to minimize the differences between public and private sectors
in lien of accentuating them; (5) a singular focus on the organization, with exter-
nal relations mwm.ﬁa in the same rational manner as internal operations in lieu of
a focus on laws, institutions, and political bureaucratic processes; and (6) a strong
philosophical fink with the scientific management tradition in Heu of close ties
to political science or sociology.
While the emergence of NPM is frequently related to the increasing impact
of positivist behavioral science on the study of politics and government (e.g.
Lynn, 1996:5-6), the practical aspect of this process should also be considered.
Practical public managers (Golembiewski, 1995) as well as political scientists
will vefer to the difficulties in policy making and policy implementation that
confronted many Western societies in Burope, America, and elsewhere during
the 1970s. These practical difficulties are viewed today as an important trigger
for the evolution of NPM. Reviewing two recent books on NPM (Aucoin, 1995;
Boston et al., 1996), Khademian (1998:269) argues that American and British
advocates of the field find common ground in explaining why such reforms are
necessary. The problem of an inflexible bureaucracy that often could not respond
efficiently and prompily to the public needs conflicted with some basic demo-
cratic principles and values in these couniries. Peter Aucoin elegantly summarizes
a ““trinity”’ of broadly based challenges with which Western democracies have
O e L ot metinne 0 cimegle in the future, partly through
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Hwﬂmmm_wwﬁ Rmoﬁ._d. ﬂﬁ.mn are: AC growing n._aanam for restraint in public-sec-
) pending, (2) increasing cynicism regarding government bureaucracies’ re-
WMEZm:M.Mm nn.u citizen concerns wba political authority and dissatisfaction with
program effectiveness, and (3) an international, market-driven economy that d
not defer to domestic policy efforts. It seems that these chailenges E:M led BM o
Western governments in America, Britain, New Zealand, Canada, and oﬂmméwmﬂw

to the recognition that sound
corvice. nd reforms and changes should be made in the public

y Hmosowmmm. agree today that at least some of the accumulated wisdom of the
m M.HMH € MMMMQ in these countries is transferable to the public sector (Pollitt, 1988;
o o, f ). .Hs an m:oH.Eu.ﬁ to liberate the public sector from its old nonmo?E?m
amnm mm Homwuo%w practice NPM was advanced as a relevant and promising alier
e. New Public Management literature has tried t i -
tive : o recognize and define ne
criteria that may help in determinin i y
( . g the exfent to which public agencie
in meeting the growing needs of the i i . .
, public. New Public Management has conti
. . ntinu-
mwmw m%oomaa. Em. implementation of specific performance indicators (PIs) used
private o_.mmEN.m:ﬂ:m to create a performance-based culture and matching com-
stwmﬁwﬁmmﬁmﬁmam.ﬁ. these systems. It has recommended that these indicators
?:ow.w ied in .En public m@oﬁoﬂ (e.g., Smith, 1993; Carter, 1989) since they can
ion as milestones on the way to better efficiency and effectiveness of publi
agencies, o
msmmoww@mwwmwnboo_ﬁwsm, mémmosomm of the performance of public services was
core element of NPM since it can increase th iti
_ e political pressure
placed on elected and appointed publi ;
. : public servants, thereby enhancing b
. . . lic sex , g both manage-
MMM MSHM .m:OoEZm owmo_ozmw in the public sector, Scholars who advecate ng
m&omﬁ QHW process of m:E._.o accountability to stakeholders/citizens to the role
2 % ed by financial reporting in the private/corporate sector (Smith, 1993). As
" & @:ﬁ;@. sector, increasing exterior-related outcomes can have a profound
i %Mow on .HWSBE o%EBH mechanisms, as managers and public servants become
ensitive to their duti i i i ic cu
more es and highly committed to serve their public cus-
momﬁoamw MMM of Hmww\wcowam and looking toward the future, Lynn (1998:231) sug-
e of the late 1990s had three constructi i
: "M of t w ve legacies for the
WME of public mQEHEm.nmscs and for democratic theory and Emomoom . These were:
a HM@mQM:m@w nEwrmEm on performance-motivated administration and Eo_:mwo:.
quoawmwwémqmgm canon of performance-oriented institutional arrangements
orms, and managerial doctrines fitted to i i :

: . particular context; in other
Mmmmrm%mgom in the state of the public management art; (2) an international
e mmahmwmw %:w a mqmommw__. comparative: dimension to the study of state design

ative reform; and (3) the integrated use of i i i
ad / gconomic, sociological,
Mmmmw ﬁ%%or&om_omr m.:a other advanced conceptual models and heuristics W the
v of public institutions and management, with the potential to strengthen the
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field’s scholarship and the possibilities for theory-grounded practice. ‘While
the first two *‘legacies’” are widely discussed in contemporary literature, the third
is much understudied and needs further theoretical development, empirically
guided research, and practical implementation.

Kettl and Milward (1996) argue that one of NPM’s most significant contri-
butions to public administration as a discipline in transition is the focus on the
performance of governmental organizations. According to their analysis, this sci-
entific orientation needs to draw on <5 wide variety of academic disciplines for
the full and richly textured picture required to improve the way government
works. Only through interdisciplinary cross-fertilization will the picture be rich
enough to capture the enormous variety and complexity of true public manage-
ment {and administeation) puzzles’” (p. 6).

,_,uzoogvrm._.m SUMMARY: THE ONGOING JOURNEY OF
._w.ﬁw_LO ADMINISTRATION AND THE WAY FORWARD

T4 all, modern public administration decidedly benefits from the inputs of mana-
gerial and organizational theory. It gains additional profit from traditional politi-
cal*and policy analysis prospects, as well as from a wider society- and culture-
oriented theary. Modern societies question current obligations of public personnel
toward citizens and urge them to put the people first by treating them as Customers
or clients, yet these tepdencies draw fire from those who argue that a client orien-
tation of the. public sector breeds citizenry passivism and lack of individual re-
m@osm.&._:%%_ou the state and its agencies. It is furtber assumed that today these
obligations atd commitments are not clearly decoded, manifested, or satisfacto-
rily implied. Much more can be done {0 improve responsiveness to citizens’ needs
and demands without the active role of citizens in the administrative process
being abandoned.

Moreover, the application of multidisciplinary approaches {political, social,
and managerial) to public service is essential before further advance can be made.
Tt is argued that some tenets of administrative culture and democratic values need
to be explored in order to propose higher levels of social theory synthesis and
integration. These may also be the milestones on the way to better linkage, part-
nership, and cooperation between rulers and citizens in modern societies. Here
lies the main challenge of public administration in the coming years: the invention
of 2 new vitalized administrative generation tightly bound up with modern partici-
patory democracy.
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