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PREFACE 

This fourth edition of Public Administra- 
tion and Public Affairs traces the exciting evo- 
lution of public administration and presents 
a good deal of important new information 
about the field, particularly in the area of 
organization theory. 

Among the new or significantly expand- 
ed discussions contained in the fourth edi- 
tion are: 

A discussion of the problem of bureaucratic 
power in a democracy 

A discussion of the important impact of the 
management field on the evolution of public 
administration 

A new discussion on “publicness” and “pri- 
vateness” in society, and an examination of 
the implications of this distinction for the field 
of public administration 

A review of humanistic psychology, in con- 
trast to Freudian and behavioral psychology, 
and an appraisal of its impact on thinking in 
public administration 

A great deal of new material on public organi- 
zations, particularly an examination of the 
role of the task environment on the behavior 
of public organizations 

A comparison of the criteria used to evaluate 
public managers and those used to evaluate 
private managers 

A section on the types of organizational 
uncertainty that organizations face and how 
these problems are handled 

A discussion of the role of technology in 
organizational change 

A discussion of the emergent debate on deter- 
minism versus choice in organization theory, 
particularly as it pertains to public organiza- 
tions 

A discussion of the theories of power in public 
organizations 

An examination of new mechanisms of con- 
trolling public employees 

New material on the administration of public 
organizations 

A discussion of the role of symbols in the eval- 
uation of public organizations 

A major, new discussion on the impact of 

national culture on management theory and 
organizational behavior 

New research on the career motivations of 
public administrators as compared with pri- 
vate managers, and the resultant difficulties 
for public organizations 

An expanded discussion of leadership and 
leadership theory in the public sector 

New material on the role of computers in pub- 
lic administration, including the roles of man- 

agement information systems and decision 
support systems 



xX PREFACE 

New discussions of the ethical relationships 

among knowledge needed by policy makers to 

form public policy, computer information sys- 
tems, and individual privacy 

A discussion of the spread of program-evalua- 
tion activity in the public sector 

A discussion of the ambivalent administrative 

role of the Office of Management and Budget 

A section on the development of human 

resource management in the public sector 

A discussion of the new and somewhat dis- 
quieting role of political executives in the 
federal government and their relationship 
with the White House 

A new discussion on “whistle blowing” in the 

public sector and what happens to whistle 
blowers 

An expanded treatment of affirmative action 

and the positive role of public administrators 
in promoting affirmative action in govern- 
ment 

New material on the field of public choice and 
political economy 

A discussion of the important role of third- 
sector organizations in the delivery of public 
services 

Expanded discussions of privatization and 
contracting in the public sector 

New findings on intergovernmental deregula- 

tion and its implications for public manage- 
ment 

A discussion of the evolution of codes of ethics 
in governments 

New information on salaries in the public sec- 
tor. ; 

Also updated are the extensive appen- 

dices that made Public Administration and 
Public Affairs such a useful reference work 

for both students and practitioners since its 
initial publication in 1975. Appendix A is a 
compendium of annotated information 

sources in public administration and related 
fields. Not only are bibliographies, diction- 
aries, directories, encyclopedias, and guides 

in public adminstration explained, but also 
comparable works in political science, man- 

agement, American government, law, statis- 

tics, and the social sciences are explained. As 

in the last edition, Library of Congress call 

numbers for each work are listed—a feature 

that should ease library searches. Appendix 
B, which is an expanded list of selected jour- 

nals relevant to public administration, also 

provides Library of Congress call numbers, 
as well as brief explanations of the journals 
listed. Appendix C lists selected academic, 

professional, and public interest organiza- 
tions, with descriptions and addresses. 
Appendix D provides the correct form of 
address for public officials. Appendix E 

explains what kinds of jobs are available in 
the public sector and discusses the best pros- 
pects for acquiring a good background fora 
job in government. Also included is a discus- 

sion of the salaries that one might expect at 

various levels of government for certain 

kinds of administrative positions. Sample 

resumes are included to assist readers in 

putting their best foot forward when apply- 

ing for jobs. 

Public Administration and Public Affairs 

reflects the continuing evolution and grow- 

ing self-confidence of the field. This latest 

edition reports developments that betoken a 

field that is maturing, growing more intel- 

lectually powerful, and making greater con- 

tributions to the society that supports it. As 

has been the case with previous editions, 

writing it was a happy exercise. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

In the first edition of this book, I stated that 

I owed an intellectual debt to at least three 

of my teachers: Lynton Keith Caldwell, Jack 
T. Johnson, and York Y. Wilbern. I further 

noted that they taught me most of what I 
know about public administration, politics, 

and how to survive in a bureaucracy. I still 

owe those teachers that intellectual debt— 
one that I continue to acknowledge. 

Although it has been quite a while since I sat 

in their classrooms, their influence has 

waxed, not waned, over the years. This is 

especially true for the influence of Jack T. 
Johnson, who continues to advise me on 
matters managerial, even if only by long dis- 
tance. 



With this edition, I add a fourth person 
to this small circle: Frank J. Sackton. Pro- 
fessor Sackton (Lieutenant General, U.S. 

Army, retired) introduced me to the class- 
room of the practical world during the 
dozen years that I spent at Arizona State 
University. It was a rare education indeed, 
one that I shall always treasure. 

I am indebted to my new editor at Prentice- 
Hall, Karen Horten, who has been as 
unflagging in her support as she has been 
persistent in her nagging (but it was nice 
nagging). Karen revised the production 
schedule for Public Administration and Public 
Affairs so that new editions will now appear 
every three years, instead of every five 
years. For this, I am not only grateful, but 
worried. Fran Mularski, the chief word pro- 
cessor in the Office of the Dean of the Col- 
lege of Public Programs at Arizona State 
University, is a superb typist, and I am most 
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grateful for her work. Gwen Weaver also 

contributed immeasurably to the final pro- 
duction of the manuscript as well as to the 
more general management of my profes- 

sional life. To her I owe a debt of long 
standing, not only as a manager, but as a 

friend and adviser. I am also grateful to my 
colleagues, students, and those anonymous 

reviewers who have had such a constructive 

impact on the continuing evolution of Public 

Administration and Public Affairs: Dr. Lois T. 

Vietri, The University of Maryland, and 
Professor Robert L. Bland, The University 
of North Texas. 

As always, my wife, Muriel, and my chil- 

dren, Adrienne and Miles, provided the 

deepest level of support. The book is for 
them. 

Nicholas Henry 
Statesboro, Georgia 
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PART I: Paradigms of Public Administration 

CHAPTER 

1 

BIG DEMOCRACY, 
BIG BUREAUCRACY 

Consider the dilemmas of two presidents in 
dealing with the government bureaucracy: 

More than two decades ago, President 
John F. Kennedy was pestered by his 
brother, Attorney General Robert Kennedy, 

about a large sign that directed drivers to 
the Central Intelligence Agency’s Langley, 
Virginia, headquarters. The Attorney Gen- 
eral saw this sign every day that he com- 
muted to work, and he grew increasingly 
irked. He believed that its presence was in 
violation of federal policy because it adver- 
tised the address of the super-secret spy 
agency. After listening to the intensifying 
complaints of his brother, President Ken- 
nedy ordered an aide, to have the sign 

removed. The aide, in turn, directed the 

Interior Department to remove it. Nothing 
happened. A few days later, the president 

repeated his order. Again, nothing hap- 
pened. Annoyed by both the bureaucracy 
and his brother’s persistence, the president 
personally called the official in charge of 
signs: “This is Jack Kennedy. It’s eleven 
o'clock in the morning. I want that sign 
down by the time the attorney general goes 
home tonight, and I’m holding you person- 
ally responsible.” The sign was removed and 
the president had learned a lesson: “I now 
understand that for a president to get some- 

thing done in this country, he’s got to say it 
three times.”! 

Such an understanding of supposed 
bureaucratic inertia is held, in fact, by most 
presidents. But quite the opposite result can 
occur. Consider the experience of President 
Jimmy Carter. President Carter’s daughter, 
Amy, was having difficulty one Friday after- 
noon on a homework problem about the 
Industrial Revolution. Amy asked her 
mother for help, who, 1n turn asked an aide 
if she knew the answer. The aide called the 
Labor Department for assistance. Labor was 
pleased to oblige. On Sunday, a truck pulled 
up to the White House with an answer for 
Amy: A massive computer printout was 
delivered costing several hundred thousand 
dollars and requiring a special team of ana- 
lysts to work overtime to produce. The 
department thought it was responding to an 
order from the president. Amy received a 
“C” for her homework assignment.” 

GOVERNMENT AND THE HOSTILE 

AMERICAN 

These episodes, trivial in and of them- 

selves, symbolize the problem of public 

bureaucracy. It is not that government is too 

1 



2 BIG DEMOCRACY, BIG BUREAUCRACY 

lethargic or too energetic, too futile or too 
effective; it is simply that the public 
bureaucracy is, in the view of some, unre- 

sponsive to the directives of the citizenry 
and its elected executives. 

This viewpoint is reflected in various 

polls. Americans evidence an overwhelming 
negativism about government, and_ this 
negativism has, with only an occasional 

respite, been increasing since the 1960s. In 

1964, 76 percent of Americans indicated a 
high level of trust in government, but by 
1982 this proportion had shrunk to 33 per- 

cent.? 
Figure 1-1 indicates the sinking level of 

trust that Americans have had in govern- 

ment since 1964. The figure charts the 
answers to four key survey questions that 
compose a “trust in government” index. 
That a third of the populace said in 1982 
that they trusted government all or most of 
the time is, in some ways, encouraging, for 

in 1980, only a quarter of Americans indi- 

cated that they trusted government—a rec- 
ord low level in trust. The increase to one 
third in 1982 was a return to the 1976 level 
of trust. 

Still, Americans’ trust in government can 

hardly be described as solid. As Figure 1-2 
illustrates, 1983 (the last year for which data 

are available) was a record year for Amer- 
icans to feel threatened by their govern- 

FIGURE 1-1 Popular Trust in American Government, 1964-1982 
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Source: “Public More Trusting?” ISR Newsletter (Autumn 1983), p. 4. 

Reprinted by permission of the Institute for Social Research. 
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ments. In that year 51 percent of the people 
believed that big government was the most 
ominous threat to the nation’s future. By 
contrast, the perceived threats from big 
labor and big business have been (more or 
less) in remission. 

Fiscal reality has reflected these trends in 
popular opinion, and this is particularly 
true at the grass-roots levels of government. 
Although California’s notorious Proposition 
13 of 1978, which was voted in by a two-to- 

one margin and which slashed property 
taxes in the state, became the symbol of the 

revolt against government and taxes in the 
popular mind, it is clear that the real revolt 
had begun years earlier. Between 1942 and 
1976, the public sector at the state and local 
levels was a high-growth industry. For 
thirty-four years, state and local spending 
burgeoned at a rate of almost three times 
faster than the economy. But after 1976, 

combined state and local spending in real 
terms began a decline that has yet to be 
reversed. (The decline began in 1974 for 
local government and in 1976 for state gov- 
ernments.) 
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FIGURE 1-2 The Public’s 

Perception of the ‘Biggest 

Threat to the Country in the 
Future,” Selected Years, 

1969-1983 

Source: Data derived from George 

Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public 

Opinion, 1983 (Wilmington, Del.: 

Scholarly Resources, 1984), pp. 

127-128. 

1981] 1983 

The revolt continues. Of the 114 fiscal 

restrictions that state governments have 

imposed upon their local governments or 
upon themselves—restrictions ranging from 
requiring full disclosure of financial records 

to limiting expenditures—nearly 70 percent 

have been enacted since 1970. Nearly a 

fourth were imposed between 1970 and 

1977, but almost 46 percent were mandated 

in 1978 (the year of Proposition 13) and 
thereafter. Americans are continuing their 

work against “Big Government.”* 

Americans’ work against “Big Govern- 

ment” has also made itself felt at the federal 

level. The election of Ronald Reagan in 

1980, who had campaigned for two decades 

on the promise to “get government off the 
backs of the people,” was a major augury of 
things to come. Another omen is the spectre 
of the “balanced budget amendment.” Sur- 

veys consistently find that Americans favor a 
constitutional amendment requiring a bal- 
anced federal budget by about six to one.® 
And in 1982 the U.S. Senate, with White 
House backing, voted to enact such an 
amendment, only to have it die in the 
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House; nevertheless, thirty-one of the 

thirty-four states needed have called for a 
constitutional convention to enact a_ bal- 

anced budget amendment. 

BIG GOVERNMENT: 
“THE INCREDIBLE BULK” 

Americans, in short, have made it clear that 
they are fed up with something called “Big 
Government.” But is the cause of their frus- 
tration actual or illusory? Is American gov- 
ernment really all that huge? 

Yes, it is, although how huge depends to | 
a degree on one’s perspective. Despite grass- 
roots efforts to reign in government, it 

nonetheless stands as “the incredible bulk.” 
At all levels government spending (but not, 
by any means, government revenues) now 
exceeds one and a third trillion dollars, and 
government expenditures account for a 
third of the Gross National Product.© The 
real tax burden on the middle class has 
increased by more than 90 percent since 
1953.7 The number of full- and part-time 
public employees at all levels of government 
stands at considerably more than 16 millior. 
(a fourth of the nation’s civilian labor force). 
This figure that does not include an esti- 
mated 3 million employees who work in the 
private sector but who are paid entirely 
through federal contracts and another 2.1 
million military personnel.® 

These are impressive figures. Even so, 
however, it is worth keeping in mind that 
American governments appear to loom less 
large in the lives of their citizens than do 
their counterparts elsewhere. In 1983, the 
revenues collected by all American govern- 
ments amounted to 29 percent of the Gross 
National Product. But the revenues col- 
lected at all levels by the governments of the 
fifteen Western European democracies, 
Australia, Canada, Japan, and New Zealand 

amounted on the average to 37.9 percent of 
their respective GNPs.° Relatively speaking, 
perhaps, American governments do not 
amount to “Big Government.” But they do 
seem big in the eyes of most Americans, and 

Americans clearly do not like how big 
American governments have grown. 

BUREAUCRATS AND THE APPROVING 
AMERICAN 

Yet when we scratch the surface of this hos- 
tility and examine the one-on-one rela- 
tionships that citizens have with their 
bureaucrats, we find quite different results. 
For example, a Harris poll of nearly 1600 
respondents in 200 locations around the 
country asked Americans if they had ever 
gone to a federal, state, or local agency to 
ask “the government” to do something that 
was not related to routine matters, such a: 

applying for drivers’ licenses or paying 
taxes. Among those who indicated that they 
had sought some kind of personal objective 
within the public bureaucracy, about two 

thirds stated that they had found their pub- 
lic bureaucrats to be helpful, and most were 
satisfied with the services that they received 
(46 percent, in fact, were highly satisfied 

with their treatment by federal civil ser- 
vants).!° Table 1-1 indicates the results of 
the survey according to levels of govern- 
ment and citizen satisfaction. 

Another national poll, conducted at 
approximately the same time by the Univer- 
sity of Michigan Survey Research Center, 
was designed to probe more deeply the level 
of satisfaction obtained by the average cit- 
izen when dealing with the government 
bureaucracy. Respondents were asked if 
they had ever gone to a government agency 
for help in several areas, ranging from look- 

ing for a job to obtaining retirement bene- 
fits. Sixty-nine percent of these respondents 
pronounced themselves to be very satisfied 
or fairly well satisfied with the way the gov- 
ernment office handled their problems. Six- 
teen percent said that the people in the 
office did more than they had to do to helr 
them, and another 57 percent said that the 

level of effort to resolve their problem was 
about right. Nearly three quarters of the 
respondents said that the government office 
was very efficient or fairly efficient in han- 



TABLE 1-1 Public Opinions on Helpfulness of 
and Satisfaction with Public Bureaucrats 

Did you find the people you went to at (the federal/ 
your state/your local) government helpful or not help- 
ful? 

Federal State Local 

Helpful 73% 66% 64% 
Not helpful 22 29 34 
Not sure 3 5 2 

Did you come away from that experience with (the 
federal/your state/your local) government highly satis- 
fied, only somewhat satisfied, or not satisfied at all? 

Federal State Local 

Highly Satisfied 46% 39% 39% 
Only somewhat satisfied 29 26 26 
Not satisfied at all 24 34 35 

Not sure 1 l 0) 

Source: Confidence and Concern: Citizens View American 

Government, A Survey of Public Attitudes by the Sub- 
committee on Intergovernmental Relations of the 

Committee on Government Operations, U.S. Senate 

(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
L973), pasid. 

dling their problems, and more than three 
fourths said that they were treated fairly. 
Only 12 percent said that they were treated 
unfairly.!! Table 1-2 indicates the results of 
this survey. There are additional surveys, 

both national and local, that have found 

results similar to these.!* 
What we seem to have are two different 

streams of thought running parallel to each 
other. On the one hand, there is a clear, 
genuine, and deepening disaffection with 
“Big Government.” On the other hand, 

however, there is a remarkably positive 

attitude found among Americans who have 
dealt with their public bureaucrats on a per- 
son-to-person basis. As one reviewer of the 
data concluded, “When queried in certain 

ways, the American public does not appear 
as disdainful of bureaucrats as the projected 
media image would indicate.”!% 

There is a third facet of the role of gov- 
ernment and the government bureaucrat in 
American democracy: the attitude of elec- 
ted officials toward the public bureaucracy. 

The opinions held by elected officials 
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about public administrators are mixed. As 
Table 1-3 (which summarizes a national sur- 
vey) indicates, politicians view bureaucrats 
as unimaginative, prim, dull, and (unsur- 

prisingly) “bureaucratic.” Citizens are much 
less critical on these dimensions. But elected 
office holders are far more positive about 

bureaucrats when it comes to such basic 
matters as their honesty and_ incorrup- 
ttibility. In these areas, citizens are more 

skeptical than their elected officials, 

although even on these dimensions Amer- 
icans can hardly be categorized as critical. 

TABLE 1-2 Public Satisfaction with Public 

Bureaucrats and Related Opinions 

How satisfied were you With the way the office han- 
dled your problem? Would you say you were very satis- 
fied, fairly well satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very 

dissatisfied? 
Very satisfied 43% 
Fairly well satisfied 26 
Somewhat dissatisfied 12 
Very dissatisfied 14 
Don’t know, no answer 5 

How much effort did the people at the office make to 
help you? Would you say it was more than they had to, 
about right, less than they should have, or no effort at 
all? 

More than they had to 16% 
About right bi 
Less than they should have 12 
No effort 9 
Don’t know, no answer 6 

How efficient did you think the office was in han- 
dling your problem? Was it very efficient, fairly effi- 

cient, rather inefficient, or very inefficient? 

Very efficient 43% 
Fairly efficient i 
Rather inefficient 9 
Very inefficient 1] 
Don’t know, no answer 6 

Do you feel you were treated fairly or unfairly by the 
office? 

Fairly 76% 
Unfairly 12 
Mixed 5 
Don’t know, no answer a 

Source: Daniel Katz, Barbara A. Gutek, Robert L. 

Kahn, and Eugenia Barton, Bureaucratic Encounters 

(Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research, University 

of Michigan, 1975), p. 64. Copyright © 1975 Institute 
for Social Research. Reprinted with permission. 
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TABLE 1-3. How the Public and Elected 

Officials View Public Bureaucrats 

Public Elected Officials 

( percentage ( percentage 

Description agreemg) agreeing) 

Do things by the book 23% 60% 
Play it safe 21 48 
Bureaucratic 14 58 

Make red tape V2 Zo 
Dull 6 14 
Corrupt t 0 
Honest 16 34 

Source: Confidence and Concern: Citizens View American 

Government, A Survey of Public Attitudes by the Sub- 

committee on Intergovernmental Relations on the 
Committee on Government Operations, U.S. Senate 

(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 

NG /S)), jo B10). 

Consider, then, the dilemma of both the 

public administrator and the citizen. Public 

administrators in American democracy 

must deal with a citizenry that seems pleased 

with their professional abilities and yet is 

distrustful and hostile toward the institu- 

tions where public administrators work. 

Furthermore, elected representatives, 

unlike the citizens who elected them, seem 

to hold public administrators in low-keyed 

contempt—a difficult situation for public 

administrators who are ultimately responsi- 

ble to these elected officials. Yet despite 

their best efforts, American citizens have 

not really shrunk government. With the 

exception of a modest downturn in public 

employment levels in the early 1980s, gov- 

ernment continues to grow. Why? 

WHY BUREAUCRACY? 

Although many explanations of govern- 

mental growth have been put forth (includ- 
ing attributing the growth to the guile of 
bureaucrats themselves), we shall review 
only the principal explanations of political 

pluralism, the displacement/concentration 

hypothesis, and technological complexity. 

Political Pluralism 

Our first explanation is favored by politi- 

cal scientists.!4 Although it is not usually 

employed to explain the growth of govern- 

ment, but rather to demonstrate how the 

political process is supposed to work, the 
pluralist model, nonetheless, has some util- 
ity as an explanation of why government has 

burgeoned in society. The basic model is: 

Society is comprised of a number of compet- 
ing groups that have a broad range of inter- 

ests which may or may not be compatible 

with one another. Thus, blacks, for instance, 

may wish to wrest certain concessions from 
policymakers to accomplish their own par- 
ticular ends (for example, bussing children 
to achieve integrated school districts). But 
such a gain for one group is achieved, 

ultimately, at a cost to other groups (or so it 

is perceived by other groups). For instance, 
in this example, the cost would be the incon- 

venience to whites that bussing may incur. 

Hence, in the classic pluralist model, one 

group’s gain becomes another group’s loss. 

Pluralists believe that such a process results 

in a social “good” on the grounds that the 

majority of people benefit from this conten- 

tion among interest groups—provided, of 

course, that the basic human rights of a 

group or individual are not destroyed by the 

process. And government is the institution 
that is charged with the responsibility to 

protect these rights. 

But how does the pluralist interpretation 

of the political process relate to a theory 

concerning the growth of government? The 

intellectual jump to answer this question is 

not a difficult one to make, but it is worth 

some explanation. If government has an 

expanding economy from which to draw 

resources (for example, taxes), it then 
becomes increasingly easier for policy- 

makers to placate any given group without 
necessarily doing so at the expense of other 

groups. With larger tax bases more and 

more demands can be met by government 

but without employing the traditional and 

necessary device of reallocating resources to 



A Parable of Mice and Men 
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The following incident really happened in 1977 and 1978. 
It is offered without comment. 

It is not only Congress but also the White 
House mice that have been teaching Jimmy 
Carter the limits of Presidential power. 

When the members of the Carter entou- 
rage arrived from their country homes in 
Plains, Georgia, they were surprised to dis- 

cover that their new city mansion at 1600 
Pennsylvania Avenue was plagued with 
mice. 

Indeed, the story goes that one night 
when President Carter was deep in con- 
ference with Frank B. Moore, his Congres- 

sional liaison chief, in his little hideaway 
office, two mice scampered across the car- 
pet. The alarm went out to the General Ser- 
vices Administration, which does the 
housekeeping for Federal buildings, and 
the President turned to more weighty 
affairs. 

But the mouse problem proved intracta- 
ble. Just before the Latin American heads of 

government arrived in Washington for the 
signing of the Panama Canal treaties, one 
small gray creature climbed up the inside of 
a White House wall and died. The Oval 
Office was bathed with the odor of dead 
mouse. 

Desperately, the President called the 
G.S.A. again. But the agency insisted that it 

had killed all the mice inside the White 
House and that therefore this mouse must 
have come from outside the building. 

According to the agency, this meant that 
the offensive mouse was an ‘‘outside’’ 
mouse, a wayward ward of the Interior 
Department, which tends the grounds 
around the White House. 

But the Interior Department demurred. It 
must be an “‘inside’’ mouse, said Interior 
officials. Moreover, regardless of its origins, 
it was obviously now the G.S.A.’s worry 
because the carcass was imbedded inside a 
White House wall. 

“I can’t even get a damned mouse out of 
my office,’” the President moaned to Jody 
Powell, his press secretary. 

In frustration, he summoned two officials 
from each agency and lined them up before 
him in the stench of the Oval Office to 
break the bureaucratic deadlock. As a com- 
promise solution, one aide quipped, ‘‘it 
took an interagency task force to get that 
mouse out of here.” 

Now, vigilant against future crises, the 
White House has gone on the offensive. As 
Mr. Powell remarked, ‘You can’t open a 
desk drawer around here without getting 
your hand caught in a rat trap.”’ 

do so.!° When government’s resources are 
scarce policymakers must take away 
resources from one program to provide 
funding to another program. It follows then 
that what one group gains in the form of a 
new or expanded policy, another group 

must consequently lose. With a growing 
economy, however, reallocative decision- 

making is not required, or, at least, less 

required. Old programs can be maintained 
and new programs started by reason of an 
increasingly expanding resource base (com- 
posed of growing industrialization, produc- 

tivity, and employment) which _ provides 
concomitant tax increases. Therefore, gov- 

ernment can meet, for example, the tradi- 
tional demand for adequate national 
defense by awarding lucrative contracts to 

businesses in the defense industries, and, 

simultaneously, government can assure the 
adequate safety of workers in those indus- 

tries by setting up such devices as an 

Occupational Safety and Health Admin- 
istration. Thus government meets the 
demands of other groups whose values are 
not necessarily profit-motivated. 
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A secondary consequence of such a situa- 
tion is that demands for government ser- 
vices by various groups have resulted both 
in more government services that are 
wanted by some groups and services which 
are not wanted by other groups. The ten- 
sions resulting from this situation may have 
contributed to the popular distrust and dis- 
like of government. Nevertheless, it is this 
basic dynamic of competing interest groups 
demanding more and more from govern- 
ment—but only in the context of more 
resources—that serves as the basic pluralist 
theory explaining the growth of govern- 
ment. 

The Displacement/Concentration 
Hypothesis 

The traditional pluralist model of politi- 
cal scientists as an explanation of the growth 
of government is not particularly satisfying. 
This is not to say that the model is “wrong” 
but that it is too simple. A more sophisti- 
cated interpretation of the growth of gov- 
ernment is provided by economists.!© As 
Alan T. Peacock and Jack Wiseman have 
observed in this context, economists, for the 

most part, do not base their theories on “any 
all-embracing theory of the state,” as the 

political scientists implicitly do. Indeed, the 
assumptions of the economists when 
explaining the growth of government are 
that “Governments like to spend more 
money, citizens do not like to pay more 
taxes, governments need to pay some atten- 
tion to the wishes of their citizens.”!7 

Peacock and Wiseman, for example, 

argue cogently that the growth of govern- 
ment may be attributed to two distinct fea- 
tures in the twentieth century. One is that 
certain major disturbances, such as wars, 

shift public revenues and expenditures to 
new and heretofore unimagined levels. 
When the disturbance has run its course, 
new ideas of what is a tolerable tax level 
emerge, and higher plateaus of government 
activity in the economy are achieved and 
maintained. Invariably, these plateaus rep- 
resent a higher portion of the Gross 

National Product than was the case prior to 
the social disturbance. It is this phe- 
nomenon that Peacock and Wiseman call 
“the displacement effect.” Economists do 
not assert that all social disturbances are 
inevitably accompanied by lasting increases 
in governmental expenditures, nor that the 

more permanent influences on the behavior 
of government, such as population shifts 

and growth, are irrelevant. But economists 
say it is inescapable that the growth of gov- 
ernment has been a reality in the twentieth 
century and that it can be traced, using eco- 

nomic statistics, to major periods of social 

disturbance. As Peacock and Wiseman 
observe, the upward displacement of gov- 
ernment revenues and expenditures in 
Great Britain came during and after two 
major wars. 

The displacement effect often is followed 
by an “inspection process” in society. The 
disturbance calls to the attention of citizens 
and governments new knowledge about 
their own society. Thus, for example, public 

education was seen as a desirable and social 
goal when the Napoleonic wars first 
exposed the educational deficiencies in the 
European lower classes. More recently, the 
development of British social services in 
World War II were the result of war-time 
bombings that made the replacement of vol- 
untary hospital services necessary. These 
social services eventually grew into the 
National Health Service.!® 

Concomitant with the displacement 
effect and the ensuing inspection process, at 
least in some societies, is the “concentration 
process.” The concentration process does 
not refer so much to increases in the total 
volume of government expenditures, but 

rather to the concentration of those expen- 
ditures at higher levels of government. 
Obviously, the concentration process can 
occur only in societies that have a federal 
form of government, such as the United 

States. In such a federal system, the national 
government acquires responsibility for pub- 
lic services such as welfare that traditionally 
have been the preserve of state or local gov- 
ernments. As we shall see in our chapter on 



federalism, such a concentration process has 
been occurring in the United States with 
particular rapidity during the last twenty 
years. 

The concentration process is quite dis- 
tinct from the displacement effect in the 
view of most economists. Economic reality, 
rather than social disturbance, works 
toward the increasing centralization of eco- 
nomic power by the national government 
relative to the state and local units. 

Local autonomy usually has many defenders, 
and its preservation is frequently a matter of 
political importance. At the same time, economic 
development produces changes in the technically 
efficient level of government, and also produces 
demands for equality of treatment (e.g., in ser- 
vices such as education) over wider geographical 
areas. . . . Clearly, this evolution is distinct from 
the displacement effect, since the forces just 
described operate in normal as well as disturbed 
times. !9 

Even so, social disturbances that displace 
the level of government expenditures 
upward also are going to have some bearing 
on the concentration process. Traditional 
political considerations often are swept 
aside during periods of major disturbance 
in a society, and some of these traditional 
political considerations may concern certain 
functions of government that “always” have 
been the exclusive preserve of subnational 
jurisdictions. As Peacock and Wiseman 
observe, “Periods of displacement are also 
going to be periods of interest from the 
viewpoint of the concentration process.”?° 

Technobureaucracy: Bureaucracy 
as Interpreter of Technology 

There is a third theory (there are many 
more, of course, but we are considering only 

the major explanations in this chapter), that 
owes much of its intellectual development to 
the futurists, as opposed to the political sci- 
entists and economists.?! Like the pluralist 
and displacement/concentration models, 
this explanation does not contradict any of 
the others; instead, it merely amplifies the 
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preceding two, and it will serve as this book’s 
primary explanation of the burgeoning 
bureaucracy. It holds that bureaucracy is 
the inescapable political expression of tech- 
nology. Technology, in this sense, refers to 
the growing complexity of society that has 
been brought about not merely by scientific 
discoveries of profound sociai significance, 
but also by the proliferating economic and 
social interrelationships that are associated 
with industrialization. Not only are purely 
technical complexities evident, but also new 

and varied social relationships become 
apparent. “Technology,” in this context, has 
certain conceptual relationships to what 
economists call “technical efficiency,” and to 

what political scientists call “values.” The 
“values” are represented to policymakers by 
interest groups competing for resources in a 
pluralist political system; thus, in the politi- 
cal scientist’s sense, both “technology” and 
“efficiency” are but two of many “values” to 
be “represented” by groups in the political 
process. 

But the futurists’ argument that tech- 
nology lies behind the growth of govern- 
ment goes further and has more power as 
an explanation than either the theories of 
the political scientists or the economists. 
One of the best empirical examples of the 
futurists’ interpretation is provided by 
America itself. Ours is a_ technological 
society; indeed, the United States may be 

the archetype of technological societies. 
Computers, automation, and advanced 

modes of transportation and communica- 
tion are developed in America first. The rest 
of the world adopts our technologies as 
experiments when they are already com- 
monplace here. But technology brings with 
it new and interesting political problems. 
(“May you live in interesting times” is con- 
sidered a curse in China.) Consider a simple 
example: highways. 

Highway technology is one that most 
people can understand. The Romans, 

indeed, understood highways as a _ tech- 
nology supremely well 2,500 years ago. Yet 
American society has grown so complex that 
highways have taken on new meanings as a 
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technology. For example, in the late 1960s 

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) found that large and 
disproportionate numbers of urban rioters, 
notably in Watts (Los Angeles) and Newark, 
New Jersey, had lived in the riot areas for a 

year or less. Moreover, these people had 
recently moved to the riot-torn areas 
because they had been displaced from their 
original homes by urban renewal and high- 
way construction. As a result, neighborhood 

“fabrics” were torn and former residents 
scattered, and people became new residents 

in other areas. They had nothing to lose and 
no neighborhood of their own to protect. 
Hence, building large highways through 
large urban areas, according to HUD 
officials, may have influenced the intensity 
of the urban riots of the late 1960s. Sim- 
ilarly, the interstate highway program has 
also spawned a major national debate over 
what is known as a “balanced” transporta- 
tion policy. The central question in this 
debate is “Do we want the automobile to 
remain the primary mode of transportation 
in America at the expense of other alter- 
native forms of transit, such as buses, trains, 

and subways?” 
In sum, although most of us consider the 

highway to be a relatively simple tech- 
nology, it has resulted in complicated social 

and political problems that ultimately must 
be settled by the public at large. But how is 
the public to understand the more complex 
aspects of technological problems? High- 
ways provide only one example; there are 
many others. Consider the problem of the 
use of computers in the gathering of socia! 
data on which to form public policy: Where 
is the line to be drawn between the right to 
privacy and the need for information? And 
who has the right to know such informa- 
tion? Or consider the environment and its 
relationship to the need for energy: Where 
does full employment end and the potential 
degradation of the earth begin? Still 
another problem is the population explo- 
sion: Where does the right to life end and 
the rights of the individual woman begin? 

Of course, these are not merely tech- 

nological questions; they are also deeply 
moral and ethical ones. These technologies 
have injected new layers of complexity that 
are only beginning to be understood by 
experts in their respective fields. Yet the 
political questions and the public problems 
that these technologies and others raise 
require that policies concerning them be 
formulated in the most broadly public sense 
conceivable. Nevertheless, the question 
stands: How is the public in a democracy to 
understand such issues as they pertain to 
these extraordinarily complex and technical 
questions? The answer that has emerged in 
fact, if not necessarily in theory, is the public 

bureaucracy. Bureaucrats are hired to be 
specialists. They are, in a sense, experts in 
their particular fields. Because technology 
requires expertise, bureaucrats have been 

saddled with the responsibility of interpret- 
ing complex technological and_ political 
problems so that as many Americans as pos- 
sible might understand the issues involved. 
Whether or not the bureaucrats do a par- 
ticularly good job of this chore is another 
question altogether. But their abilities as 
specialists are one reason why they are 
where they are. 

We have been suggesting in the preced- 
ing paragraphs that bureaucracy grows in 
large part because technology requires 
expertise, and bureaucrats are the political 
actors who have been saddled with the 
responsibility of interpreting and translat- 
ing complex technological and social prob- 
lems into policy. By adopting this expla- 
nation of the raison d’étre of the bureaucratic 
phenomenon as our primary thesis, we have 

posited a fundamental tension between 
bureaucracy and democracy. On the one 
hand are the bureaucrats-as-experts, the 
specialists with knowledge about particular 
professions and techniques. On the other 
hand are “the people,” those who represent 
what are considered human values. To fur- 
ther complicate this dichotomy, we have the 

“computers’”—the “technocrats’—squaring 
off against “humanity.” This dichotomiza- 



tion, which obviously is grossly overdrawn, 
is nonetheless representative of the root of 
the tension between “the bureaucrats” and 

“the people.” We shall consider this tension 
in upcoming chapters on organization the- 

ory, but for now it is enough to note that 
there is an inherent gap in any society 

between expertise, including the expertise 
of public administration, and populist dem- 

ocratic values. 

BUREAUCRATIC POWER 

Regardless of why the bureaucracy exists, 
and irrespective of why the number of 

bureaucrats has grown, the fact remains 

that the bureaucracy has power. The 
Founding Fathers of our nation never really 
addressed this “fourth branch” of govern- 

ment, nor did most of the founders of other 
nations. Karl Marx, for example, never 

comprehended the power of bureaucracy, 
and the Soviet Union is as fine an example 

as any of a nation that has created a dic- 
tatorship of the bureaucrats that will likely 

never “wither away” in favor of a “dic- 

tatorship of the proletariat,” as Marx pre- 

dicted. 

Staying Power 

One major form of power that the 
bureaucracy has is simply its staying power. 
Herbert Kaufman has completed the only 
empirical research on the staying power of 
public bureaucracies and concluded, reluc- 

tantly, that it is awesome. Kaufman wanted 
to find out whether or not government 
organizations in effect “lived forever.” Spe- 
cifically, Kaufman determined how many 
U.S. government agencies had “died” (that 

is, were actually phased out, not Just 
changed in name) between 1923 and 1973. 
He found 175 identifiably separate agencies 
within the government in 1923. By 1973, 
not only were 109 of these same agencies 
still going strong, but the government 
agency “population” had exploded to 394 
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separate agencies by then. Only 15 percent 

of the original 175 agencies had disap- 
peared. Kaufman concluded that “the 
chances that an organization in 1923 would 
not only be alive in 1973 but in virtually the 
same status were quite good.”?? 

Kaufman also compared the “death rate” 

of government agencies with the rate of 

business failures over the fifty-year period. 

He found that in any given year the rate of 

business failure exceeded the rate of agency 
death. In fact, when the figures were aver- 

aged, the annual rate of business failures 
was more than twice the annual death rate 

of the government agencies. Kaufman’s 

study is the first of its kind and has not been 
repeated at the state or local levels. Nev- 
ertheless, it is useful because its findings 

imply what many Americans already believe 
about government: that government organ- 

izations are indeed “immortal” and _ that 
their growth cannot be stopped. Although 

Kaufman’s research indicates that this con- 
tention is not completely true, it is certainly 

true that government organizations endure 

a relatively long time. Whether or not they 
outlive their usefulness is a question that 

Kaufman did not address. 

True, it is difficult to assess in empirical 
terms whether an agency does outlive its 
usefulness, but it is clear that bureaucrats 

have developed advanced survival skills. As 

a result, bureaucrats may have stretched the 
“normal” life span of their agencies until 
it is questionable whether some of these 

“immortal agencies” actually serve the pub- 
lic interest. Consider the infamous example 

of the International Screwthread Commis- 

sion, which one observer called the “com- 

mission that will not die.”?? Formed in 1918 
by Congress with a stipulation that its life 

span would not exceed sixty days, it sur- 

vived until 1933, when President Franklin 

Roosevelt ordered it abolished. But the 

commission simply reformed itself as the 
Interdepartmental Screwthread Commis- 

sion which eventually was reestablished as 
the present commission. Although most 
observers agree that the commission’s work 
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was accomplished many years ago, it still is 

going strong. 

Political Power 

Perhaps even more important than stay- 

ing power is policy-making power. It is 
increasingly obvious in the twentieth cen- 

tury that bureaucracy is the major policy- 

making arm of government. Consider some 
examples: Two little black girls are sterilized 
by family planning officials in Alabama. The 
U.S. Food and Drug Administration 

reverses past policy and bans cyclamates 
because of a single but determined biologist 

in its employ. A vice-president of the United 

States resigns because of the unanticipated, 

but ultimate, consequence of an investiga- 

tion by a lone Justice Department lawyer in 
Maryland. The Pentagon Papers are 

released by a conscience-stricken analyst in 
the Air Force’s RAND Corporation. The 
Watergate scandal erupts as the result of 

premeditated law-breaking by members of 
the Cabinet, the White House staff, and a 
President of the United States. 

The preceding instances are examples of 
public policy being made by public admin- 
istrators. Some of these policies are good, 
others bad. Some are confined in their social 
impact, others are reweaving the fabric of 

the American polity. All of these public pol- 

icies, however, were made primarily by 

bureaucrats, with little or no influence from 

legislators or judges, and all affect the lives 

of people. 
One should, however, place the power of 

bureaucrats to make public policy in per- 
spective. In a careful, empirical, and orig- 

inal analysis of the federal policy-making 
process, John W. Kingdon found that while 

“no one set of actors dominates the process” 

of agenda-setting and __ policy-making, 
“elected politicians and their appointees 
come closer than any other.”*4 Kingdon, in 
fact, concluded from his study that the pres- 

ident and members of Congress were quite 
important in the initiation of new ideas and 

the formation of the policy agenda for the 

nation. Almost equally important were top 
presidential appointees (who actually were 
ranked higher than the president), White 

House staffers, and congressional staffs. Of 
course, these latter groups are not elected 
officials and may be considered public 
administrators (although they are not in the 
“career civil service’). Career civil servants, 

on the other hand, were considerably less 
important in originating new ideas for pub- 
lic policy and setting the national agenda, 
but they were extremely significant in struc- 
turing the alternative solutions that could be 
applied to recognized public problems. 
Kingdon found that 

the customary distinction between line and staff 
bureaucrats is . . . important, because line people 
are particularly preoccupied with administering 
existing programs while staff people might have 
more time to concentrate on policy changes. 
Thus one does find staff people . . . who concen- 
trate on legislative proposals, studies of future 
problems, and thinking about the directions pub- 
lic policy might take. . . . The career civil servants 
[on the other hand] may have more impact on 
the specification of alternatives. . . . With respect 
to agenda setting, then, a top-down model of the 
executive branch seems to be surprisingly accu- 
rate.25 

BUREAUCRATIC SOVEREIGNTY 

Public administrators also appear to have 
wrested control over critical policy areas 
from elected officials, both legislators and 

chief executives. A number of empirical 
analyses of city council members and city 
managers, for example, have concluded 
that the city manager plays a significant pol- 
icy-making role in the urban political con- 
text, despite an image as an apolitical 
administrator. A detailed study of San Fran- 
cisco Bay Area city managers found that 
most of the city managers who responded to 
the study perceived themselves as having 
clear political roles.?® 

Interestingly, the amount of education of 

city managers tended to determine whether 



they viewed themselves as “politicians” or as 
“administrators.” Those managers who saw 
themselves in a highly political context 
tended to have majored in the social sci- 
ences or to have pursued a master’s degree 
in public administration, but all responding 
managers felt that they should (and did) 
participate in the initiation, formulation, 
and presentation of policy proposals to their 
councils. 

Bureaucrats and Legislators 

In a much larger national study con- 
ducted by the International City Manage- 
ment Association,?’ nearly 90 percent of 
city managers indicated that they always or 
nearly always participated in forming muni- 
cipal policy, and this percentage was even 
higher in the larger cities. More than 60 
percent of the managers felt that they 
played a leading role in making policy, and, 
in an unusual aside, more than 12 percent 
reported that they had always or nearly 
always given political help to incumbent 
candidates seeking reelection to the city 
council. Indeed, members of the city coun- 

cils often readily accept this policy-making 
role by a nonelected administrator. In her 
study of city councils, Betty A. Zisk found 
that most council members depended heav- 
ily upon the advice of the professional 
bureaucrats in making policy.?® 

Significant numbers of city managers 
perceive their political influence over their 
council members to be increasing. One 
study indicated that 47 percent of local pub- 
lic managers anticipated that their policy 
recommendations and their role in the for- 
mulation of local policy would gain greater 
influence over time. In contrast, only 10 
percent thought they would lose influence 
as policymakers in the foreseeable future. 
Forty-four percent saw themselves as taking 
greater leadership positions in the formula- 
tion of local public opinion, compared to 
only 11 percent of local managers who 
thought that their leadership of community 
opinion would decline.?9 
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Studies of other governmental bodies 
also tend to validate the hypothesis that 
public administrators are the policymakers. 
For example, in a classic study of policymak- 
ing in school boards, which are usually 

composed of members elected by the com- 
munity, it was found that the professional 
school superintendent was the major for- 
mulator of board policy: “School gover- 
nance has never completely fallen under the 
sway of the superintendent’s office, but 
there is no question that the first half of the 
twentieth century saw enormous gains of 
power for the office.”?° 

In fact, the researchers concluded that in 

comparison to city managers in council- 
manager governments, superintendents 
exercised relatively more power over their 
boards than did managers over their coun- 
cils.3t 

A later study of school boards and super- 
intendents found that boards adopted the 
policies recommended by their superinten- 
dents an astonishing 99 percent of the time; 
“the superintendent—far more than the 
board—is identified publicly as the ‘gover- 
nor of education. Although superinten- 
dents are rarely selected by public election, 
they are, because of the expectations placed 

upon them, the symbol of school govern- 
ment, °2 

One might expect that chief executive 
officers who are appointed by elected 
officials would, at least to some degree, “nat- 
urally” assume the reigns of power in their 
organizations. But it also seems to be the 
case that bureaucrats who are appointed 
merely as staff assistants are becoming 
increasingly influential in legislative bodies. 
Legislative staffs at both the state and 
national levels have expanded precipitously. 

In 1960, no state legislature staffed its 

standing committees in both chambers, and 
only nine legislatures accorded their own 
legislative leaderships even partial staff 
assistance. By 1980, however, thirty-six leg- 
islatures staffed their standing committees 
in both chambers, and all states had a stand- 
ing legislative bureaucracy. Almost two 



14 = BIG DEMOCRACY, BIG BUREAUCRACY 

fifths of the legislatures fund personal staffs 

year-round, and the remainder do so when 

the legislature is in session.?* Currently, the 
nation’s 7,482 state legislators pay more 
than 16,000 full-time legislative employees 

year-round, a number that balloons to 
25,000 employees when the legislatures are 

in session.>4 
A parallel growth is evident at the 

national level. In 1947, there were fewer 

than 2,500 personal and committee con- 

gressional staffers. Today, there are 
approximately 19,000 personal and com- 

mittee staffers, or about thirty-five staff 

members for each senator and represen- 

tative, and the annual operating cost of leg- 

islativen large part as a consequence of staff 

salaries, is nearly $1.5 billion per year.°° So 
valued are these staff members that it is esti- 

mated that more than 300 of these staffers 

earn more than the senators and con- 

gressmen who employed them.?° 
About a quarter of these 19,000 staffers 

and other employees serve congressional 
committees; the remainder work for indi- 

vidual members of Congress. In addition to 

these personal and committee staffs, there is 

a growing legislative bureaucracy to which 

members of Congress have exclusive access. 
This bureaucracy includes the powerful 

Congressional Budget Office, which 

employs more than 200 people; the General 

Accounting Office, with more than 5,300 

employees; the Office of Technology 

Assessment, which employs about 150 peo- 
ple; and the Library of Congress, which 
has about 5,400 employees, including the 

Congressional Research Center with some 
850 employees. These are only the prin- 
cipal nonpartisan staffs of the legislative 
bureaucracy in Washington, and they 

number approximately 20,000 people. 

When combined with Congress’s 19,000 

personal and committee staffers, the con- 

gressional bureaucracy totals about 40,000 
employees. 

We noted earlier that Kingdon’s study of 
the policy-making process in Washington 

concluded that congressional staffers had 
significant levels of influence in the policy- 

making process.?? Other studies confirm 
this. For example, one especially thorough 

examination of congressional — staffing 

observed that 

staffers exert a strong influence on material with 

which they deal because of their position astride 
the office communications process, their control 

of factual data, and the expertise and profes- 

sional judgment which they bring to their jobs 
. . . today’s staff are more expert and are becom- 

ing increasingly specialized. ... On occasion, 

they argue vigorously for or against a certain pol- 
icy position.78 

Occasionally these staffs can become 
extraordinarily powerful. For example, the 

so-called Madison group, a conservative, 

bipartisan collection of about a dozen con- 

gressional staffers, has been accredited with 
scuttling the Salt II accords with the Soviet 

Union, cutting foreign aid to Nicaragua, 

increasing the defense budget, and initiat- 

ing other policies. And all this was done with 

no direction from the representatives for 

whom they work.?9 Similarly, the experi- 

ence of the House Armed Services Commit- 

tee’s thirty staffers indicates that when 

intelligent and savvy staff members are 

working for less informed and experienced 
legislators, their influence can become 

exceptional. The staff of the House Arms 
Services Committee is considered to be 

“among the strongest and most powerful 

committee staffs on Capitol Hill... . There 

is widespread agreement that members of 

the committee staff have more influence on 
military budgets, weapons and research and 

development than do members of the com- 
mittee itself.”4° 

The role of staffs at the state level, par- 

ticularly in such heavily staffed legislatures 

as those in California, New York, and IIli- 

nois, indicate a similar experience. As a for- 

mer staffer in the highly professionalized 
legislature in California put it, “The most 

remarkable discovery that I made during 
my tenure as a staff member was the 
amount of power I had over the bills on 
which I worked. The members relied almost 

entirely on staff to accurately summarize the 



legislation and also to develop compromises 
among the many interests which were 
brought into conflict by these bills.”*! 

Bureaucrats and the Elected Executive 

Just as the public bureaucrats have 

gained and are gaining autonomy as pol- 

icymakers at the expense of legislators, pub- 
lic bureaucrats have also taken political 

independence from elected chief execu- 

tives. Consider, in this light, Richard M. 

Nixon’s effort to gain control over the 

federal bureaucracy between 1968 and 

1974. Nixon, at least during his first term, 

attempted to work through the apparatus 
established by the Constitution for execu- 

ting his duties as chief executive. He fol- 
lowed tradition and appointed a relatively 
balanced Cabinet of distinguished men and 

women, most of whom had their own 

national constituencies. Nixon had every 
logical reason to believe that this stratagem 
would be an effective means of accomplish- 
ing his program objectives. He had been 
elected president with the largest national 

vote in history, and, for the most part, the 

people whom he appointed to top Cabinet 
positions were persons of substantial abil- 
ities. By 1970, however, Nixon recognized 

that his managerial game plan would not 

work, and he began to develop what 

Richard P. Nathan has called Nixon’s “coun- 

terbureaucracy,” in an effort to “grab the 

reins more firmly.”42 Nixon’s counter- 
bureaucracy did not work at all well. 

Although Nixon enlarged his White House 

staff significantly (making it the biggest staff 
in history), his appointees “simply could not 
get a handle on the multitudinous field of 
domestic affairs. White House aides could 

not even keep track of each other, much less 

the operations of all the domestic agen- 
cies.”43 Thus the best that Nixon could hope 
to gain by his counterbureaucracy strategy 
was a holding operation until more sweep- 
ing reforms could be implemented. 

Frustrated by a Democratic Congress, 
Nixon again tried to establish control over 
“his” bureaucracy in 1971 with his announce- 
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ment of “reorganization plans” that could be 
implemented without legislation. The objec- 
tive was to dub a new “super Cabinet” as “the 
president’s men,” and the bureaucracy would 

report to them. This strategy, which came to 

fruition in 1972 and 1973, also entailed 
replacing the tradition of appointing repre- 
sentative, distinguished, and able people to 
top-level Cabinet posts with the scheme of 
selecting relatively little-known people who 
were intensely loyal to Nixon and whose dis- 
missal or shifting to other posts would cause 
little publicity. 

A second component of the strategy was 
to impound and reduce the budget; for a 

while, this very effectively blocked the policy 
intentions of Congress. Nixon was able to 
stop entire programs through the impound- 
ment device, and, as Nathan notes, “few 

more direct ways could be imagined to take 
on the bureaucracy.”*+# 

A third feature of what Nathan calls 
Nixon’s “administrative presidency” was the 
use of his reorganization plan to give people 
loyal to the president powerful positions in 
government, thereby making policy deci- 
sions. For example, reorganization of the 

executive branch was used to abolish com- 
pletely the programs of the Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity that had been estab- 
lished under Lyndon Johnson. 

Finally, the administrative presidency 

strategy focused on the politics of regula- 
tion, notably rewriting standing federal reg- 
ulations in various areas in such a way that 
certain policy programs were effectively 
curtailed or even abolished. These four 
basic strategies to gain control over his own 
bureaucracy derived from a conclusion that 
Nixon and his chief aide for domestic pol- 
icy, John Ehrlichman, had made as early as 
1971: “Operations is policy.” As Nathan 
observes, “Much of the day-to-day manage- 
ment of domestic programs—regulation 
writing, grant approval, and budget appor- 

tionment—actually involves policy-making. 
Getting control over these processes was the 
aim of the President’s strategy for domestic 
government in his second term.”*° For bet- 
ter or worse, however, this strategy failed. 
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Ehrlichman was dismissed by the president 
in 1973, as Watergate was “flooding” the 
Oval Office. As Nathan states: 

It was all for naught . . . the White House hold 
over the domestic agencies in these final days of 
the Nixon Presidency was all but nonexistent. . . . 
A close aide to John Mitchell, named at the start 

of the second term as director of the Law Enfor- 
cement Assistance Administration in the Justice 
Department, was one of the few brave souls in 

what he thought was a private moment to speak 
about these new conditions. He said he was his 
own boss and didn’t check with anyone about his 
decisions. “There is no White House any- 
MOTE ae 

The point in reviewing Nixon’s fervent 
efforts to gain control over his own 
bureaucracy is to illustrate the fact that pub- 
lic administrators can be extraordinarily 
independent of those who, by law, are their 
superiors. The bureaucracy is powerful, 
and bureaucrats are increasingly autono- 
mous. It is clear that in the twentieth cen- 
tury the public bureaucracy has waxed into 
a policy-making institution of no mean pro- 
portion. 

Is this development “good” or “bad” for 
the public? We will not attempt to answer 
that question here, but the point stands that 
bureaucratic power is real, growing, and in 

the view of many, worrisome. 

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT: 
THE BASE OF BUREAUCRATIC POWER 

How has the bureaucracy grown so much in 
political importance in modern America? 
The fundamental response must be that, in 

a highly complex and technologically ori- 
ented society such as ours, those who con- 
trol and manipulate information gain 
power. The old saw that “knowledge is 
power” never has been more true than it is 
today. As Max Weber, the famous theorist 

on bureaucracy, observed nearly a century 
ago: 

The pure interest of the bureaucracy in power, 

however, is efficacious far beyond those areas 

where purely functional interests make for 
secrecy): “8. “in facing? "a parliament, a 

bureaucracy, out of a sure power instinct, fights 
every attempt of the parliament to gain knowl- 
edge by means of its own experts or from interest 
groups. ... bureaucracy naturally welcomes a 
poorly informed and hence a powerless parlia- 
ment—at least insofar as ignorance somehow 
agrees with the bureaucracy’s interests . . .47 

More modern administrative theorists, 

though usually less savage in their assess- 
ments, have not seen fit to counter Weber’s 

basic statement and, indeed, have rein- 

forced it. As one contributor to a sym- 
posium on this very topic, published in 
Public Administration Review (the field’s major 
journal), stated: “Administration is knowl- 

edge. Knowledge is power. Administration 
is power.” He continued that “this simplistic 
syllogism” is a major reality of our post- 
industrial age.4® 

In a more empirical mode, investigators 
have noted the relationship between organi- 
zational complexity in political settings and 
the subsequent control that appointed 
administrators appear to gain. In the study 
of school boards cited earlier, it was found 

that the professional school superintendent 
had far more power relative to members of 
the school board in the big cities, substan- 

tially less power in the suburbs, and even 

less power in the small towns, indicating 
that, as the political system became more 
complex, administrators gained more 

power.*9 
A similar conclusion can be drawn from a 

study conducted by the International City 
Management Association of city managers 
and city councils. The most consistent find- 
ing in the study was that, in cities of all 
types, more than 60 percent of the manag- 
ers voiced strong opposition to a full-time, 
professionally paid city council: “This item 
evoked the strongest expression of opinion 
in the entire series of questions.”°° More- 
over, a majority of managers opposed the 
provision of a full-time separate staff for the 
mayor, and 77 percent of the respondents 
reported that they always or nearly always 
resisted council involvement in “manage- 



ment issues.” These strongly held opinions 
on the part of city managers indicate that 
the appointed urban chief executive is well 
aware that one of his major bases of political 
power is the control of information. A full- 
time professional staff for the mayor and a 
full-time, hard-working city council that is 
interested in “management issues” (recall, in 
this context, Nixon’s and Ehrlichman’s accu- 

rate observation that “operations is policy”) 
are anathema to the typical city manager. 
The urban manager is an example of the 
politics of expertise, a peculiar kind of polit- 
ical control that provides the manager with 
an ability to have policies adopted by elected 
officials primarily because he or she controls 
a major source of information, the city 
bureaucracy itself. 

EXPLORING BUREAUCRACY, 
UNDERSTANDING GOVERNMENT 

For the better part of the twentieth century, 
the public bureaucracy has been not only at 
the center of public policy formation and 
the major political determinant of where 
this country is going, but also it expresses 
more articulately than any other American 
institution the mounting tensions between 
the values of technological elitism and dem- 
ocratic mass. The government bureaucracy 
is also the biggest conglomerate of organiza- 
tions and employs more highly educated 
professional people than any other institu- 
tion in the United States. It appears, there- 
fore, that the public bureaucracy is worthy 
of some study, whether as an intellectual 
enterprise (so that we may learn more about 
how our country works), as an altruistic 
endeavor (so that we may learn how to pro- 
mote the public interest more effectively), 
or as a personal investment (so that we will 
be more qualified for a job in government). 
The study and practice of public bureau- 
cracy is called public administration, and public 
administration is what this book is about. We 
examine the peculiar nature and evolution 
of public administration as a field of aca- 
demic enterprise in the following chapter. 

i 
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CHAPTER 

2 

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION'S 
CENTURY IN A QUANDARY 

Public administration is a broad-ranging 
and amorphous combination of theory and 
practice. Its purpose is to promote a 
superior understanding of government and 
its relationship with the society it governs, as 
well as to encourage public policies more 
responsive to social needs. It seeks to 
institute managerial practices attuned to 
effectiveness, efficiency, and the fulfillment 

of the deeper human requisites of the citi- 
zenry. Admittedly, the preceding definition 
is itself rather broad-ranging and amor- 
phous, but for our purposes it will suffice. 
There are, however, additional charac- 
teristics of public administration that fill out 
the model we shall be using in the following 
chapters. 

As the late Stephen K. Bailey noted, pub- 
lic administration is (or should be) con- 
cerned with the development of four kinds 
of theories: 

1. Descriptive theory: descriptions of hierarchical 
structures and relationships with their sundry 
task environments 

2. Normative theory: the “value goals” of the 
field—what public administrators (the practi- 
tioners) ought to do, given their realm of deci- 
sion alternatives, and what public administra- 

tionists (the scholars) ought to study and 
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recommend to the practitioners in terms of 
policy 

3. Assumptive theory: or a rigorous understanding 
of the reality of the administrative person that 
assumes neither angelic nor satanic models of 
the public bureaucrat 

4. Instrumental theory: or the increasingly refined 
managerial techniques for the efficient and 
effective attainment of public objectives! 

Taken together, Bailey’s quartet of theo- 
ries form three definine pillars of public 
administration: (1) organizational behavior 
and the behavior of people in public organi- 
zations; (2) the technology of management 
and the institutions of policy implementa- 
tion; and (3) the public interest as it relates 
to individual ethical choice and_ public 
affairs. 

In this chapter we review the successive 
definitional crises of public administra- 
tion—that is, how the field has seen itself in 

the past. These paradigms of public admin- 
istration are worth knowing, first, because 
one must know where the field has been to 
understand its present status and, second, 
because this book represents a departure 
from past paradigms. We contend that pub- 
lic administration is unique, that it differs 

significantly from both political science 



(public administration’s mother discipline) 
and management (public administration’s 
traditional alter ego) in terms of developing 
certain facets of organization theory and 
techniques of management. Public admin- 
istration differs from political science in its 
emphasis on bureaucratic structure and 
dehavior and in its methodologies. Public 
administration differs from management in 
that the evaluative techniques used by non- 
profit public organizations are not the same 
as those used by profit-making private 
organizations. Profit-making organizations 
are considerably less constrained than are 
nonprofit public organizations in consider- 
ing the public interest in their decision-mak- 
ing structures and in the behavior of their 
administrators. 

Public administration has developed as 
an academic field through a succession of 
five overlapping paradigms. As Robert T. 
Golembiewski has noted in a _ perceptive 
essay,* each phase may be characterized 
according to whether it has locus or focus. 
Locus is the institutional “where” of the field. 
A recurring locus of public administration is 
the government bureaucracy, but this has 

not always been the case. Often this tradi- 
tional locus has been blurred; moreover, 

this traditional locus is changing. Focus is the 
specialized “what” of the field. One focus of 
public administration has been the study of 
certain “principles of administration,” but, 

again, the foci of the discipline have altered 

with the changing paradigms of public 
administration. As Golembiewski observes, 
the paradigms of public administration may 
be understood in terms of locus or focus. 
But when one term has been sharply 
defined in academic circles, the other term 

has been conceptually ignored, and vice 
versa. We shall use the notion of loci and 
foci in reviewing the intellectual develop- 
ment of public administration. 

THE BEGINNING 

Woodrow Wilson largely set the tone for the 
early study of public administration in an 
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essay entitled, “The Study of Administra- 
tion,” published in the Political Science Quar- 
terly in 1887. In it, Wilson observed that it “is 
getting harder to run a constitution than to 
frame one,” and he called for the bringing 
of more intellectual resources to bear on the 
management of the state.? Wilson’s seminal 
article has been variously interpreted by 
later scholars. Some have insisted that 
Wilson originated the “politics/administra- 
tion dichotomy’—the naive distinction 
between “political” activity and “admin- 
istrative” activity in public organizations that 
would plague the field for years to come. 
Other scholars have countered that Wilson 
was well aware that public administration 
was innately political in nature, and he 

made this point clear in his article. In real- 
ity, Wilson himself seems ambivalent about 
what public administration really was. 
Wilson failed 

to amplify what the study of administration actu- 
ally entails, what the proper relationship should 
be between the administrative and _ political 
realms, and whether or not administrative study 
could ever become an abstract science akin to the 
natural sciences.4 

Nevertheless, Wilson unquestionably 
posited one unambiguous thesis in his arti- 

cle that has had a lasting impact on the field: 
Public administration is worth studying. 
Political scientists would later create the first 

identifiable paradigm of public administra- 
tion around Wilson’s contention. 

PARADIGM 1: 
THE POLITICS/ADMINISTRATION 
DICHOTOMY, 1900-1926 

Our benchmark dates for the Paradigm 1 

period correspond to the publication of 
books written by Frank J. Goodnow and 
Leonard D. White; these dates, like the 

years chosen as marking the later periods of 

the field, are only rough indicators. In Pol- 
itics and Administration (1900), Goodnow con- 

tended that there were “two distinct 
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functions of government,” which he identi- 
fied with the title of his book. “Politics,” said 

Goodnow, “has to do with policies or 
expressions of the state will,” whereas 

administration “has to do with the execution 
of these policies.”° Separation of powers 
provided the basis of the distinction. The 
legislative branch, aided by the interpretive 

abilities of the judicial branch, expressed the 
will of the state and formed policy; the 
executive branch administered those pol- 
icies impartially and apolitically. 

The emphasis of Paradigm 1 was on 
locus—where public administration should 
be. Clearly, in the view of Goodnow and his 
fellow public administrationists, public 

administration should center in the govern- 
ment’s bureaucracy. Although the legis- 
lature and judiciary admittedly had their 
quanta of “administration,” their primary 
responsibility and function remained the 
expression of the state will. The initial con- 
ceptual legitimation of this locus-centered 
definition of the field, and one that would 

wax increasingly problematic for academics 
and practitioners alike, became known as 
the politics/administration dichotomy. 

The phrase that came to symbolize this 
distinction between politics and administra- 
tion was, “there is no Republican way to 

build a road.” The reasoning was that there 
could only be one “right” way to spread tar- 
mac—the administrative engineer’s way. 
What was ignored in this statement, 
however, was that there was, indeed, a 

Republican way to decide whether the road 
needed building, a Republican way to 

choose the location for the road, a 
Republican way to purchase the land, a 
Republican way to displace the people living 
in the road’s path and most certainly a 
Republican way to award contracts to build 
the road. There was also, and is, a Demo- 
cratic way, a Socialist way, a Liberal way, 
even an Anarchist way to make these 
“administrative” decisions as well. In retro- 
spect, the politics/administration dichotomy 
posited by Goodnow and his academic pro- 
geny was, at best, naive. But many years 
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would pass before this would be fully real- 
ized within public administration’s ranks. 

Public administration received its first 

serious attention from scholars during this 
period largely as a result of the “public ser- 

vice movement” that was taking place in 
American universities in the early part of 
this century. Political science, as a report 
issued in 1914 by the Committee on Instruc- 
tion in Government of the American Politi- 

cal Science Association stated, was con- 

cerned with training people for citizenship, 

preparing professionals in such fields such 
as law and journalism, training “experts and 

to prepare specialists for governmental 
positions,” and educating individuals for 

research work.® Public administration, 
therefore, was something more than a sig- 

nificant subfield of political science; indeed, 

it was a principal reason of being for the 
discipline. 

As an indication of public admuinistra- 

tion’s importance to political science, a Com- 

mittee on Practical Training for Public 
Service was established in 1912 by the 
American Political Science Association, and, 

in 1914, its report recommended with 
unusual foresight that special professional 
schools were needed to train public admin- 
istrators, and that new technical degrees 

might also be necessary for this purpose.” 
This committee formed the nucleus of the 

Society for the Promotion of Training for 

the Public Service, founded in 1914—a 

forerunner of the American Society for 
Public Administration, which was estab- 
lished in 1939. 

The relations between the “public admin- 

istrationists” (that is, the academics) and the 
public administrators (that is, the practi- 

tioners) were at this time quite close; indeed, 

little distinction was made between the two. 

The New York Bureau of Municipal 
Research, founded in 1906 by public-spir- 
ited philanthropists, was created to improve 
the management of local government, and 

in 1911 it established and ran the nation’s 

first school of public administration, the 

Training School for Public Service, with 



Charles A. Beard as its first director, later 

succeeded by Luther Gulick. In 1924, the 
school, which had produced the nation’s 

first trained corps of public administrators, 
was transferred lock, stock, and student 

body to Syracuse University, where it 
became the nation’s first public administra- 

tion program to be associated with a univer- 

sity—the Maxwell School of Citizenship and 
Public Affairs.® 

In 1915, the Bureau of Municipal 

Research created the Government Research 

Association as a means of bringing together 

its Training School’s graduates for annual 

conferences, a practice that continued until 

1932, when the Depression struck. The 
Association was, along with the Society for 

the Promotion of Training for the Public 

Service, an early forebear of the American 
Society for Public Administration.? 

Public administration began gaining aca- 

demic legitimacy in the 1920s; notable in 
this regard was the publication of Leonard 
D. White’s Introduction to the Study of Public 

Administration in 1926, the first textbook 
entirely devoted to the field. As Waldo has 

pointed out, White’s text was quintessen- 

tially American Progressive in character 

and, therefore reflected the general thrust 

of the field: politics should not intrude on 

administration; management lends itself to 

scientific study; public administration is 
capable of becoming a “value-free” science 
in its own right; the mission of administra- 

tion is economy and efficiency, period! !° 
The net result of Paradigm 1 was to 

strengthen the notion of a distinct politics/ 
administration dichotomy by relating it to a 
corresponding value/fact dichotomy. ‘Thus, 
everything that public administrationists 
scrutinized in the executive branch was 

imbued with the colorings and legitimacy of 
being somehow “factual” and “scientific,” 
while the study of public policymaking and 
related matters was left to the political scien- 
tists. The carving up of analytical territory 
between public administrationists and politi- 
cal scientists during this locus-oriented stage 
can be seen today in universities. Public 
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admunistrationists teach organization §the- 
ory, budgeting, and personnel; political sci- 

entists teach American government, judicial 

behavior, the presidency, state and local pol- 

itics, and the legislative process, as well as 

such “non-American” fields as comparative 

politics and international relations. 
A secondary implication of this locus-cen- 

tered phase was the isolation of public 
administration from such other fields as 
business administration. This development 
had unfortunate consequences when these 
fields began their own fruitful explorations 

into the nature of organizations. Finally, 

largely because of the emphasis on “science” 
and “facts” in public administration and the 
substantial contributions by public admin- 
istrationists to the emerging field of organi- 
zation theory, a foundation was laid for the 

later “discovery” of certain scientific “princi- 

ples” of administration. 

PARADIGM 2: THE PRINCIPLES 
OF ADMINISTRATION, 1927-1937 

In 1927, W. F. Willoughby’s book, Principles 
of Public Administration, was published, 

regarded as the second full-fledged text in 

the field. Although Willoughby’s Prenciples 

was as fully American Progressive in tone as 

was White’s /ntroduction, its title alone indi- 

cated the new thrust of public administra- 

tion: that certain scientific principles of 

administration existed; that they could be 
discovered; and that administrators would 

be experts in their work if they learned how 

to apply these principles. 
It was during the phase represented by 

Paradigm 2 that public administration 

reached its reputational zenith. Public 
administrationists were courted by industry 
and government alike during the 1930s and 

early 1940s for their managerial knowledge. 

Thus the focus of the field—its essential 

expertise in the form of administrative prin- 
ciples—waxed, while no one thought too 
seriously about its locus. Indeed, the locus 
of public administration was everywhere, 
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since principles were principles and admin- 
istration was administration, at least accord- 

ing to the perceptions of Paradigm 2. By 
virtue of the fact that the principles of 
administration were, indeed, principles—that 
is, by definition, they “worked” without 

exception in any administrative setting, 
regardless of culture, function, environ- 

ment, mission, or institutional framework— 

it therefore followed that they could be 
applied successfully anywhere. Further- 
more, since public administrationists had 
contributed as much (if not more) to the for- 
mulation of “administrative principles” as 
had researchers in any other field of 
inquiry, it also followed that public admin- 
istrationists should lead the academic pack 
in applying them to “real-world” organiza- 
tions, whether public or private. 

Among the more significant works rele- 
vant to this phase were Mary Parker Follet’s 
Creatiwe Experience (1924), Henri Fayol’s 
Industrial and General Management (1930), 
and James D. Mooney and Alan C. Reiley’s 
Principles of Organization (1939), all of which 

delineated overarching administrative prin- 
ciples. Organization theorists often dub this 
school of thought “administrative manage- 
ment,” since it focused on the upper hier- 
archial echelons of organizations. 

A related body of literature that pre- 
ceded the work in administrative manage- 
ment was under continuing development in 
business schools; it focused on the assembly 

line. Researchers in this stream, which is 

often called “scientific management,” 
developed principles of efficient physical 
movement for optimal assembly line effi- 
ciency. The most notable contributions to 
this literature were Frederick W. Taylor’s 
Principles of Scientific Management (1911) and 
various works by Frank and Lillian Gilbreth. 
While obviously related in concept, scientific 
management had less effect on public 
administration during its principles phase 
because it focused on lower-level personnel 
in the organization. 

The lack of locus, if not, perhaps, the 
sharpening new focus of public administra- 
tion during this period, made itself evident 

within the university community. In 1935, 
the Public Administration Clearing House 
held a conference at Princeton University, 

and the conference’s report was radically 
different from the report issued in 1914 by 
the Committee on Practical Training for 
Public Service of the American Political Sci- 
ence Association. Suddenly political scien- 
tists had great difficulty with the idea of 
founding separate schools of public admin- 
istration and believed instead that existing 
courses in political science departments and 
in other relevant disciplines, such as law, 

economics, and management, would 

provide, if they were correctly combined, an 

education that was entirely adequate for 
budding government bureaucrats. The con- 
ference, therefore, found itself “unable to 

find any single formula which warrants the 
establishment of an isolated college or uni- 
versity program which alone will emphasize 
preparation exclusively for the public ser- 
vice.” Only a “university-wide approach” 
would be satisfactory, since the problem of 
public administration education exceeded 
the “confines of any single department or 
special institute or school.”!! 

As a more modern scholar has since 
observed, “A logical consequence of this 
reasoning,” as expressed by the Princeton 
Conference of 1935, “could have been the 
elimination of public administration as a dis- 
crete field of study within the univer- 
sities.”!2 Such were the dangers of not 
having a firm and stationary intellectual 
locus on which to build a curriculum! 

Despite these difficulties, however, schol- 
ars who identified with the study of public 
administration found it useful to establish 
the American Society for Public Administra- 
tion (ASPA) four years after the publication 
of the Princeton report. ASPA continues to 
function today as the nation’s primary asso- 
ciation of scholars and practitioners of pub- 
lic administration and as the sponsoring 
organization of the field’s premier journal, 
Public Administration Review. But the creation 
of ASPA was not so much a response to the 
difficulties that public administration was 
having within the universities as a reaction 



to what public adiministrationists were expe- 
nencng within political science depart- 
ments, As Dwight Waldo has put it, 

The sense that political science as an academic 
dixipline did not adequately represent and nur- 
ture the needs of those interested in improving 
performance in public administration was a 
rong motivating force in creating the new 
organization, In retrospect, it is clear that ASPA 
aerate above all an attempt to loosen public 
administration from the restraints of political sci- 
ence... ‘8 

But the founding of ASPA was more 
than that; it was also an attempt to loosen 

public administration from the restraints of 
the citizenry. ASPA was created by practi- 
tioners and scholars of public administra- 
tion for practitioners and scholars of public 
administration, Its founding also was a 
secession from the Government Research 
Association, which was composed not only 

of practitioners and scholars, but also of tax- 
payers, citizen-based government reform 

groups, elected politicians, and philanthro- 
pists. Darrell L. Pugh, ASPA’s historian and 
archivist, puts it cogently: “ASPA’s forma- 
tion... symbolized an end to the historic 
union by facilitating its fragmentation in 
favor of a new coalition based on profes- 
sionalism.” 4 If professionalism is, by defini- 
tion, a phenomenon predicated on planned 
career ladders, losely held in-group values, 
an eschewing of popular “politics,” and inti- 
mate ties with the universities, then ASPA 

was such a phenomenon. 
As with any proposed secession, its 

execution was not easy, Public administra- 
tionist Donald C. Stone recalls the emotions 
involved at ASPA’s founding: “Questions of 
loyalty, sedition, intrigue, separatism, and 
schism kindled emotions.”’” As Golem- 
biewski summed it up, the birth of ASPA 
was “an expression of the felt needs of the 
burgeoning graduates and faculty of sud- 
denly virile programs of public administra- 
tion. So much was at stake, practically as well 

as intellectually.”'° 
The secession succeeded, and it sym- 

bolized public administration’s conscious 
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need to become a profession and a disci- 
pline. But professions have their own 
orthodoxies, and the “high-noon of 
orthodoxy,” as it often has been called, of 

public administration was marked by the 
publication in 1937 of Luther H. Gulick and 
Lyndall Urwick’s Papers on the Science of 
Administration. This landmark study also 
marked the high noon of prestige for public 
administration. Gulick and Urwick were 
confidants of President Franklin D. Roo- 
sevelt and advised him on a variety of man- 
agerial matters; their Papers were a report to 
the President’s Committee on Admin- 
istrative Science. 

Principles were important to Gulick and 
Urwick, but where those principles were to 
be applied was not important. Focus was 
favored over locus, and Gulick and Urwick 
made no bones about it. As they said in the 
Papers, 

it is the general thesis of this paper that there are 
principles which can be arrived at inductively 
from the study of human organizations which 
should govern arrangements for human associa- 
tion of any kind. These principles can be studied 
as 4 technical question, irrespective of the pur- 
pose of the enterprise, the personnel comprising 
it, or any constitutional, political or social theory 
underlying its creation.!7 

Gulick and Urwick promoted seven prin- 
ciples of administration and, in so doing, 
gave students of public administration that 
snappy anagram, POSDCORB. POSDCORB 
was the final expression of administrative 
principles. It stood for the following: 

Planning 

Organizing 

Staffing 

Directing 

COoordinating 

Reporting 

Budgeting 

That was public administration in 1937. 
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THE CHALLENGE, 1938-1947 

In the following year, mainstream public 

administration received its first real hint of 

conceptual challenge. In 1938 Chester 

Barnard’s The Functions of the Executive 

appeared. Its impact on public administra- 

tion was not overwhelming at the time, but it 

later had considerable Safucnce on Herbert 

A. Simon when he was writing his devastat- 

ing critique of the field, Administrative 

Behavior. The impact of Barnard’s book may 
have been delayed because, as a former 

president of New Jersey Bell Telephone, he 

was not a certified member of the public 

administration community. 

Dissent from mainstream public admin- 

istration accelerated in the 1940s in two 

mutually reinforcing directions.’One objec- 
tion was that politics and administration 

could never be separated in any remotely 

sensible fashion.*The other was that the 
principles of administration were something 
less than the final expression of managerial 

rationality. 

Demurring to the Dichotomy 

Although inklings of dissent began in the 

1930s, a book of readings in the field, Ele- 

ments of Public Administration, edited in 1946 

by Fritz Morstein Marx, was one of the first 

major volumes to question the assumption 

that politics and administration could be 

dichotomized. All fourteen articles in the 

book were written by practitioners and indi- 
cated a new awareness that what often 

appeared to be value-free “administration” 

actually was value-laden “politics.” Was a 

technical decision on a budgetary emphasis 

or a personnel change really impersonal 

and apolitical? Or was it actually highly per- 

sonal, highly political, and highly preferen- 
tial? Wee it ever possible to discern the 

differences? Was it even worth attempting 

to discern the differences between politics 

and administration if, in reality, there were 

none? Was the underpinning assumption of 

a politics/administration dichotomy of the 
field, at best, naive? Many academics and 

practitioners alike were beginning to think 
SO. 

In his superb analysis in “The Trauma of 

Politics” Allen Schick observed that the 

intellectuals abandonment of the politics 

administration dichotomy in the 1940s has 
been overstated in more recent years, and 

that those advocating its abandonment 

never intended to argue that something 

called “administration” and something 

called “politics” were totally inseparable. 

The challengers of the 1940s only wished to 

emphasize that public administrators, as 

well as legislators, made political decisions 

and public policies: 

Public administration always has served power 
and the powerful . . . the service of power was 

pro bono publico, to help power holders govern 

more effectively. The presumption was that 

everyone benefits from good government . . . the 

constant concern with power was masked by the 

celebrated dichotomy between politics and 

administration. But the dichotomy, rather than 

keeping them apart, really offered a framework 

for bringing politics and administration together 
. the dichotomy provided for the ascendancy 

of the administration over the political: efhiaency 

over representation, rationality over self-interest 

. In the end, the dichotomy was rejected not 
because it separated politics and administration 

but because it joined them in a way that offended 
the pluralist norms of postwar political scence. !$ 

» Puncturing the Principles 

Arising simultaneously with the chal- 

lenge to ‘the traditional politics/administra- 

tion dichotomy of the field was an even 

more basic contention that there could be 

no such thing as a “principle” of administra- 

tion. In 1946 Simon gave a foreshadowing 

of his Administrative Behavior in an article 

entitled, appropriately, “The Proverbs of 

Administration,” published in Public Admin- 

stration Review. The following year, in the 

same journal, Robert A. Dahl published a 
searching piece, “The Science of Public 

Administration: Three Problems.” In it he 

argued that the development of universal 
principles of administration was hindered 



by the obstructions of values contending for 
preeminence in organizations, the dif- 
ferences in individual personalities, and the 
social frameworks that varied from culture 

to culture. Waldo’s major work also 
reflected this theme. His The Administrative 

State: A Study of the Political Theory of Amer- 
wcan Public Administration (1948) attacked the 

notion of immutable principles of admin- 

istration, the inconsistencies of the meth- 

odology used in determining them, and the 

narrowness of the “values” of economy and 

efficiency that dominated the field’s think- 
ing. 

The most formidable dissection of the 

principles notion, however, appeared in 

1947 with Simon’s Administrative Behavior: A 

Study of Decision-Making Processes in Admin- 
istration Organization. 

Simon showed that for every “principle” 
of administration there was a counterprinci- 

ple, thus rendering the whole idea of princi- 
ples moot. For example, the traditional 
administrative literature argued that 

bureaucracies must have a narrow “span of 

control” if orders were to be communicated 

and carried out effectively. Span of control 

meant that a manager could properly “con- 
trol” only a limited number of subordinates. 

After a certain number of subordinates was 

exceeded (authorities differed on just what 
the number was), communication of com- 
mands became increasingly garbled, and 
control became increasingly ineffective and 

“loose.” An organization that followed the 
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principle of narrow span of control would 
have a “tall” organization chart (see Figure 
2-1). 

Span of control made sense up to a point. 
Yet, as Simon observed, the literature on 
administration argued with equal vigor for 

another principle: If organizations were to 
maximize effective communication and to 
reduce distortion (thereby enhancing 
responsiveness and control), then there 
should be as few hierachical layers as possi- 
ble—that is, a “flat” hierarchical structure. 

The logic behind this principle was that the 

fewer people who had to pass a message up 
or down the hierarchy, the more likely it 

would be that the message would arrive at 
its appointed destination relatively intact 
and undistorted. This, too, made sense up 

to a point. The “flat” hierachy required to 
bring the bureaucracy into accord with this 
principle of administration would have an 

organization chart like that in Figure 2-2. 
Obviously to Simon, and now to us, the 

two “principles” were mutually contradic- 
tory, and therefore, by definition, they 
could not really be principles. This dilemma 
encompassed the whole of the traditional 

public administration literature, but it was 
never more than suspected of being so stark 

a case until Simon published his book. 
9 But Simon went beyond merely pointing 
out inconsistencies in the traditional liter- 

ature of public administration. More impor- 

tant, he reconceived the entire field. 
Simon understood that administrative 

FIGURE 2-1 

The “Principle” of Narrow 

Span of Control 
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FIGURE 2-2. The “Principle” of Maximized Communications 

decision makers wanted to make rational 
choices (that is, the single “best” choice) but 
that there were a lot of variables standing in 
the way of locating the single most rational 
decision. In his book, Simon made the field 

aware that there were limits on information 
and computational abilities within any 
human institution. Where the purveyors of 
administrative principles had erred, in 
Simon’s view, was in their assumptions that 
all alternatives were known, that the con- 

sequences of choosing any one of those 
alternatives were equally known, and that 
decision makers doggedly searched until 
they found the single best alternative from 
the standpoint of their own preferences. 
In questioning these assumptions, Simon 
argued that choices had to be discovered by 
searching for them, and that typically only a 
relatively few alternatives could be consid- 
ered. Information also had to be sought 
through a search process. Simon further 
said that decision makers did not select the 
single best alternative but instead “satis- 
ficed,’—chose the alternative that both satis- 
fied and sufficed from their point of view. 

Simon’s perspective was less economic 
than behavioral. In contrast to the literature 
that argued for principles of administration, 
Simon suggested a more human process of 
decision making. Hence, Simon argued that 

the constraints on organizational choices 
should include not only those external fac- 
tors found in the task environment of 
organizations, but also those constraints that 

existed as part of the human condition, such 
as limits on memory, rationality, and infor- 

mation. These notions ultimately were 
developed into Simon’s theory of “bounded 
rationality,’—the idea that people are 
rational decision makers, within limits. The 

ultimate effect of Simon’s Administrative 

Behavior (other than earning him the Nobel 
Prize in 1978) and related critiques appear-* 
ing in the late 1940s was to bury the belief 
that principles of administration, public or 
otherwise, could be discovered in the same 

sense that laws of science and nature could 
be. 
¢ By mid-century the two defining pillars 

of public administration—the politics/ad- 
ministration dichotomy and the principles 
of administration—had been abandoned by 
creative intellects in the field. This abandon- 
ment left public administration bereft of a 
distinct epistemological and _ intellectual 
identity. 

REACTION TO THE CHALLENGE, 
1947-1950 

In the same year that Simon decimated the 
traditional foundations of public admin- 
istration in Administrative Behavior, he 

offered an alternative to the old paradigms. 
For Simon, a new paradigm for public 

administration meant that there ought to be 
two kinds of public administrationists work- 
ing in harmony and reciprocal intellectual 
stimulation: first, those scholars concerned 
with developing “a pure science of admin- 
istration” based on “a thorough grounding 
in social psychology,” and, second, a larger 
group concerned with “prescribing for pub- 
lic policy,” a far-ranging enterprise. In 
Simon’s view, prescribing for public policy 
“cannot stop when it has swallowed up the 
whole of political science; it must attempt to 
absorb economics and sociology as well.” 
Nevertheless, both a “pure science of 
administration” and “prescribing for public 
policy” would be mutually reinforcing com- 
ponents: “There does not appear to be any 



reason why these two developments in the 
field of public administration should not go 
on side by side, for they in no way conflict or 
contradict.” !9 

Despite a proposal that was both rigorous 
and normative in its emphasis, Simon’s call 
for a “pure science” put off many scholars in 
public administration. First, there already 
existed a growing irritation in the field with 
POSDCORB and other “principles of 
administration” because of their implicit 
claims of representing a “pure science”. The 
challengers of the late 1940s had shown that 
the “principles of administration” were 
hardly the final expression of science, and 
consequently public administrationists were 
increasingly skeptical that the admin- 
istrative phenomenon could be understood 
in wholly scientific terms. Second, Simon’s 
urging that social psychology provided the 
basis for understanding administrative 
behavior struck many public administra- 
tionists as foreign and discomfiting; most of 
them had no training in social psychology. 
Third, since science was perceived as being 
“value-free,” it followed that a “science of 

administration” would logically ban public 
administrationists from what many of them 
perceived as their richest sources of inquiry: 
normative political theory, the concept of 
the public interest, and the entire spectrum 
of human values. While this interpretation 
may well have rested on a widespread misin- 
terpretation of Simon’s thinking (under- 
standable, perhaps, given the wake of 
Administrative Behavior), as Golembiewski 
contends the reaction nonetheless was 

real.2° 
The threat to the traditional paradigms 

posed by Simon and his fellow challengers 
was clear not only to most political scientists 
but to many public administrationists as 
well. For their part, the public administra- 
tionists had both a carrot and a stick as 
inducements not only to remain within 
political science but also to strengthen the 
intellectual linkages between the fields. The 
“carrot” was the maintenance of the logical 
conceptual connection between public 
administration and political science; that iS, 
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the public policy-making process. Public 
administration considered the “internal” 
stages of that process: the formulation of 
public policies within public bureaucracies 
and their delivery to the polity. Political sci- 
ence was perceived as considering the 
“external” stages of the process: the pres- 
sures in the polity generating political and 
social change. There was a certain logic in 
retaining this linkage in terms of epis- 
temological benefits to both fields. The 
“stick,” to continue the analogy, was the 

worrisome prospect of retooling only to 
become a technically oriented “pure sci- 
ence” that might lose touch with political 
and social realities in an effort to cultivate 
an engineering mentality for public admin- 
istration. 

As we have also noted, political scientists, 
for their part, had begun to resist the grow- 
ing independence of public administra- 
tionists and to question the field’s action ori- 
entation as early as the mid-1930s. Political 
scientists, rather than advocating a public 

service and an executive preparatory pro- 
gram as they had in 1914, began calling for, 
in the lucid and graceful phrases of Lynton 
K. Caldwell, “intellectualized understand- 

ing” of the executive branch rather than 
“knowledgeable action” on the part of pub- 
lic administrators.2! In 1952, Roscoe Martin 

wrote an article appearing in the American 
Political Science Review calling for the con- 
tinued “dominion of political science over 
public administration.”?? 

By the post-World War II era, political 

scientists were well under the gun and could 
ill afford the breakaway of their most pres- 
tigious subfield. The discipline was being 
shaken conceptually by the “behavioral rev- 
olution” that had occurred in other social 
sciences. The American Political Science 
Association was financially in tight straits. 
Political scientists were aware that not only 
had public administrationists threatened 
secession in the past, but also now other sub- 

fields, such as international relations, were 

becoming restive. And in terms of both sci- 
ence and social science, it was increasingly 
evident that political science was held in low 
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esteem by scholars in other fields. The for- 
mation of the National Science Foundation 
in 1950 brought the message to all who 

cared to listen that the chief federal science 

agency considered political science to be the 
distinctly junior member of the social sci- 

ences. In 1953 David Easton confronted this 

lack of status directly in his influential book, 
The Political System.?° 

The capitulation of the public admin- 

istrationists to pressures from the political 

scientists and their own self-doubts about 

where the field was and should be going was 

expressed beyond cavil in the major public 
administration journal in 1950. John Mer- 
riman Gaus, a prestigious public administra- 
tion scholar, penned his oft-quoted dictum 

in the tenth anniversary issue of Public 

Administration Review: “A theory of public 
administration means in our time a theory 

of politics also.”*4 The die was cast. 

PARADIGM 3: PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
AS POLITICAL SCIENCE, 1950-1970 

As a result of these essentially political con- 
cerns and the icy intellectual critiques of the 
field, public administrationists leaped back 

into the mother discipline of political sci- 
ence. The result was a renewed definition of 

locus—the governmental bureaucracy—but 

a corresponding loss of focus. Should the 

mechanics of budgets and public personnel 

policies be studied exclusively? Or should 
public administrationists consider the grand 
philosophic schemata of the “administrative 

Platonists” (as one political scientist called 
them),?° such as Paul Appelby? Or should 
they, as urged by Simon, explore quite new 

fields of inquiry such as sociology, business 
administration, and social psychology as 

these fields related to the analysis of organi- 
zations and decision-making? 

In brief, this third phase of definition was 
largely an exercise in reestablishing the con- 

ceptual linkages between public administra- 
tion and political science. But the conse. 
quence of this exercise was to “define away” 
the field, at least in terms of its analytical 

focus, its essential expertise. Thus, writings 
on public administration in the 1950s spoke 
of the field as an “emphasis,” an “area of 
interest,” or even as a “synonym” of political 
science.2© Even long-standing friends of 
public administration expressed their con- 
cern during this period. Frederick Mosher, 

for example, concluded, that “Public admin- 

istration stands in danger of ... senes- 
cence.”27 Martin Landau stated his deeply 
held concern that public administration, 

“that lusty young giant of a decade ago, may 
now ‘evaporate’ as a field.”2% 

These concerns, which focused largely on 

the research agenda of the field, were 

reflected in the curriculum of public admin- 

istration as well. A survey of graduate edu- 
cation in public administration conducted in 

1961 found such enormous diversity of 
forms and emphases in university pro- 

grams? that one observer could accurately 
state: “The study of public administration in 

the United States is characterized by the 
absence of any fully comprehensive intellec- 

tual framework.”?° Public administration, as 

an identifiable field of study, began a long, 

downhill spiral. 

Things got pretty nasty by the end of the 
1950s and, for that matter, well into the 
1960s. In 1962 public administration was 

not included as a subfield of political science 

in the report of the Committee on Political 

Science as a Discipline of the American 

Political Science Association. In 1964, a 

major survey of political scientists indicated 

a decline in faculty interest in public admin- 

istration generally.3! In 1967, public admin- 

istration disappeared as an _ organizing 

category in the program of the annual meet- 

ing of the American Political Science Asso- 

ciation. Waldo wrote in 1968 that “many 
political scientists not identified with Public 

Administration are indifferent or even hos- 

tile; they would sooner be free of it,” and he 
added that the public administrationist has 
an “uncomfortable” and “second-class cit- 

izenship.”>? Between 1960 and 1970, only 4 
percent of all the articles published in the 
five major political science journals dealt 
with public administration.?% 



In the 1960s, “P.A. types,” as they often 
were called in political science faculties, both 
were treated as, and behaved as, the “illegal 
aliens” of political science departments. 

At least two developments occurred dur- 
ing this period that reflect in different ways 
the gradually tightening tensions between 
public administrationists and political scien- 
usts: first, the growing use of the case study 
as an epistemological device and, second, 
the rise and fall of comparative and 
development administration as subfields of 
public administration. 

Case Studies 

The development of the case method 
began in the 1930s, largely under the aegis 
of the Committee on Public Administration 
of the Social Science Research Council.3+ 
Typically, cases were reports written by 
practicing public administrators on manag- 
erial problems and how they solved them. 
This framework gave way in the mid-1940s 
to a new version of case studies conceived in 
the Graduate School of Public Administra- 
tion (as it was then called) at Harvard Uni- 
versity. This version followed the lines of 
the public administration case study as we 
know it today. A joint four-university pro- 
gram with foundation support resulted, 
called the Committee on Public Administra- 
tion Cases. The Committee. in turn, engen- 

dered adequate interest in the case method 
to encourage the establishment in 1951 of 
the Inter-University Case Program. 

The Inter-University Case Program pub- 
lished a spate of excellent public administra- 
tion case studies, but it began to falter in the 
1970s. Fortunately, the cause of the case 
study was taken up in 1977 by the newly 
formed Education for Public Service Clear- 
ing House Project, supported by grants 
from the Ford and Sloan Foundations. ‘The 
Project lasted only a year, but succeeded in 
publishing a useful bibliography of public 
administration cases. In 1978, a successor 
organization, the Public Policy and Manage- 
ment Program for Case/Curriculum 
Development, was created via grants pro- 
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vided by the Sloan and Exxon Education 
Foundations. It was housed in the Inter- 
collegiate Case Clearing House, a group 
that had been founded in 1957 with the 
purpose of developing case studies for busi- 
ness schools. The Intercollegiate Case 
Clearing House expired in 1980, but the 
Public Policy and Management Program for 
Case/Curriculum Development survived 
(and thrived) until 1985. It ultimately pub- 
lished three additional bibliographies of 
case studies and developed a number of new 
cases. Currently, case development in public 
administration is conducted by the Associa- 
tion for Public Policy and Management, 

which took over the activities (but not the 
grants, which terminated in 1985) of the 
Public Policy and Management Program for 
Case/Curriculum Development.®> 

The significance of the case study to the 
development of the field of public admin- 
istration is somewhat unusual, quite aside 
from the innate value of the case method as 
a simulation-based teaching device and as 
an extraordinarily effective vehicle for 
illuminating questions of moral choice and 
decision-making behavior in the admin- 
istrative milieu. Waldo believes that the 
development of the case method in the late 
1940s and its growth throughout the 1950s 
reflected the response of public administra- 
tionists to the “behavioral revolution” in the 
social sciences generally. On the one hand, 
the traditional public administrationists, 

particularly those who entered the field in 
the 1930s, welcomed the case method as a 

means of being empirical and “behavioral.” 
To them, the case method provided an 
additional way of reestablishing the linkages 
between their field and political science. 
The case study also offered a comfortable 
alternative to Simon’s call for a rigorous 
“pure science of administration” that 
could—probably would—necessitate a meth- 
odological retooling on their part. On the 
other hand, those public administrationists 
who entered the field later, and who had 
been academically reared in political science 
departments when behaviorism was very 
much in vogue, were not especially at home 
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with the case study as public administra- 
tion’s answer to the challenge of the 
behaviorists. Nevertheless, they temporarily 
agreed to the case method as an uneasy 
compromise. There was also a third group 
of public administrationists in the 1950s and 
1960s who embraced the case study. These 
were the retired government bureaucrats, 

who occasionally were hired by political sci- 
ence departments when public administra- 
tion was held in low academic esteem but in 
relatively high student demand. This group 
appreciated an intellectual approach to the 
field that identified closely with admin- 
istrative experience. 

The scholarly uneasiness surrounding 
the use of the case method (which has never 
had the impact on public administration 
education that it has had in the business 
schools) reflected the condition of public 
administration at that time—a band of dis- 
pirited scholars, isolated from their col- 
leagues, but trying to cope in the only way 
they knew how. But this generalization did 
not apply to another group of “P.A. types,” 
those who tilled the modish (and financially 
fertile) fields of comparative and develop- 
ment administration. 

Comparative and Development 
Administration 

Cross-cultural public administration, as 

the comparative approach is also called, is a 
fairly new development in the field. Prior to 
the abandonment of the principles of ad- 
ministration, it was assumed that cultural 

factors did not make any difference in 
administrative settings because principles, 
after all, were principles. As White said in 
1936, a principle of administration “is as 
useful a guide to action in the public admin- 
istration of Russia as of Great Britain, of 

Iraq as of the United States.”°® But, as Dahl, 
Waldo, and others would later point out, 

cultural factors could make public admin- 
istration on one part of the globe quite a 
different animal from public administration 
on another part.?” By the late 1940s, in fact, 
courses in comparative public administra- 

tion were appearing in university catalogs, 
and by the early 1950s the American Politi- 
cal Science Association, the American 

Society for Public Administration, and the 
Public Administration Clearing House were 
forming special committees or sponsoring 
conferences on comparative public admin- 
istration. The real impetus came in 1962 
when the Comparative Administration 
Group (CAG), founded in 1960 from the 
American Society for Public Administra- 
tion, received financing as part of the Ford 

Foundation that eventually totaled about 
$500,000. 

The Ford Foundation’s support of com- 
parative administration (which has _ since 
stopped) appears to have stemmed from an 
altruistic interest in bettering the lot of poor 
people in the Third World through the 
improvement of governmental efficiency in 
the developing nations. The support also 
came from political interest in arresting the 
“advance of communism,” especially in 

Asia, by entrenching bureaucratic establish- 
ments composed of local elites. It should be 
remembered that the Ford Foundation’s ini- 
tial decision to support the field in a big way 
came at the height of the Cold War. The 
Foundation’s emphasis on the Third World 
was especially enriching to a semi-autono- 
mous subfield of comparative public admin- 
istration called development administration, 
which concentrates on the developing 
nations. Ironically, as we shall shortly see, 
the practical (if somewhat naive) motivation 
of the Ford Foundation underlying its fund- 
ing of comparative and development 
administration were seldom shared by the 
recipients of the Foundation’s grants. 

Comparative public administration, as 

Ferrel Heady has explained, addresses five 
“motivating concerns” as an_ intellectual 
enterprise: the search for theory; the urge 
for practical application; the incidental con- 
tribution of the broader field of com- 
parative politics; the interest of researchers 

trained in the tradition of administrative 
law; and the comparative analysis of on- 
going problems of public administration.38 

Much of the work in comparative public 



administration revolves around the ideas of 
Fred W. Riggs, who “captured” (to quote 
one assessment) the field’s early interest in 
public administration in the developing 
nations*? and who was simply a very prolific 
writer and substantial contributor to the 
theoretical development of the subfield in 
its early stages. From 1960 to 1970, when 
the subfield dominated comparative public 
administration, Riggs chaired ASPA’s Com- 
parative Administration Group.*? 

Riggs’s intention, and the intention of the 
comparative public administrationists gen- 
erally, was to use their field as a vehicle for 
stiffening and strengthening theory in pub- 
lic administration. To borrow Riggs’s termi- 
nology, comparative public administration 
is to do this by being empirical, nomothetic, 
and ecological; that is, put crudely, factual 

and scientific, abstracted and generalizable, 

systematic and nonparochial. In this empha- 
sis, there always was a quantum of distaste in 
the ranks of CAG for studies rooted solely 
in the American experience. 

Public administration differs in two ways 
from its comparative subfield. One is that 
the larger field is forthrightly and frankly 
culture-bound. The defense of American 
public administration’s “parochialism” is 
much the same as that for parochialism of 
the behavioral sciences generally, and it is 
composed of four main points: 

1. All empirical theory rests on the values of sci- 
ence that guide the conduct of the scientific 
method. 

2. The choice of subjects to study usually reflects 
the researcher’s socialization in, and the needs 
of, his or her own society. 

3. Since humankind is the object of study in the 
behavioral sciences, then humanity’s values, 
viewpoints, and culture must be included as 

part of the theory to be developed, notably as 
intervening variables in correlational analyses. 

4. The uses to which public administration the- 
ory and data are put in practice inevitably 
must be culture-bound. 

A second difference is that public admin- 
istration generally emphasizes action rather 
than theory as in comparative public admin- 
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istration. From its origins, American public 
administration has attempted to be “practi- 
tioner-oriented” and to be involved with the 
“real world,” whereas comparative public 
administration, from its origins, has attemp- 

ted to be “theory-building” and to seek 
knowledge for the sake of knowledge. 
Increasingly, this purely scholarly (as 
opposed to professional) thrust of com- 
parative public administration has boded ill 
for the subfield. A spokesperson for the 
chief financier of CAG, the Ford Founda- 

tion, asked what “all this theorizing and all 

this study will amount to” in terms of 
improving the practice of public administra- 
tion, and no one in comparative public 
administration ever really answered him.*} 
In fact, the dominant theme among the 

members of CAG (although perhaps less 
emphatically among those involved in devel- 
opment administration) seemed to be to 
stick to their intellectual guns and keep 
building theory as they perceived it. A sur- 
vey of the CAG membership conducted in 
1967 revealed that there was not a 

strongly stated appeal for linking the theoreti- 
cians with the practitioners . . . nor for an invest- 
ment of resources in stimulating empirical 
research, nor for pursuing the work of the CAG 
into such practical realms as training and con- 
sulting. .. . [P]roposals to channel CAG efforts 
into the sphere of action received very short 
shrift among respondents.4? 

Not surprisingly, perhaps, the Ford 
Foundation terminated its support of CAG 
ist 7 1, 

Comparative public administration has 
been productive and active as a subfield. 
Reports of its death are premature, 
although comparative public administration 
does appear to have reached a critical point 
of development. Although CAG _ had 
achieved a membership of more than 500 by 
1968, in 1973 it was disbanded as a separate 

entity and merged with the International 
Committee of the American Society for 
Public Administration. The field’s major 
journal, The Journal of Comparative Admin- 

istration, was terminated in 1974 after five 
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years of publication. Analyses of core course 
requirements in Master of Public Admin- 
istration degree programs across the coun- 
try found that by the mid-1970s courses in 
comparative and development administra- 
tion were virtually never required in the 
core MPA curriculum and were almosi 
never taken by students.*% 

Perhaps Golembiewski best sums up the 
problems (what he calls the “fixation”) of 
comparative and development administra- 
tion in the 1980s by noting, “public admin- 

istration should take full notice of the fact 
that comparative administration’s failure 
rests substantially on a self-imposed failure 
experience. It set an unattainable goal, that 
is, in its early and persisting choice to seek a 
comprehensive theory or model in terms of 
which to define itself.”44 

Political Science: The Impact of a Parent 

Political science—the biological parent, 
the “mother discipline” of public admin- 
istration—clearly has had a profound effect 

on the character of the field. Public admin- 

istration was born in the house of political 
science, and its early rearing occurred in its 

backyard. The fundamental precepts of 
American political science—the self-evident 

worth of democracy, a pluralistic polity, 
political participation, equality under law, 
and due process—continue to hold sway 

among even the most independent-minded 

public administrationists. While it can be 
convincingly argued that the American civic 

culture inculcates these values among all its 

intellectuals and that American public 
administrationists would cherish democratic 

values regardless of their experiences in 

political science, it nonetheless seems valid 

to say that the environment of political sci- 
ence has sharpened and deepened the com- 
mitment of public administrationists to the 
country’s core constitutional concepts. If, to 

indulge in speculation, public administra- 
tion had been born and bred in the nation’s 

business schools, would we have the same 

kind of academic field that we have today? 
Perhaps not. In any case, one can argue 

that, despite the disdain with which political 
science has often treated public admuinistra- 

tion, political science was a salutary architect 

in laying its philosophic and normative 
foundations. 

PARADIGM 4: PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
AS MANAGEMENT, 1956-1970 

Partly because of their second-class cit- 
izenship status in a number of political sci- 
ence departments, some public administra- 

tionists began searching for an alternative in 
the management field in which to operate. 
Although Paradigm 4 occurred roughly 
concurrently with Paradigm 3, it never 
received the broad-based favor that political 
science garnered from public administra- 
tionists. Nonetheless, the management 
option (sometimes called “administrative 
science” or “generic management”) was a 
viable alternative for a significant number of 
scholars in public administration, and for 

some it still is. But in both the political sci- 
ence and management paradigms, the 

essential thrust was one of public admin- 
istration losing its identity and __ its 
uniqueness within the confines of some 
“larger” concept. Management is a field that 
covers organization theory and behavior, 
planning, and decision making. It also 
covers various techniques of “management 
science” such as path analysis and queuing 
theory, personnel administration, lead- 

ership, motivation, communication, man- 
agement information systems, budgeting, 
auditing, productivity, and, occasionally, 
marketing. 

As a paradigm, management provides a 
focus but not a locus. It offers techniques, 
often highly sophisticated techniques, that 
require expertise and specialization, but in 
what institutional setting that expertise 
should be applied is undefined. As in Para- 
digm 2, administration is administration 
wherever it is found; focus is favored over 
locus. 

A number of developments, many stem- 

ming from the country’s business schools, 



fostered the alternative paradigm of man- 
agement. In 1956 the important journal, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, was founded 
by a public administrationist on the premise 
that public, business, and __ institutional 

administration were false distinctions, and 
that administration was administration. 
Public administrationist Keith M. Hender- 
son, among others, argued in the mid-1960s 
that organization theory was, or should be, 
the overarching focus of public administra- 
tion.*° And it cannot be denied that such 
works as James G. March and Herbert 
Simon’s Organizations (1958), Richard Cyert 
and March’s A Behavioral Theory of the Firm 
(1963), March’s Handbook of Organizations 
(1965), and James D. Thompson’s Organiza- 

tions in Action (1967) gave solid theoretical 
reasons for choosing management, with an 
emphasis on organization theory, as the par- 
adigm of public administration. 

In the early 1960s organization develop- 
ment began its rapid rise as a specialty of 
management. As a focus organization de- 
velopment represented a_ particularly 
tempting alternative to political science for 
many public administrationists. Organiza- 
tion development as a field is grounded in 
social psychology and it values the “democ- 
ratization” of bureaucracies, whether public 

or private, and the “self-actualization” of 

individual members of organizations. 
Because of these values, organization 
development was seen by many younger 
public administrationists as offering avery 
compatible area of research within the 
framework of management. In such a 
framework democratic values could be con- 
sidered, normative concerns could be 

broached, and intellectual rigor and scien- 
tific methodologies could be employed. 

From the late fifties through the 
mid-1960s, a spate of scholars writing inl 2 

variety of management journals accelerated 
the drumbeat of generic management as the 
logical successor to more “parochial” para- 
digms, such as public administration and 
business administration.*© Weighing heavily 
in the value structure of these scholars was 
the interdisciplinary nature of management 
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studies and the necessity that university pol- 
icymakers recognize this aspect and 
reorganize accordingly. 

These intellectual currents had a genuine 
impact on the curricula of universities. A 
1961 survey of graduate study in public 
administration in the United States found 
that, while the great majority of public 
administration programs were still located 
in political science departments, there was 
nonetheless “a ground-swell development 
that tends to pervade all others,” and this 
was the idea of “administration” as a unify- 
ing epistemology in the study of institutions 
and organizations, both public and _pri- 
vate.*7 Similarly, by 1962, as many as a fifth 

of the business administration programs in 
the United States, Canada, and Mexico 

joined the study of business administration 
with economics, public administration, and 

other social sciences.*® 
The first institutional expression of the 

generic management ground swell came in 
the 1950s with the founding of the School of 
Business and Public Administration at Cor- 
nell University, and over the years three 
models of the generic management school 
developed.t9 The “purest” of these schools 
of administrative science were created con- 
sciously (indeed, on occasion, ideologically) 
as generic, offering master’s degrees only in 
“administration” or “management.” The 
Graduate School of Management in the 
University of California at Irvine, founded 
in the mid-1960s, was the first edition cast in 

this mold. The University of California at 
Riverside, Willamette, and Yale soon fol- 

lowed. Perhaps the most striking feature of 
these schools of administrative science is 
their small size. The four extant examples 
have, on the average, fewer than twenty-two 
faculty each, or considerably fewer than a 
typical department of political science or 
business administration at a major univer- 
sity. In fact, if Yale University is excluded 
from the list, the average size of the remain- 

ing three programs (all of which are 
exclusively graduate level) is fourteen full- 
time faculty members per school.°° 

Closely related to the school of admin- 
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istrative science is the school of manage- 
ment. In this version, a business ethic 

prevails, and little or no attempt is made to 
understand the phenomenon of public 
administration, which is perceived as an 

extension of business management; educa- 

tion that is good for business is good for 
government. A Master of Management or a 

Master of Business Administration are the 

only graduate degrees offered from these 
schools, and “public management” is of- 
fered as a minor option within these degree 
programs. The University of California at 
Los Angeles, Stanford, and Northwestern 

are examples of these schools. 
The third variant of the generic manage- 

ment model is the combined school of busi- 

ness and public administration. Typically, 

these schools offer a common core curricu- 

lum for all students, but they also house sep- 

arate departments of public administration 
that offer their own degree programs. 

Examples of this type include the University 
of Alaska and the University of Missouri at 
Kansas City. 

During the 1960s and early 1970s in par- 
ticular, the generic management concept 
was especially modish. Suddenly it seemed 
that a number of public admuinistrationists 

were discovering the line in Woodrow 

Wilson’s seminal essay of 1887 which stated 
“the field of administration is a field of busi- 

ness. It is removed from the hurry and strife 

Ol politicsee ny. = 
Perhaps it was this statement by Wilson 

that initially encouraged an attitude among 

some management scientists that strikingly 

paralleled the long-standing attitude held 

by political scientists about public admin- 

istration; that is, that public administration 

amounted to a subfield of their larger field. 

In the case of Paradigm 4, however, the 

“larger” field was management rather than 

political science. To some degree, such an 

attitude depends upon the perspective of 
the viewer. In a useful analysis, James L. 
Perry and Kenneth L. Kramer have clarified 
what this sense of perspective means in 

terms of public administration and manage- 
ment.°? If, for example, an analyst believes 

that the primary purpose of an organization 
is to achieve social goals (e¢.g., education), as 

opposed to instrumental goals (¢.g., profits); 
if an analyst believes that similarities and 
differences among organizations can best be 
understood by comparing organizations as a 
whole (e.g., the Department of the Interior 
and Ford Motor Company), rather than 
parts of organizations (e.g., the accounting 
departments); if an analyst believes that 
selected similarities and differences among 
organizations carry more weight and are 
more important than others (e.g., the influ- 
ence of politics on public agencies in con- 
trast to private firms), as opposed to accord- 
ing equal importance to all similarities and 
differences; and if an analyst believes that 
an analytical approach focusing on the dis- 
covery of patterns of organizational 
behavior (e¢.g., technology and organiza- 
tional change), rather than case studies (e.g., 
“International Widget Markets in East 
Anglia: Lessons for Us All”); then, that ana- 

lyst likely will conclude that public admin- 
Sisadonl imquite a bicdieiGrenc Teena quite a bit different from private 
aes Analysts who hold opposite 
beliefs and approaches probably will con- 
tend that the supposed differences are 
artificial and that management is manage- 
ment is management. Table 2-1 summarizes 
these perspectives. 

Beyond the reality of differing belief sets 
among individual researchers, however, an 

cven_more serious problem exists with the 
argument that public Be aE 
ment are indistinguis The generic 
management paradigm is predicated on the 
idea that a single literature exists that is rele- 
vant to managers in all kinds of institutional 
settings, including businesses and govern- 
ments. To a degree, this is true. Or- 
anization theory, computer science, com- 

munication and information theory, statis- 
tics—in fact, all the topics listed earlier that 
constitute the management field—are perti- 
nent to the study of public administration. 
What is often overlooked in this perspective, 
however, is that precisely the same claim can 
be made (and has been made) for political 
science. American government, state and 
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Public and Private Management 
Perspectives of Analysts Who Access Similarities and Differences Between 

Issues raised in drawing 
comparisons 

Perspectives of analysts who 

conclude that public and private 

management are more similar 
than different 

Perspectives of analysts who 

conclude that public and 
private management are 

more different than similar 

What is an organization’s 

proper role toward its 
external environment? 

Can similarities and 

differences in the 
management of 

To achieve instrumental goals 

The similarities and 

differences can be 
understood by looking at 

To achieve social goals 

The similarities and 
differences can only be 
understood by looking 
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organizations be 
understood by looking at 
the parts or at the whole 
of management? 

the parts. 

Are all similarities and 
differences of equal 
importance? equally. 

Should proof of the 

existence of similarities 
and differences between 
organizations be based on 

case experiences or on 
dominant patterns within 

the entire population of 
organizations? 

The similarities and 
differences are weighted 

Case experiences 

at the whole 

Some similarities and 
differences are more 

important than other 
similarities and 

differences 

Dominant patterns 

Source: James L. Perry and Kenneth L. Kraemer, “Part Three: Is Public Management Similar to or 
Different From Private Management?” in Public Management: Public and Private Perspectives, James L. 
Perry and Kenneth L. Kraemer, eds. (Palo Alto, Calif.: Mayfield, 1983), p. 56. 

local politics, and urban politics, for exam- 

ple, are all relevant to the study of public 
administration. The point is that neither 
“truth” says very much. Neither field is ade- 
quate by itself as a paradigm for public 
administration. Public administration is sim- 
ply larger than either management or politi- 
cal science. 

Moreover, the literatures of both fields 
are biased in ways that reduce their 
usefulness to public administration. In the 
case of political science, as we have noted, 

the phenomena of government and politics 
require only “intellectualized understand- 
ing” among political scientists, not educa- 

tion for “knowledgeable action,” as is 

needed by public administrationists and 
public administrators. In the case of man- 
agement, and despite occasional protesta- 

tions by management scientists to the 
contrary, the administrative phenomena are 

typically cast in terms of the business world. 
A glance at virtually any introductory text in 
management brings this point home; gov- 
ernment, when it is mentioned at all, is often 

treated as a constraint in the “organizational 
environment.” 

The admittedly fragmentary data indi- 
cate that the “real-world” skills needed by 
public administrators and business manag- 
ers differ markedly. Little research has been 
done on this, but those successful busi: 
nesspersons who have become public man- 
agers are among the first to deny that there 
are significant similarities between the pub- 
lic and private sectors, and public admin- 

istrators who enter the corporate world 
experience comparable difficulties of transi- 
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tion.°3 In addition, the growing research lit- 
erature that empirically compares public 
and private organizations (reviewed in Part 
IJ and discussed later in this chapter) casts 
doubt that the public and private admin- 
istrative sectors can always be fruitfully 
approached as a single entity.°* The emerg- 
ing consensus of public administrationists 
increasingly appears to be that public and 
private management are, to cite Wallace 
Sayre’s old saw, fundamentally alike in all 

unimportant respects. 

It follows that if public and private man- 
agement are alike in all unimportant 
respects, then those disciplines that attempt 
to understand these separate managerial 
sectors must rely to a significant degree on 
different sets of knowledge. And research 
indicates this to be the case. A careful study 
of eight major, representative generic 
schools of management found that there 
were a total of thirty different courses con- 
stituting the “common” core of courses for a 
master’s degree.°° Although there was some 
limited agreement among the _ generic 
schools with regard to eight courses that 
emphasized operations research, statistics, 

economics, accounting, finance, and organi- 

zation theory, there nonetheless remained a 
“substantial amount of disagreement about 
the commonality of administrative tools and 
techniques.”°® 

The upshot of Paradigm 4, insofar as 
many public administrationists were and are 
concerned, is that the field of public admin- 

istration would exchange, at best, its role as 

an “emphasis” in political science depart- 
ments, for being, at best, a subfield in 

generic schools of management. 

Management: The Impact of a Foster 
Parent 

If political science was profoundly influ- 
ential on the evolution of public administra- 
tion, management was less so. But, in many 

ways, the impact of management on public 
administration was also more positive. In 
part, this happened because management 

entered into the upbringing of public 
administration when the field was beginning 
its adolescence. And, unlike political sci- 
ence, management was not a blood relative 

of public administration; consequently, 
public administration was granted more 
independence and breathing room to grow 
and develop on its own. This is not to say 
that the household environment created by 
the field of management for public admin- 
istration was one of warmth and succor. It 
was not. But instead of treating public 
administration as an abusive parent would 
treat a child, as political science occasionally 
did, management let public administration 

stay in its house as though it were an absent- 
minded aunt who was never quite sure who 
was living in which room and who often for- 
got when the meals were served. 

Management had at least three distinct 
and beneficial influences on public admin- 
istration. First, it forced public administra- 

tionists to examine more closely what the 
“public” in “public administration” meant; 

second, it convinced many public admin- 

istrationists that a whole new set of manage- 
ment methodologies was needed; and third, 

it provided public administration with a 
model of how to assess what, as a field, it was 
teaching and why. 

Understanding the “Public” in Public 
Administration. One of the principal effects 
of the management paradigm on_ public 
administration concerned the distinction 
between public and private administration. 
Defining the “public” in public administra- 
tion has long been a knotty problem for aca- 
demics. In part, this is because Western 
culture has never completely sorted out 
what Stanley I. Benn and Gerald F. Gaus 
call the “complex-structured concept” of 
“publicness” and “privateness” in society,°7 
and this larger dilemma has had its effects 
on understanding what constitutes public 
administration. 

Fortunately, Benn and Gaus provide one 
of the better analyses of the components of 
this complex-structured concept. They con- 
tend that publicness and privateness in 



society are composed of three dimensions: 
agency, interest, and access. 

Agency, in this sense, refers to the “basic 
distinction . . . between an agent acting pri- 
vately, z.e., on his own account, or publicly, 

1.e., aS an officer of the city. . . . The public/ 
private distinction is thus important in 
answering the questions: What is your 
standing as an agent? What significance do 
your actions and decisions have for the sta- 
tus of other people?”°S 

Interest "is concerned with the status of 
the people who will be better or worse off 
for whatever is in question.”°9 Hence, it is 
the interest of the private firm tc benefit 
only the people in it and who own it through 
salaries and profits. “By contrast, the sup- 

posed end of a public enterprise is to serve 
the public interest (providing a . . . service 
to any or every member of the community 

_).760 

Access refers to the degree of openness 
that distinguishes publicness from pri- 
vateness. Access encompasses access to 
activities. For example, town meetings are 
public because they are open to all, but cor- 
porate board meetings are private because 
only board members have access to them. 
Access also includes the right to space, such 
as the town hall as opposed to the corporate 
board room. Access means the right to 
information (everyone may read the min- 
utes of the town meeting, but only board 
members may peruse those of the board 
meeting), and it means the right to 
resources. (“Access to lawnmowers is gener- 

ally private; access to a... drinking foun- 
tain can be public in the sense that anyone 
may use it.”)®! 

These three dimensions of publicness 
and privateness are helpful in our under- 
standing of how public administration’s 
experience in its management paradigm 
defined its public role. Agency, interest, and 

access all have had a bearing in this regard. 
We consider them in turn. 

The institutional definition. Traditionally, 

when public administrationists thought 
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about what the “public” in public admin- 
istration meant at all, they thought 
about it in institutional terms, that is, they 

thought about the management of tax-sup- 
ported agencies that appeared on govern- 
ment organization charts—the government 
bureaucracy. The bureaucracy—the agen- 
cies—constituted the “locus” of public 
administration that held sway over the 
field’s focus during the periods of Para- 
digms | (the politics/administration dicho- 
tomy) and 3 (public administration as 
political science). It amounts to an institu- 
tonal definition of the “public” in public 
administration, and it is a virtual “match” 

with Benn and Gaus’s thinking about the 
“agency” dimension of publicness and pri- 
vateness. (Indeed, even the term “agency” 
seems to be uniquely suitable to public 
administration.) 

The institutional definition of “public” 
still dominates thinking in the field. One 
review of some of the more important liter- 
ature on public organizations concluded 
that the vast majority of writers (70 percent 
of the books reviewed) took an “agency” 
perspective, as opposed to an “interest” or 
“access” view in analyzing public organiza- 
tions.© 

Nevertheless, there are real problems 
with an agency (or institutional) definition, 
and public administration’s experience with 
Paradigm 4 helped tease these out. The 
most notable problem, and one with which 

the better theorists in all fields are familiar, 

is that posed by the real world. The real 
world makes an institutionally centered def- 
inition of public administration problematic 
at best and untenable at worst. The research 
and development contract; the military- 
industrial complex; the roles of regulatory 

agencies and their relations with industry; 
the emergence of “third sector,” or non- 
profit, organizations; and the developing 
awareness of what one author has called 
“the margins of the state’”® in reference to 
such phenomena as the expansive growth of 
government corporations and the privatiza- 
tion of public policy— all these have con- 
spired to make public administration an 
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elusive entity, at least when attempts are 

made to define it in empirical terms that are 

based on an institutional construct. 
The management paradigm was _ par- 

ticularly useful in exposing these real-world 
deficiencies that are inherent to an institu- 
tional definition of public administration. 

Of course, the motivation of the manage- 

ment scientists to do so (occasionally with 
great glee) may have stemmed as much 
from a desire to claim public administration 
as an inseparable part of the management 
field as from a dedication to shed intellec- 

tual light on the problem. But understand- 
ing the shortcomings of defining public 
administration’s locus as simply government 

agencies was nonetheless needed, and the 
management scientists provided this under- 

standing. So public administrationists began 
searching for an alternative frame-work for 

understanding the “public” in public admin- 

istration. 

The normative definition. During — the 
1970s, the alternative that emerged was a 
normative one, and it reflected Benn and 
Gaus’s concept of “interest” as a dimension 
of the public/private concept. Inspired in 
part by the “new public administration” 
movement (which we explain in greater 
detail shortly) and its ethical overtones, the 

normative definition of public administra- 
tion focused not on government agencies as 
such, but on those phenomena that affected 
the public interest. This more dynamic phi- 
losophic approach could include not only 
government agencies and the actions of 
those agencies, but a plethora of other 
institutions, technologies, and_ interrela- 
tionships as well. Thus, rather than con- 

centrating on the Department of Defense, 

for example, as its proper public locus, and 
leaving, say, Lockheed Corporation to stu- 

dents of business management, public 

administrationists began to understand that 
the Defense Department’s contractual and 
political relationships with Lockheed should 
now be their central object of study, since 
these relationships clearly involved the pub- 

lic interest. This new, noninstitutional and 

normative definition of the “public” in pub- 
lic administration was brought about in 
large part by the difficulties encountered by 
public administrationists who were working 
within the confines of generic schools of 
management in explaining their field to 
their academic colleagues—who, on occa- 

sion, were somewhat less than sympathetic 

to the role of government in society and 
even to the notion of the public interest.®* 

The organizational definition. The nor- 
mative definition of public administration 
clearly had advantages over the institutional 
one, but there were problems with it, too. It 

was, after all, not terribly precise; one per- 

son’s idea of the public interest might not be 
shared by another. For example, the presi- 
dent of Lockheed, the Secretary of Defense, 

and a pacifist might have very different 
views of what constituted the public interest. 
And they might not even agree that the rela- 
tionships between Lockheed and_ the 
Department of Defense were a proper sub- 
ject of study for those who wished to discern 
what the public interest was. 

Hence, a third option for defining the 

“public” in public administration presented 
itself: the organization. Specifically, were 
public organizations such as government 
agencies, public authorities, voluntary asso- 

ciations, and non-profit corporations, dif- 

ferent from private organizations such as 
IBM? And if so, how? 

Public administrationists had muddled 
around for years with the notion that public 
and private organizations were distinctly 
different, but many of them drew this con- 
clusion more from ideological beliefs than 
from empirical research. During the late 
1970s and 1980s, however, a spate of new 

research appeared that focused on the pub- 
lic organization. As we explain in Part II, 
this research is relatively unambiguous in 
concluding that there is at least one abso- 
lutely critical difference between the public 
organization and its private counterpart, 
and from which many other important dif- 



ferences derive: the impact of the organiza- 
tion’s task environment on its inner 
workings and general behavior. The “task 
environment” of an organization is that 
“outside” milieu of other organizations and 
forces with which the organization must 
deal to survive. For General Motors, for 

example, the task environment is the mar- 
ketplace; for the Interstate Commerce 

Commission it is a plethora of political, eco- 
nomic, social, and market forces. What the 
new (and, for that matter, the old) literature 

on public organizations is contending is that 
the task environment is much more influen- 
tial and critical to the behavior of public 
organizations than to the behavior of pri- 
vate ones. 

This idea that the impact of the task 
environment is central to an understanding 
of the unique properties of public organiza- 
tions corresponds nicely with Benn and 
Gaus’s idea of “access” as a dimension of the 
public/private concept. In contrast to pri- 
vate firms, public agencies are exceptionally 
accessible. Private citizens, legislators, spe- 

cial interests, other organizations, and many 
other groups can and do involve themselves 
in the workings of public organizations far 
more readily than in private ones. They can 
determine or significantly influence the 
level of a public organization’s resources 
(e.g., its annual budget) and how those 
resources will be used (its enabling legisla- 
tion). Outside groups can second-guess (or 
even reverse) the decisions made by a public 
organization’s administrators much more 
minutely and authoritatively because they 
have vastly greater access to the information 
relied upon by the public organization’s 
administrators to make decisions in the first 
place. This is not true for private organiza- 
tions. 

These realities of organizational access 
render the public organization (and _ its 
administration) a very different creature 
from the private one, and the effects of 

these realities constitute our third definition 
of the “public” in public administration. 

Our definitions of public administration— 
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institutional, normative, and organiza- 

tional—are in no way mutually exclusive; 
rather, like Benn and Gaus’s dimensions of 

“publicness” and “privateness” (agency, 
interest, and access), they are mutually rein- 
forcing. Together, they form the “public” in 
public administration, the locus of both the 
field and the profession. 

The New Methodologies. A second impact 
that Paradigm 4 had on public administra- 
tion was methodological. Public administra- 
tionists associated with political science 
departments had long known (or at least it 
was dawning on them with accelerating 
speed) that the methodologies of political 
science were inappropriate to the concerns 
of public administration. Often these schol- 
ars looked to the management schools for 
illumination and guidance. In many cases, 
because the public administrationists of Par- 
adigm 3 did not fully understand the meth- 
odologies employed by the administrative 
scientists, they put great (and frequently 
inappropriate) stock in the potential utility 
of management techniques. In _ other 
instances, public administrationists of the 

Paradigm 3 mode rejected the meth- 
odologies of management out of hand 
either because they found them threatening 
or because they were ignorant of them. 

The combined consequence of these 
reactions to the management methodologies 
was the ultimate recognition by the more 
committed public administrationists 
(whether they were found in political sci- 
ence departments or in management 
schools) that wholly new methodologies 
were needed for the field. Indeed, the 

development of these methodologies was 
central to the emergence of “self-aware” 
public administration. 

In some cases, adapting on a selective 

basis existing methodologies of both politi- 
cal science and administrative science was 
appropriate, such as survey research (from 
political science) and operations research 
(from management). But, by and large, new 
methods were needed, and “evaluation 
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research” or “program evaluation” have 
become the terms that we presently associ- 
ate with many of the developing bundles of 
methodologies that public administration 
calls its own.®° 

The emphasis of these methodologies is 
on determining whether public programs 
are effective, efficient, and (increasingly) 

needed. These methodologies borrow tech- 
niques from a variety of disciplines and have 
a Clearly “applied research” cast. 

Closely related to evaluation research are 
the continually evolving methods of budget- 
ing, ranging from line item to zero base. 

Increasingly, these budgetary concepts are 
becoming management control strategies 
that use the methodologies of program eval- 
uation in determining budget allocations.°° 

Finally, there is a plethora of existing 

quantitative techniques that fall under the 
general (and unsatisfactory) rubrics of pub- 
lic decision-making or public management, 

and which are being increasingly trans- 
formed and adapted to a governmental con- 
text. These techniques include probability 
theory, statistical comparisons, linear cor- 
relations and linear programming (in par- 
ticular, sensitivity analysis and the simplex 
method), government accounting, critical 
path method, benefit-cost analysis, decision 

trees, queuing theory, public choice theory, 
simulations, management information sys- 
tems, and others. There have been a 

number of recent works that do a fine job in 
applying these and other methods to prob- 
lems of the public sector.®” 

Learning How to Take Oneself Seri- 
ously. A final area in which the manage- 
ment paradigm influenced the evolution of 
public administration as a field of study was 
the relatively serious way in which the busi- 
ness schools took their enterprise. Com- 
pared to political science departments, at 

least, the process of educating students in 
generic schools of management and in busi- 
ness schools was and is far more focused, 
self-analytical, systematic and, well, serious. 

This is not to say that individual political 
scientists or public administrationists take 

their classroom responsibilities lightly; but, 

as a field, political science has never put 
itself through the long-term self-examina- 
tion and critical assessment that business 
education has. 

During the 1950s, business educators 
inflicted upon themselves a well financed 
and searching examination of their curric- 
ula and instructional programs. The result- 
ing reports—two thick volumes often 
containing sharp criticism of current prac- 
tices—had profound effects on business 
education.®® By contrast, the only compara- 
ble effort conducted by political science dur- 
ing this period resulted in a book that has 
been dismissed by political scientists them- 
selves as one whose “very triteness and 
superficiality ... made it important.”©9 A 
later attempt to redress this problem 
focused more specifically on public admin- 
istration education, but still, since this effort 

was conducted within the environment of 
political science, the results were much the 
same.’° Public administrationists criticized 
this report as dealing with “venerable and 
eminently fatiguing issues.””! Its only last- 
ing impact seems to have been that it led to 
the field’s concern with a “new public 
administration.”’* The major opus born by 
the “new public administration,” Frank 

Marini’s Toward a New Public Administration 
(1971), ultimately had little impact on the 
public administration curriculum, beyond, 
perhaps, sensitizing the field to the impor- 
tance of educating for ethics. 

These reports on education for the pub- 
lic service appeared in 1951 and 1967, when 

public administration was dominated by 
political science, and their superficiality in 
dealing with the problems they sought to 
address was rendered all the more stark 
when compared to the reports of 1958 that 
had been prepared by business educators. 
This lesson has not been lost on public 
administrationists of the 1980s. A prolifera- 
tion of analyses of all aspects of public 
administration education by individual 
scholars has appeared since the mid-1970s 
(only a few of which have been cited in this 
chapter), indicating a renewed desire for 



intensive self-analysis. More significantly, 
however, the National 

Schools of Public Affairs and Administra: 
tion has grown into a body of more than 220 
member institutions. It is enviably well- 
funded and is maturing into an organiza- 
tion that has the greatest likelihood of pro- 
ducing a self-evaluation of public admin- 

istration education that parallels in scope 
and quality the analyses of business educa- 

tion conducted in the 1950s.75 Perhaps the 
model of a searching and systemic self- 
assessment that has been provided by the 

business education community may become 
the single most constructive effect that Para- 

digm 4 ultimately has on the field of public 
administration. 

THE FORCES OF SEPARATISM: 
1965-1970 

Even at its nadir during the period of Para- 

digms 3 and 4, public administration was 
sowing the seeds of its own renaissance. 
This process—quite an unconscious one at 

the time—took at least two distinct but com- 

plementary forms. One was the develop- 
ment of such interdisciplinary programs as 

“science and society,” or “science, tech- 
nology, and public policy,” or other similar 
titles in major universities. The other 

development was the appearance of the 
“new public administration.” 

Science, Technology, and Public Policy 

The evolution of “science and society” 
curricula in universities occurred largely 
during the late 1960s and was the intellec- 
tual forerunner of a later and more signifi- 
cant scholarly interest in the relationships 
between knowledge and power, bureau- 
cracy and democracy, technology and man- 
agement, and related “technobureaucratic” 

dimensions.” These programs, although 
broadly interdisciplinary, often were domi- 
nated by public administrationists located in 
political science departments. By the late 
1960s, there were about fifty such programs 

Association of 
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and they were situated for the most part in 
the top academic institutions of the country. 
It was largely this new focus of science, tech- 
nology, and public policy that gave those 
public administrationists connected with 
political science departments any claim to 
intellectual distinction during the 1960s, 

and it helped offset the loss of a disciplinary 
identity that then beset public administra- 
tion. This renewed identity came in part 
because the focus of science, technology, 
and public policy did not (and does not) rely 
conceptually on the pluralist thesis favored 
by political science. Instead, the focus is elit- 

ist rather than pluralist, synthesizing rather 
than specializing, hierarchical rather than 

communal. 

The New Public Administration 

The second development was that of the 

“new public administration.” In 1968, 

Dwight Waldo, as Albert Schweitzer Pro- 
fessor in Humanities at Syracuse University, 
sponsored a conference of young public 
administrationists on the “new public 
administration,” the proceedings of which 

subsequently were published as a book in 
1971, Toward a New Public Administration: 

The Minnowbrook Perspective. The volume 
remains the key work in this focus. 

The focus was disinclined to examine 

such traditional phenomena as efficiency, 
effectiveness, budgeting, and administrative 

techniques. Conversely, the new _ public 

administration was very much aware of nor- 
mative theory, philosophy, and activism. 
The questions it raised dealt with values, 

ethics, the development of the individual 

member in the organization, the relation of 
the client with the bureaucracy, and the 
broad problems of urbanism, technology, 
and violence. If there were an overriding 
tone to the new public administration, it was 

a moral tone. 
In one respect, the “new public admin- 

istration” paralleled the “new political sci- 
ence,” a movement that was occurring 
simultaneously and which represented a 
desire by younger political scientists to call 
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an end to the now-stultified “behavioral rev- 
olution” and to broach more normative con- 
cerns. Nevertheless, with hindsight the “new 

P.A.” can be viewed as a call for indepen- 
dence from both political science (since it 
was not, after all, ever called the “new pol- 

itics of bureaucracy”) and from manage- 
ment (since management always had been 
emphatically technical rather than nor- 
mative in approach). 

The “science and society” and the “new 
public administration” movements were 
short-lived. Science, technology, and public 
policy programs eventually devolved into 

specialized courses on such topics as infor- 

mation systems, growth management, and 
environmental administration, while the 

new public administration never lived up to 
its ambitions of revolutionizing the disci- 
pline. Nevertheless, both movements had a 

lasting impact on public administration in 
that they nudged public administrationists 
into reconsidering their traditional intellec- 
tual ties with both political science and man- 
agement and into contemplating the 
prospects of academic autonomy. By 1970, 
the separatist movement was underway. 

Public Administration as Neither Management nor Political Science 

The old question of whether public administration is a subfield of 
management or political science is considered in the following 
selection. The selection discusses why public administration 
differs significantly from management. In it, Luther Gulick, public 
administrationist and confidant of President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, suggests that the “politico-administrative system” is 
unique and warrants a unique educational treatment. 

My point is best illustrated by a lesson | 
learned from President Franklin D. Roo- 
sevelt. In January 1937, Brownlow, Mer- 

riam and | finished our report to the Presi- 
dent on the administrative management of 
the government. He sent it to the Congress 
in January. Some months later the hearings 
began and dragged on into that long, hot 
summer. Unfortunately, Brownlow and 
Merriam had to go abroad for conferences 
in Paris and left me with Joe Harris in 
Washington, to wrestle with Jimmy Byrnes 
and Congress over the ‘reorganization 
bill.’” As the only member of the committee 
“in residence,”’ | had a number of sessions 
with President Roosevelt to test our further 
ideas on which we were then at work, in 
our search for greater efficiency and econ- 
omy in national administration. 

One of our technical teams had reached 
the tentative conclusion that the whole 
accounting system under social security 
was meaningless and highly wasteful. As 
you will remember, both the old age pen- 
sion and the unemployment laws provided 

for contributions by the employer and the 
employee and the setting up of individual 
accounts under the name of each man and 
women covered. Millions of personal 
accounts were involved, with many more 
millions of accounts to come, and in those 
days, with electronic accounting still in its 
infancy, such accounting was very com- 
plex. 

When it came to making payments to 
those who retired or were unemployed, 
however, payments were to be made on the 
basis of legally defined amounts, which 
had little or no relation to the cash balances 
in the individual accounts. Thus the indi- 
vidual cash accounts were quite super- 
fluous for the administration of the system. 
Moreover the grand total of assets in the 
several funds were not invested as such. 
They were not even segregated in the Trea- 
sury. 

The technical experts thus reached the 
conclusion that individual accounts were 
totally unnecessary, and were a great 
administrative waste. | presented the idea 



to Frank Bane, Arthur Altmeyer, Harry 
Hopkins, Henry Morgenthau, Beardsley 
Ruml, Alvin Hanson and others, and then 
to the President. He asked a number of 
questions, and said to come back. Some- 
thing apparently troubled him about the 
suggestion. 

Some days later he had me up to his 
room where he generally had breakfast in 
bed. He asked me to restate the proposi- 
tion, and then said: ‘‘l don’t see any hole in 
the argument, but the conclusion is dead 
wrong. The purpose of the accounts for 
Tom, Dick, and Harry is not to figure what 

we collect or pay. It is to make it impossible 
when | am gone for the . . . Republicans to 
abolish the system. They would never dare 
wipe out the personal savings accounts of 
millions. You can’t do that in America!’’ 

Immediately | knew he was right. His 

PARADIGM 5: PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
AS PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION: 1970-2 

In 1970, the National Association of Schools 
of Public Affairs and Administration 
(NASPAA) was founded. The formation of 
NASPAA represented not only an act of 
secession by public administrationists, but a 
rise of self confidence as well. 

NASPAA’s origins lay in the Council on 
Graduate Education for Public Administra- 
tion, which had been founded in the 1950s 

by members of a small number of graduate 
programs in the field. The decision in 1970 
to dramatically expand the scope of this 
unusually cozy group (and later, in 1983, to 
decide to become a formal professional 
accrediting agency for master’s level public 
administration programs) indicated a deter- 
mination by public administration educators 
to take public responsibility for upgrading 
the educational backgrounds and technical 
competence of the nation’s government 
managers. By 1970, as represented by the 
founding of the National Association of 
Schools of Public Affairs and Administra- 
tion, public administration could properly 
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reasoning rested not solely on the dramatic 
political insight stated so simply, but also 
on the psychological impact of personal 
accounts on the recipients and on those 
who paid into the social security account. 

The error we technical management and 
accounting experts almost fell into was the 
inadequate definition of the system which 
we were analyzing. We did a good job on 
the law, on the bookkeeping, on admin- 
istrative mechanics, and the fiscal and cost 
analysis. But we missed two dimensions of 
the problem, the political and the psycho- 
logical, and we overlooked the problem of 
strategy which was always so important in 
the mind of the President. 

Luther Gulick “The Twenty-fifth Anniversary of the 
American Society for Public Administration,” Public 
Administration Review, 15 (March, 1965), pp. 140. 

call itself, and increasingly be recognized as, 
a separate, “self-aware” field of study. 

The profile of public administration as a 
“self-aware” field reflects in many ways what 
Simon predicted it should become in 1947. 
Although there is not yet a focus for the 
field in the form of a “pure science of 
administration,” progress, particularly in 
the areas of organization theory and infor- 
mation science, has been made in this direc- 

tion. Additionally, considerable progress 
has been made in refining the applied tech- 
niques and methodologies of public admin- 
istration. There has been, perhaps, less 

movement toward delineating a locus for 
the field, or what Simon called “prescribing 
for public policy.” Nevertheless, public 
administration does appear to be emphasiz- 
ing such areas as state and local govern- 
ment, executive management, admin- 

istrative ethics and all those questions that 
seek to explain what “the public interest” is 
in a technobureaucratic “Big Democracy.” 

The emerging curriculum of graduate 
public administration education reflects 
these emphases. A more-or-less agreed 
upon core curriculum seems to _ have 
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developed for public administration educa- 
tion at the graduate level, and it centers on 

the environment of public administration 

(i.e., general introductory courses that focus 
on the role of the bureaucracy in a democ- 

racy), quantitative methods, public budget- 

ing and financial management, organization 

theory, and personnel administration. The 

average number of required hours in these 

core areas grew from fewer than thirty-nine 

in 1974-1975 to more than forty-one in 

1980-1981, with the primary expansion 
being in quantitative methods and public 

budgeting and financial management. It 

appears that this increase in the required 

number of hours taken in the core curricu- 

lum occurred at the cost of electives that stu- 

dents might otherwise take.’° 
The increase in required courses in the 

core curriculum reflects to some degree the 

growing clout of the National Association of 

Schools of Public Affairs and Administra- 

tion, which strongly favors a common core 
curriculum at the graduate level. More than 

eighty universities have been granted the 
functional equivalent of accreditation by 

NASPAA, and one survey found that nearly 
two thirds of the directors of master’s 

degree programs in public administration 

believed that those programs approved by 
NASPAA had higher prestige. Moreover, a 

plurality of respondents felt that a program 
approved by NASPAA was in a better posi- 

tion to recruit higher quality faculty and 

higher quality students and to offer a higher 
quality curriculum.’® 

Another survey of this same population 
found that NASPAA’s influence had altered 

not only the curricula of MPA degrees 

across the country (at least in the views of 
most of the public administration educators 

who responded), but it had exercised a 
favorable influence on problems of pro- 

grammatic jurisdiction, independence, and 

authority that confronted MPA directors as 

well.””7 That is, NASPAA and its MPA stan- 
dards were seen as a somewhat effective 

instrument for enhancing the admin- 

istrative and intellectual autonomy of public 

administration programs within univer- 

sities. 
Trends within the nation’s universities 

lend credence to this finding. Table 2-2 
details the organizational pattern of public 
administration programs from 1973 
through 1985, as determined by surveys 
conducted of institutional members of the 

National Association of Schools of Public 

Affairs and Administration. The number of 

public administration programs that were 

members of NASPAA nearly doubled dur- 
ing those twelve years, and those programs 
organized as separate professional schools 

or separate departments also nearly dou- 
bled. 

Nineteen eighty-five was the first year in 
which national surveys have been conducted 
that public administration programs within 

political science departments did not con- 
stitute a plurality among the possible organ- 

izational patterns available for public 

administration programs in_ universities. 

Instead, for the first time, separate depart- 

ments of public administration comprised a 

plurality (one third of all member programs 
of NASPAA are separate departments), and 
their number has nearly tripled since 1973. 

Between them, separate schools and depart- 

ments of public administration amount to 

nearly half of all university public admin- 
istration programs that are members of 

NASPAA. The secession, in short, is real. 

There are nearly 23,000 students 

enrolled in master’s degree programs in 

public administration across the country, up 

from fewer than 11,000 a dozen years ear- 

lier.”8 Of these students, 43 percent are 

women, 13 percent are black, and 4 percent 

are of Hispanic origin.’”9 

Students in MPA programs are an 

unusual group. Seventy percent have jobs, 

and 20 percent are taking courses at off- 
campus sites.8° Sixty-three percent are part- 
time students,®! and more than half of the 
students are twenty-five years of age or 
older.82 There are also approximately 8,000 
undergraduates registered as public admin- 
istration majors, of whom 24 percent are 
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TABLE 2-2 Organizational Patterns of Public Administration Programs, 1973-1985 

Organizational 

Pattern 1973 

1. Separate 
professional 
schools 

2. Separate 
departments in 
large unit 23 (23%) 

3. P.A. programs 
combined with 
another 

professional 
school or 
department 
(e.g., business 

admin.) 17 (17%) 23 (16%) 

4. P.A. programs 

within political 

science 

5. Unclassified 

organization* 

Total 

36 (36%) 53 (38%) 

0 0 0 

101 (100%) 140 (100%) 

32 (21%) 

49 (31%) 

13 (8%) 

62 (40%) 

156 (100%) 

G79 1981 1983 1985 

29 (16%) 32(17%) 26(14%) 27 (14%) 

64 (34%) 63 (33%) 64 (34%) 65 (34%) 

14 (8%) 20 (10%) 26 (14%) 29 (15%) 

70 (38%) 74 (39%) 70 (38%) 60 (31%) 

8 (4%) 3 (1%) 0 (0%) 

185 (100%) 192 (100%) 186 (100%) 
12 (6%) 

193 (100%) 

Source: NASPAA 1986 Directory, p. xix. Percentages have been rounded. 

*Includes interdisciplinary programs and institutes reporting to the central university administration and other 
organizational structures. 

part-time students,°* in contrast to the 
nearly two thirds of the graduate students 
who attend MPA programs on a part-time 
basis. 

Meeting the educational needs of these 
students, and, in the process, supplying the 
public with capable managers is no easy 
task. As the president of Harvard Univer- 
sity, which houses the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, has stated: 

... The universities have a major opportunity 
and responsibility to set about the task of training 
a corps of able people to occupy influential posi- 
tions in public life. What is needed is nothing less 
than the education of a new profession. . . . I can 
scarcely overemphasize the importance of this 
effort.... Since universities are primarily 
responsible for advanced training in our society, 

they share a unique opportunity and obligation 
to prepare a profession of public servants equip- 
ped to discharge these heavy responsibilities to 
the nation.*4 
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PART II: Public Organizations: 
Theories, Concepts, and People 

CHAPTER 

3 

THE THREADS 
OF ORGANIZATION THEORY 

In this and the following two chapters, we 

shall examine various perspectives on orga- 
nizations, pertinent concepts about how 
organizations work, and the kinds of people 
one finds in organizations. 

MODELS, DEFINITIONS, 
AND ORGANIZATIONS 

The notion of models, a useful epis- 

temological device in the social sciences, has 

considerable utility in discussing what an 
organization is. A model is a tentative defini- 

tion that fits the data available about a par- 
ticular object. Unlike a definition, a model 
does not represent an attempt to express the 
basic, irreducible nature of the object, and it 

is a freer approach that can be adapted to 
situations as needed. For example, phys- 

icists treat electrons in one theoretical situa- 
tion as infinitesimal particles and in another 

situation as invisible waves. The theoretical 
model of electrons permits both treatments. 
This is helpful because no one really knows 

exactly what an electron is—that is, no one 
knows its definition. 

So it is with organizations. Organizations 
are different creatures to different people, 

and this phenomenon is unavoidable. Thus, 
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organizations are “defined” according to the 
contexts and perspectives peculiar to the 
person doing the defining, as in the follow- 

ing examples: Victor A. Thompson states 
that an organization is “a highly rationalized 
and impersonal integration of a large 
number of specialists cooperating to achieve 
some announced specific objective”; Chester 
I. Barnard defines an organization as “a sys- 
tem of consciously coordinated personal 
activities or forces of two or more persons”; 
E. Wight Bakke says an organization is “a 
continuing system of differentiated and 
coordinated human _ activities utilizing, 

transforming, and welding together a spe- 

cific set of human material, capital, idea- 
tional and natural resources into a unique, 
problem-solving whole whose function is to 
satisfy particular human needs in interac- 
tion with other systems of human activities 
and resources in its particular environ- 
ment.”! 

These models of organizations are all quite 
different and lead to quite different con- 
clusions on the part of their exponents. 
Bakke, a social psychologist, has constructed 
a model of organizations that allows him to 
dwell on the human effects organizations 
engender, which he does at length and with 
little regard for how organizations get their 



tasks accomplished, Conversely, Barnard’s 
model permitted him to write about what 
interested him in organizations as a retired 
president of New Jersey Bell Telephone 
Company; that is, how cooperation and 
coordination were achieved in organiza- 
tions, Thompson's model, with its emphasis 
on rationality, impersonality, and specializa- 
tion, ultimately leads to his taking the radi- 
cal stance that organizations should have no 
administrators whatever, only coldly effi- 

cient “specialists.” Yet none of these models 
is “wrong”; they only facilitate what they are 
to be used to illustrate. 

Even though organizations represent dif- 
ferent things to different people, it is not 
enough to define organizations, as James G, 
March and Herbert A. Simon once did, with 

the phrase, “organizations are more earth- 

worm than ape.”* As an indication of their 
simplicity, March and Simon are correct, to 

be sure; but it is possible to list additional 

characteristics of organizations that will be 
useful in our model for the remainder of 

this book: 

lL, Organizations are complex 
human collectivities. 

2. Organizations are characterized by secondary 
(or impersonal) relationships. 

3. Organizations have specialized and limited 
goals. 

4, Organizations are characterized by sustained 
cooperative activity. 

5, Organizations are integrated within a larger 
social system. 

6, Organizations provide services and products 
to their environment. 

7. Organizations are dependent upon exchanges 
with their environment. 

purposeful, 

These features make up our working 
model of organizations. To this list we might 
add an eighth item that is applicable only to 
public organizations: Public organizations 
draw their resources (taxes and legitimacy) 
from the polity and are mediated by the 
institutions of the state. 

Organization theorists, using essentially 
this list of characteristics but stressing dif- 
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ferent features of it, have produced a vast 
body of literature on the nature of organiza- 
tions. The literature can be trisected into 
these major streams: the closed model, the 
open model, and what James D. Thompson 
called “the newer tradition,” which attempts 
to synthesize both models.* These three 
streams, each with its own “schools” and 

substreams, represent the threads of organi- 
zation theory. The remainder of this chap- 
ter considers each literary stream, the 
thinking of each stream’s principal contrib- 
utors, and the relationships and distinctions 

among the streams. 

THE CLOSED MODEL 
OF ORGANIZATIONS 

. 

Traditionally, the closed model of organiza- 
tions has perhaps had the largest influence 
on the thought of public administrationists. 
The model goes by many names; bureau- 
cratic, hierarchical, formal, rational, and 

mechanistic are some of them. And there 
are at least three permutations, or schools, 

that have thrived within its framework: bu- 
reaucratic theory, scientific management, 

and administrative management (sometimes 
called generic management). 

Characteristics 

Tom Burns and G. M. Stalker have pro- 
vided a useful listing of the principal fea- 
tures of the closed model of organizations 
that will suffice for our purpose: 

1. Routine tasks occur in stable conditions. 

2. Task specialization (1.¢.,a division of labor)is 
the basic concept underlying the organiza- 
tion’s structure. 

3. Means (or the proper way to do a job) are 
emphasized. 

4. Conflict within the organization is adjudi- 
cated from the top. 

“Responsibility” (or what one is supposed to 
do, one’s formal job description) is empha- 
sized. 

One’s primary sense of responsibility and 

or 

Se 
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loyalty are to the bureaucratic subunit to 
which one is assigned (for example, the 
accounting department). 

7. The organization is perceived as a hierarchic 
structure; that is,the structure “looks” like a 

pyramid: 

8. Knowledge is inclusive only at the top of the 
hierarchy (that is, only the chief executive 
knows everything). 

9. Interaction among people in the organiza- 
tion tends to be vertical (that is, one takes 
orders from those above and transmits 
orders to those below). 

10. The style of interaction is directed toward 
obedience, command, and clear superordi- 

nate/subordinate relationships. 

11. Loyalty and obedience to one’s superior and 
the organization generally are emphasized. 

12. Prestige is “internalized,” that is, personal 

status in the organization is determined 
largely by one’s office and rank.4 

So runs our closed model of organiza- 
tions. One should recall that, like any 

model, it is what Max Weber called an “ideal 

type.”° An ideal type is what an organization 
(or any other phenomenon) tries to be. 
Once we know what something or someone 
wants to become (such as a little girl who 
wants to become a firefighter), we can pre- 
dict with some accuracy how it will behave 
(the same little girl probably will want a toy 
fire engine for her birthday). In this logic, 
closed-model organizations behave in such a 
way as to fulfill the twelve characteristics 
posited by Burns and Stalker, although this 
is not to say that any actual organization 
meets all twelve features in practice. For 
example, of organizations that are widely 

known, the Pentagon and the American mil- 

itary organization seem to come closest to 
accomplishing the requisites of the closed 
model. But the Pentagon’s exceptions to the 
model are obvious; nonroutine tasks, unsta- 

ble conditions, and externalized prestige are 
frequent facts of organizational life in the 

military. Nevertheless, the military behaves 

in such a way as to minimize these excep- 
tions to the closed model. 

Bureaucratic Theory 

The first school of the closed model that 

warrants consideration is that of 

bureaucratic theory. Its chief theorist and 
best known representative was Max Weber, 

a remarkable German sociologist who also 
gave us the sociology of religion, a theory of 
leadership, and those phrases familiar to 
scholars and practitioners in public admin- 

istration: “the Protestant work ethic” and 

“charisma.” In what is perhaps too succinct 

a summary of Weber’s model of bureaucra- 
cy, the features of bureaucracy amounted 
to: 

1. A hierarchy 

2. A promotion system based on professional 
merit and skill 

3. The development of a career service in the 
bureaucracy 

4. Reliance on rules and regulations 

5. Impersonality of relationships among career 
professionals in the bureaucracy and with 
their clientele 

Organization theorists working in the 
open-model stream of organization theory 
have been most critical of Weberian 
bureaucratic theory largely because it has 
been the most influential of all the schools in 
the closed model and most clearly repre- 
sents the values of the closed model. Open-: 
model theorists dislike the rigidity, the 
inflexibility, the emphasis on means rather 
than ends, and the manipulative and anti- 
humanist overtones of Weberian bureaucra- 
tic theory. But, in Weber’s defense, these 

criticisms have often been overdrawn and 
certainly have not been leveled with Weber’s 
own social context in mind. Although the 
origins of bureaucratic theory can be traced 
at least as far back as Cardinal Richelieu’s 
machinations to unify the French kingdom 
and Frederick the Great’s project to turn 
poverty-ridden, landlocked Prussia into an 



efficient, military nation, Weber was writing 
at a time when “Blood-and-Iron” Bismarck 
was in the final stages of engineering his 
consolidation of the German states and 
when positions of public trust were still 
assigned on the basis of class rather than 
ability. To Weber, an impersonal, rule-abid- 
ing, efficient, merit-based career service 
provided the surest way of fulfilling the 
public interest in the face of a politically 
fragmented but culturally unified Germany 
and an arrogant, powerful, yet somewhat 
silly Junker class. Justice based on rational 
law would replace what Weber called “Kadi- 
justice,” or justice based on the whim of a 
charismatic leader. The rationalism of the 
bureaucracy would offset the romanticism 
of the polity, and this was to the good of 
society. In short, Weber was not anti- 
humanist in his thinking, but the effects of 
the bureaucracy that he so loudly touted 
often were, both to the citizen clients and to 
the bureaucrats themselves. 

Scientific Management 

Another major literary stream encom- 
passed by the closed model is represented 
by the theories of scientific management. 
Scientific management refers to what is 
more popularly known as “time-motion 
studies.” It flourished at the beginning of 
the twentieth century and remains very 
much in use in industry today. 

Scientific management had (and has) its 
intellectual home in America’s business 
schools. Its motivating concern was to 
improve organizational efficiency and econ- 
omy for the sake of increased production. 
Perhaps the most firmly entrenched charac- 
teristic of scientific management was its view 
of humanity. Human beings were perceived 
as being adjuncts of the machine, and the 
primary objective of scientific management 
was to make them as efficient as the 
machines they operated. This view of 
humanity applied solely to workers on the 
assembly line and in the lower echelons of 
the organization. It did not apply to upper- 
echelon managers; it was to them that the 
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scientific management literature was ad- 
dressed. 

The key representatives of the scientific 
management school are Frederick Taylor 
(who gave scientific management its name 
with his 1911 volume, Principles of Scien- 

tific Management) and Frank and _ Lillian 
Gilbreth.© The person-as-machine  con- 
ception, replete with all its discomfiting 
moral overtones, are on clear display in the 
writings of Taylor and the Gilbreths. A 
notorious example of the conception occurs 
in Taylor’s (likely fictional?) story of 
Schmidt, the pig-iron hauler, whom Taylor 

unabashedly declared to be “stupid 
phlegmatic . . . [and] more nearly resembles 
in his mental make-up the ox than any other 
type.”8 After Taylor analyzed Schmidt's 
physical movements, he ordered him to 
change how he moved his body, and, as a 

result of these “scientific” alterations in 
Schmidt’s physical behaviors, Schmidt’s pro- 
duction went up from twelve and a half tons 
of pig-iron hauled per day to forty-seven 
tons. Taylor is obviously proud of his feat in 
rendering Schmidt a more efficient, 
machine-like man, and because of such feats 
he was eminently successful as a time- 
motion expert in his day. Similarly, Frank 

and Lillian Gilbreth developed the concept 
of the “therblig,” each one of which repre- 
sented a category of eighteen basic human 
motions. All physical activity fell into a 
therblig class of one type or another. (The 
scientific management experts rarely were 
constrained by false modesty; try reading 
“therblig” backwards.) 

The person-as-machine model of scien- 
tific management doubtless has a distasteful 
aura. People are not machines. They do not 
have an array of buttons on their backs that 
merely need pressing for them to act like 
machines. This distaste with the person-as- 
machine conception, however, has often 
been extended by some critics to include a 
distaste for the notion of efficiency, or “get- 

ting the biggest bang for the buck,” to bor- 
row former Defense Secretary Robert 
McNamara’s phrase. Outside the realms of 
theory, few are against efficiency in govern- 
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ment, least of all the governed. So we must 

be wary of dismissing the value of efficiency 
along with “Taylorism” (as scientific man- 
agement also is called), as occasionally has 
been done by humanist critics of the school. 

We should also be cautious of relegating 
Tayorism to the intellectual slag heap on the 
assumption that its scholar/practitioners 
were consciously tools of the robber barons 
and premeditated exploiters of the working 
class. To a degree they were, but Taylor and 
the Gilbreths would likely be shocked by the 
suggestion. Taylor’s Schmidt, it should be 
recalled, was employed according to the 
standard industrial system of the age: the 
piece-work method. For every ton Schmidt 
hauled, he was paid accordingly. Thus, to 
increase his daily production meant that 
both Schmidt and his bosses were better off. 
Moreover, Taylor himself had served as an 

apprentice workman in a steel company and 
knew what that side of life was like. For their 
part the Gilbreths applied their therbligs to 
surgery techniques in hospitals, and the 
sharply ordered “Scalpel! Sponge!” we 
watch being slapped into a surgeon’s palm 
by a hyperefficient nurse on television is a 
direct result of Gilbreth’s operating-room 
studies. Prior to the Gilbreths’ analysis sur- 
geons rustled around for their own instru- 
ments with one hand, evidently holding 
open the incision with the other. Efficiency 
can serve humanism as well as any other 
value, and this aspect is sometimes over- 

looked by open-model critics. 
As a final note, it is worth observing that 

Taylorism has been used—and is_ being 
used—by the federal government, occasion- 
ally in such a way as to render the person-as- 
machine model painfully apparent. One 
example is the use of “psychotechnology” by 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin- 
istration (NASA) in its training of astro- 
nauts. The objective of NASA’s use of 
psychotechnology is to “integrate” the astro- 
naut with the technological environment of 
the space capsule, both mentally and phys- 
ically, in order to reduce response time. Psy- 
chotechnology is essentially scientific man- 

agement updated, but with the added fillip 
of psychoemotional as well as physical con- 
ditioning being practiced. 

Administrative Management 

The final literature based on the closed 
model is administrative management, which 
also is called generic management. Luther 
Gulick and Lyndall Urwick’s Papers on the 
Science of Administration is an outstanding 
example of administrative management in 
public administration, although James D. 
Mooney and Alan C. Reiley’s Principles of 
Organization is more frequently cited as 
exemplary.? 

Administrative management presumed 
that administration is administration, wher- 
ever it was found (hence, its other title, 

“generic’), and therefore administrative 
management devoted its energies to the dis- 
covery of “principles” of management that 
could be applied anywhere. Once an admin- 
istrative principle is found, it logically 

should work anywhere and in any kind of 
administrative institution: government bu- 
reaucracies, businesses, hospitals, schools, 

universities, prisons, libraries, public health 

clinics, or international institutions. Thus, 
Gulick and Urwick gave us POSDCORB, 

and Mooney and Reiley contributed four 
principles of organization: the coordinative 
principle, the scalar principle (or hierarchial 
structure), the functional principle (or divi- 
sion of labor), and the staff/line principle. 
There were other exponents, of course, 

such as Mary Parker Follet and Henri 
Fayol.!° Their impact on public administra- 
tion has been detailed in Chapter 2. 

Administrative management is closer in 
concept and perceptions to Weberian 
bureaucratic theory than to Taylorian scien- 
tific management. The major reason for this 
is that bureaucracies are less concerned with 
time-motion economies than are assembly 
lines. Both bureaucractic theorists and 
administrative management analysts were 
primarily concerned with the optimal 
organization of administrators rather than 



production workers. But, like both 

bureaucratic theory and scientific manage- 

ment, administrative management holds 
economic efficiency (or “rationalism”’) as its 
ultimate criterion. 

The difference between traditional 
bureaucratic theory and administrative 
management is largely one of theory as 
opposed to implementation. Weber and his 
academic peers were interested in learning 

how bureaucracies functioned, why they 

functioned, and what the implications were 
for the society at large. Mooney and Reiley, 
Gulick and Urwick, Follett, Fayol, and their 

colleagues thought they knew how 
bureaucracies functioned and why, and they 
were interested in applying the principles of 
administration they had derived to actual 
administrative organizations to enable 
administrators to operate more efficiently 
and effectively. 

‘There also was a second, more subtle dif- 

ference between bureaucratic theory and 
administrative management, one _ that 
provides a linkage between the closed and 
open models of organizations. Both Weber 
and Taylor did not think much about 
underlings and toilers in organizations 
beyond their capacities for obedience (in 
Weber’s case) and production (in Taylor’s 
case). Both Weber and Taylor regarded 
these capacities as being almost limitless, 
provided managers took their respective 
writings to heart. But with the emergence of 
the theorists on administrative manage- 
ment, a hint surfaced that underlings and 
toilers in organizations conceivably might 
have minds of their own. Indeed, it was not 
much of a hint, barely an inkling. But it was 

there, and it is noticeable in Mooney and 

Reiley’s contention that the “indoctrination” 
of subordinates is vital to well-managed 
organizations. In fact, Mooney and Reiley 

attributed the durability of the Roman 
Catholic Church to its doctrine and to its 
indoctrination—a function which has main- 
tained a viable, continuing organization for 
nearly two thousand years. In Mooney and 
Reilley’s view this is a highly praiseworthy 
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method of organizational control and sur- 
vival. 

Such a grudging concession to the think- 
ing powers of subordinates did not amount 
to much in terms of high esteem for the 
subordinates’ mental prowess generally. But 
it represented a recognition that subordi- 
nates were people (like managers) and could 
think (almost like managers). It was left for 
certain writers using the open model to 
assert that underlings and toilers could 
indeed think, feel, and behave on their own, 

often differently from the ways they were 
supposed to. Some of these writers would 
argue that subordinates could outthink, out- 

smart, and outfox their superordinates— 

and did—with ease. ; 

THE OPEN MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONS 

The open model of organizations tradi- 
tionally has had a greater influence on busi 
ness administration than on _ publi 
administration, although this situation has 

been changing in recent years. Like the 
closed model, the open model goes by many 
names. Collegial, competitive, freemarket, 
informal, natural, and organic are some of 

them. As in the closed model, three literary 

streams run through the model’s overarch- 
ing framework. These streams, or schools, 
are, first, the human relations school; sec- 

ond, the newer field of organization 

development; and third, the literature that 
views the organization as a unit functioning 
in its environment. It is this final stream that 
has a unique utility to public administration. 

The historical origins of the open model 
precede the intellectual roots of the closed 
model by more than a century and a half. In 
a perceptive essay, sociologist Alvin W. 
Gouldner!! attributes the open model’s 
original conceptualization to Count Louis 
de Rouvroy Saint-Simon, the brilliant 
French social thinker, and to his protégé 

Auguste Comte, the “father of sociology.” 
Saint-Simon and Comte wrote during a 
span of time that began in the corrupt ancien 
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régime of Louis XIV, continued through the 
bloody French Revolution and the rule of 
the military despot and national hero, 
Napoleon Bonaparte, and ended under the 
reign of Louis Napoleon. Partly as a reac- 
tion to the administrative stultification of 
the last days of the French kings and the 
explosiveness of the French Revolution, 
Saint-Simon, and later Comte, speculated 

on what the administration of the future 
would be like. They thought that it would be 
predicated on skill rather than heredity, and 
“cosmopolitanism” (by which Saint-Simon 
meant the development of new professions 
based on technology) would be the order of 
the day. They thought that organizations 
themselves would be a liberating force for 
humanity. Throughout, Saint-Simon and 
Comte stressed the value of spontaneously 
created organizations that developed “natu- 
rally” as they were needed. On reflection, 
Saint-Simon and Comte’s views on organiza- 
tions and society sound like a seventeenth- 
century version of Alvin Toffler’s concept of 
“Ad Hocracy,” as explained in his book 

Future Shock. +? 

Characteristics 

Once again we rely on Burns and 
Stalker’s research for the principal features 
of the open model: 

1. Nonroutine tasks occur in unstable condi- 

tions. 

2. Specialized knowledge contributes to com- 
mon tasks. (This differs from the closed 
model’s specialized task notion in that the 
specialized knowledge possessed by any one 
member of the organization may be applied 
profitably to a variety of tasks undertaken by 
various other members of the organization.) 

3. Ends (getting the job done) are emphasized. 

4. Conflict within the organization is adjusted 
by interaction with peers. 

5. “Shedding of responsibility” is emphasized 
(2.e., formal job descriptions are discarded in 
favor of all organization members contribut- 
ing to all organizational problems). 

6. One’s sense of responsibility and loyalty are 
to the organization as a whole. 

7. The organization is perceived as a fluidic 

network structure (i.¢., the organization 

“looks” like an amoeba: 

8. Knowledge can be located anywhere in the 
organization (7.e., everybody knows some- 
thing relevant about the organization, but no 
one, including the chief executive, knows 

everything). 

9. Interaction between people in the organiza- 
tion tends to be horizontal as well as vertical 
(t.e., everyone interacts with everyone else). 

10. The style of interaction is directed toward 
accomplishment through “advice” rather 
than commands, and is characterized by a 

“myth of peerage,” which envelops even the 

most obvious superordinate/subordinate 
relationships (e.g., a first-name “familiarity” 
exists even between president and office boy, 
on the logic that the maintenance of an 
image of intimacy is somehow “friendlier”). 

11. ‘Task achievement and excellence of perfor- 
mance in accomplishing a task are empha- 
sized. 

12. Prestige is “externalized” (z.e., personal status 
in the organization is determined largely by 
one’s professional ability and reputation).!3 

So runs our open model of organizations, 
which, like the closed model, is an ideal 

type. It seldom if ever exists in actuality, 
although a major university might come 
close (which is why the open model occa- 
sionally is called the “collegial” model). A 
Big Ten or Ivy League university could 
meet many of the requisites of the open 
model, notably, specialized knowledge 
located throughout the organization, large 

horizontal interaction, and  externalized 

prestige. But exceptions to the model also 
are apparent: tasks (teaching, research, 
studying) are relatively routine and, at least 
among the faculty, one is likely to find a 
higher degree of loyalty to the subunit (the 



academic department) than to the organiza- 
tion as a whole. 

Human Relations 

Human relations, the first of three 

schools of the open model, focuses on 
organizational variables never considered in 

the closed model: cliques, informal norms, 

emotions, and personal motivations, among 

others. Paradoxically, this focus resulted 
from what was originally intended to be a 

research undertaking in scientific manage- 

ment, a literature at the opposite end of the 

continuum in terms of the values held by its 

theorists. 

In 1924 Elton Mayo and Fritz J. 

Roethlisberger began a series of studies 

(later known as the Hawthorne studies, for 
the location of the plant) of working condi- 
tions and worker behavior at a Western 

Electric factory. Their experiment was 
predicated on the then plausible Taylorian 
hypothesis that workers would respond like 
machines to changes in working conditions. 

To test their hypothesis they intended to 
alter the intensity of light available to a 
group of randomly selected workers. The 
idea—that when the light became brighter, 

production would increase, and when the 
light became dimmer, production would 
decrease—is all very commonsensical, of 

course. The workers were told they would 
be observed as an experimental group. The 
lights were turned up and production went 

up. The lights were turned down and pro- 

duction went up. Mayo and Roethlisberger 
were disconcerted. They dimmed the lights 
to near darkness, and production kept 
climbing. Among the explanations of this 

phenomenon that came forth later were: 

1. Human workers probably are not entirely like 
machines. 

2. The Western Electric workers were respond- 
ing to some motivating variable other than the 
lighting, or despite the lack of it. 

3. They probably kept producing more in spite 
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of poor working conditions because they knew 
they were being watched. 

Mayo and his colleagues were so 
impressed by these initial findings that they 
ultimately conducted a total of six interre- 

lated experiments over an_ eight-year 
period. In part because of the massive size 

of the undertaking, the Hawthorne studies 
number among the most _ influential 

empirical researches ever conducted by 
social scientists. Most notably they produced 

the famous term “Hawthorne effect,” or the 
tendency of people to change their behavior 

when they know that they are being 
observed. But even more important, the 

studies were interpreted by succeeding gen- 
erations of management scientists as validat- 
ing the idea that unquantifiable rela- 
tionships (or “human relations”) between 
workers and managers, and among workers 

themselves, were primary determinants of 
workers’ efficiency. Conversely, material 

incentives and working conditions, while 

relevant, were less significant as motivators 
of productivity. 

A reinterpretation of the Hawthorne 

data, using statistical techniques that were 
unavailable to Mayo and Roethlisberger, has 

turned the “human relations” interpretation 
upside down. In an important new analysis 
of the original data, Richard Herbert 

Franke and James D. Kaul concluded that 
human relations were not the reasons 

behind worker efficiency, but rather such 

traditional motivators as “managerial disci- 

pline,” fear of being unemployed (this was 
during the Depression), reduction of 

fatigue (the experimental groups were 
given rest periods), and money (the groups 
also were given group pay incentives) were 
the real reasons underlying increased pro- 
ductivity. !4 

Although the notion that workers pro- 

duce more because of relations among 

themselves and management has recently 
been seriously questioned, the Hawthorne 
studies nonetheless marked the _ con- 
tinuation of the Saint-Simonian tradition. 
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Much of human relations concerned 
itself with the informal work group at the 
assembly-line level. What makes them work 
or not work? How do they behave and why? 
Yet, increasingly, human relations has had 

the managerial level as its investigative 
object, and this has contributed to the study 

of public administration. 
Notable in terms of the impact of the 

human relationists on public administration 
is their research on motivation and job satis- 
faction. Much of this research centers upon 
the “hierarchy of human needs” developed 
by A. H. Maslow. Maslow perceived human 
desires to be based on (1) physiological 
needs, which provided the foundation for 
the next greatest need, (2) security, then (3) 
love or belongingness, (4) self-esteem, and 
finally (5) self-actualization.!° For the rec- 
ord, Maslow later added a sixth and highest 
need, “metamotivation,” but Maslow’s self- 

actualization need has spawned the most 
analysis in public administration. Self-actu- 
alization refers to individuals growing, 

maturing, and achieving a deep inner sense 

of self-worth as they relate to their job and 
organization. In terms of the person and the 
organization, Maslow wrote that these 
“highly evolved” self-actualized individuals 
assimilated “their work into the identity, 
into the self, z.e., work actually becomes part 
of the self, part of the individual’s definition 
of himself.”!® 

Frederick Herzberg stimulated much of 
the empirical research that related to Mas- 
low’s hierarchy of needs. Herzberg 
developed the concepts of “motivators,” 
which referred to direct determiners of job 
satisfaction (for example, “responsibility”), 
and “hygienic” or “intrinsic” factors, which 

related to psychological satisfactions derived 
from the task environment (for example, 
salary).!7 

This framework (itself a derivative of 
Maslow’s need hierarchy) and various modi- 
fications of it have produced a voluminous 
body of literature that attempts to test such 
hypotheses as “participative decision-mak- 
ing, interesting jobs, and related organiza- 
tion variables correlate positively with job 

satisfaction,” and “job satisfaction correlates 
positively with job performance.” But, when 
one reviews this literature, as Frank K. Gib- 

son and Clyde E. Teasley have done, there is 
not a clear-cut body of empirical results that 
relates organizational effectiveness to what 
Gibson and Teasley call “the humanistic 
model of organizational motivation.”!® 

Organization Development 

An important subfield of the open model 
is called organization development (OD). The 
overlappings of OD with the human rela- 
tions literature are manifold, but it nonethe- 
less can be considered a separate school 
because it attempts to go beyond the locus of 
small group theory and is almost missionary 
in its zeal to “democratize” bureaucracies. 

Organization development is a planned, 
organization-wide attempt directed from 
the top that is designed to increase organiza- 
tional effectiveness and viability through 
calculated interventions in the active work- 
ings of the organization using knowledge 
from the behavioral sciences. This interven- 
tion often is accomplished through third- 
party consultants. The stress in this defini- 
tion of OD is on planned change, systemic 

analysis, top management, and the objec- 
tives of organizational effectiveness and 
“health.” Richard Beckhard argues that 
these emphases distinguish OD from other 
kinds of efforts to change organizations, 
such as sensitivity training or “management 
development,” which are not action-ori- 

ented, and operations research, which is not 
human value-oriented.!9 

Organization development can be viewed 
as having evolved along two distinct if inter- 
twining branches, both of which owe much 

of their initial impetus to the social psycho- 
logist, Kurt Lewin. Wendell L. French and 

Cecil H. Bell, Jr., call these branches the 

“laboratory-training stem” and the “survey 
research feedback stem.”?° The laboratory 
approach focuses on small group methods; 
its origins may be traced to conferences held 
in 1946 and 1947, headed by Lewin, Ken- 

neth Benne, Leland Bradford, and Ronald 



Lippitt. These meetings were sponsored by 
the Office of Naval Research, the National 
Education Association, and the Research 
Center for Group Dynamics. Elements of 
these organizations later formed the 
National Training Laboratories for Group 
Development, which became a significant 

force in the development of T-group 
(therapy group) and _ sensitivity training 
techniques. By the early 1960s it was becom- 
ing apparent that the laboratory approach 
could be used for entire organizations, not 

just small groups. Douglas McGregor, work- 

ing for Union Carbide, and J. S. Mouton 
and Robert Blake, working for Esso Stan- 
dard Oil, used the first versions of a “man- 
agerial grid” concept.?!' These efforts 
represented the initial attempt to involve 
top management in the human develop- 
ment of the organization, take measure- 

ments of individual behaviors, trace 

feedback effects, and use third-party out- 
side consultants to foster organizational 
innovation. These exercises in intergroup 
development represented a real departure 
from the standard T-group approach. 

The survey research feedback stem can 
be traced to Lewin’s Research Center for 
Group Dynamics at the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, which he founded 
in 1945. On Lewin’s death in 1947 the Cen- 
ter’s senior staff (including Lippitt, 
McGregor, and Leon Festinger) moved to 

the Survey Research Center at the Univer- 
sity of Michigan and formed the Institute 
for Social Research. The people involved in 
the Institute began the initial studies of 
measuring employee and management 
attitudes concerning their organization. 
Feedback from these surveys was max- 
imized through the use of interlocking 
group conferences. Thus, as these tech- 
niques developed, the individual participant 
in the organization was given a sense of the 
whole and the particular roles of himself 
and others as they pertained to the organi- 
zation. 

Since its beginnings in the late 1940s, OD 
has been used in a number of ways. While 
many of its applications have been in busi- 
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ness organizations, its influence in public 

bureaucracies and the broad-ranging field 

of community development has been accel- 
erating since the early 1960s. Chris Argyris 
applied OD techniques in 1967 to the 
United States Department of State in an 

effort to resolve intergroup conflicts 
between Foreign Service officers and 
administrative officers. OD has been used 
for such diverse purposes as maximizing 

communications between a Community 

Action Agency and an Indian tribe, and 

facilitating the organization of a new junior 

high school. The goals of these and many 
other OD projects have been and are 
broadly humanistic and reflect the underly- 
ing values of the field.. The mission of 

organization development consists of the 
following objectives: 

1. Improve the individual member’s ability to get 
along with other members (which the field 
calls “interpersonal competence”) 

2. Legitimate human emotions in the organiza- 
tion 

3. Increase mutual understanding among mem- 
bers 

4. Reduce tensions 

5. Enhance “team management” and intergroup 
cooperation 

6. Develop more effective techniques for conflict 
resolution through nonauthoritarian and 
interactive methods 

7. Evolve less structured and more “organic” 
organizations 

OD advocates strongly believe that 
achieving these goals of the field will render 
organizations more effective in the rapidly 

changing environment of technological 

societies. “The basic value underlying all 
organization-development theory and prac- 
tice is that of choice. Through focused atten- 

tion and through the collection and 

feedback of relevant data to relevant peo- 
ple, more choices become available and 

hence better decisions are made.”’22 The 
techniques used by OD to maximize organi- 
zational choice include the use of confronta- 

tion groups, I-groups, sensitivity training, 
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attitude questionnaires, third-party change 
agents in the form of outside consultants, 
data feedback, and the “education” of 

organizational members in the values of 
openness and participatory decision mak- 
ing. 

Although it is commonly believed that 
OD is used primarily by the private sector, it 
may be that as many as half of all the 
applications of organization development 
conducted between 1945 and 1980 were 
conducted in government agencies—574 of 
them by one count.?? In a study of 270 of 
these applications, or 47 percent of all 
known public-sector applications, it was 

found that these exercises, for the most 
part, were far-reaching and_ successful: 
“public-sector OD interventions tend to 
hunt the bigger game: racial tension; con- 

flict . . .; basic reorganization.”*+ Moreover, 
84 percent of the respondents in this survey 
reported that organization development 
had had “highly positive and intended 
effects” on their agencies, or that there had 
been a “definite balance of positive and 
intended effects.” Only 9 percent reported 
negative effects.2° These rates were quite 
comparable to the private sector’s experi- 
ence with OD.? 

Human Relations and Organization 
Development: A Humanistic Caveat 

Both the human relations and organiza- 
tion development schools of the open model 
draw on, and have been heavily influenced 

by, a branch of psychology called human- 
istic psychology, or third force psychology. 
Humanistic psychology, like OD, emerged 
in the 1940s in the United States, and in 
many ways its aims and values are identical 
to those of organization development: the 
flowering of the human being into his or her 
full potential, or a kind of self-actualization. 
Maslow, in fact, is considered to be as much 

a central contributor to humanistic psychol- 
ogy as he is to human relations and OD. 
Other major figures in third force psychol- 
ogy are Carl Rogers (closely identified with 
the growth movement and _ encounter 

groups), Arthur Janov (the originator of 
primal scream therapy), Ida P. Rolf (of 
“rolfing” fame), Alexander Lowen (pro- 
moter of bioenergetics), Fritz Perls (of 

Gestalt therapy), R. D. Laing, and Werner 
Erhard.27 There are, of course, others. 

Most of the third force psychologists are 
therapists—what would be known in public 
administration circles as practitioners. They 
believe that psychology can be a much more 
positive force in society than its traditional 
use of merely helping the neurotic. And 
perhaps because they are practitioners 
rather than theorists, they are more inter- 
ested in developing and applying tech- 
niques of intervention (such as rolfing, pri- 
mal scream therapy, and encounter groups) 
that are designed to “open up” people and 
free them from the psychological repres- 
sions of civilization than they are in develop- 
ing and testing theory. 

The goal of the humanistic psychologists 
is to create a spiritually aware, happy, loving 
person who is unencumbered by society’s 
hang-ups. How such a “primal man’—a 
twentieth-century version of Jean Jacques 
Rousseau’s natural man—might relate to 
the institutions of society does not concern 
the humanistic psychologists. Society is not 
their field; people are there interest. And 

simply because civilization is neurotic, it 

does not follow that people must be neu- 
rotic. Nevertheless, the intervention tech- 
niques created and used by the humanistic 
psychologists seem to be powerful; people 
often do appear to be altered after having 
experienced them. But what those changes 
really mean to both the individuals under- 
going them and to others who later must 
relate to these new, rolfed, bioenergized, 

primal people is unclear. 
The third force psychologists have delib- 

erately set themselves apart from the field’s 
more established traditions, notably the 
behaviorists and the Freudians. These tradi- 
tions are insufficiently upbeat, visionary, 
and change-oriented for their tastes. But 
whether the humanistic psychologists have 
been able to offer a serious alternative to 
mainstream psychology is an open question, 



and at least one observer has noted that 
most of the literature of third force psychol- 
ogy is “more or less pop psychology marked 
by carelessness and a lack of concern for the 
scientific method.”?8 (It should be noted, 
however, that, in the view of many human- 
istic psychologists, their lack of scientific 
rigor is not seen as a failing since they typ- 
ically see themselves as practicing something 
beyond science, or at least irrelevant to it.) 

There is, certainly, a bright side to 
humanistic psychology. In its rejection of 
the behaviorists (at least as represented by 
B. F. Skinner), it overtly rejects on ethical 
grounds the idea that controlling the 
behavior of others through the manipula- 
tion of their immediate environment is 
acceptable. As Rogers puts it, 

Who will be controlled? Who will exercise con- 
trol? What type of control will be exercised? Most 
important of all, toward what end. . . will control 

be exercised? It is on questions of this sort that 
there exist ... deep differences [between the 
humanistic psychologists and the behaviorial psy- 
chologists].?9 

The third force psychologists, in sum, 

may argue that there is human salvation 
beyond science, but they would never sug- 
gest that there is human happiness (as Skin- 
ner contends) “beyond freedom and 
dignity,”°° and this is likely to their credit. 

There is, however, a dark side of the 
(third) force. In their dismissal of the 
Freudians, the third force psychologists risk 
dismissing the ego as well. 

Sigmund Freud posited four dimensions 
of personality structure: the id, the libido, 
the ego, and the superego.*! The ad is the 
oldest and most basic element of person- 
ality; it is inherited, unconscious, utterly 

amoral, has no direct relationship to the 

external world, and exists solely to satisfy its 

own needs. The Jibido is the id’s energy, its 

tension-release mechanism; the id functions 

through the libido. The ego is the conscious 
and preconscious part of personality, and is 
formed by a person’s experiences. Unlike 
the id, which is guided by the pleasure prin- 
ciple, the ego is directed by the reality prin- 
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ciple, relating to the external world and 
acting as a check on the id and libido. It is 
the ego that does such “unnatural” things to 
us as sublimate, repress, and makes us fall in 
love. Finally, the superego is our conscience. 

It is a specialized part of the ego, is entirely 
conscious, and is that portion of the ego that 

is on the front line of the ego’s ongoing bat- 
tle with the id and libido. (Obviously, we 
have grossly simplified Freud’s theory of 
personality, but then this is not a book about 

psychology.) 
Where the humanistic psychologists dif- 

fer from the Freudians is on the question of 
whether the id and libido are less or more 
important than the ego and superego. The 
humanistic psychologists take a considerably 
greater interest in the former two, and hold 
the id and libido in significantly higher 
esteem than do the Freudians. Ego and 
superego, in their view, are associated with 
the repressiveness of society, while id and 
libido relate to the holistic, primal person 

that they are trying to release from the 
forces of repression and guilt through their 
therapy techniques. 

This emphasis seems to relate to a per- 
spective held by the third force psycholog- 
ists that humanity is fundamentally better 
(in moral terms) than the Freudians believe; 
the id is not all that bad. As a distinguished 
humanistic psychologist said, “So when a 
Freudian ... tells me . . . that he perceives 
man as ‘innately evil’ or more precisely, 

‘innately destructive,’ I can only shake my 
head in wonderment. . .. How could it be 
that [we], working with such a similar pur- 

pose in such intimate relationships with 
individuals in distress, experience people so 

differently?”3*_ As one writer astutely 
observes, the humanistic psychologist’s 
greater faith in the goodness of humanity 
leads to a greater emphasis on the integral 
role played by the ego and superego: “For 
Freud, the id was basic; for [the humanistic 

psychologists] it existed simultaneously and 
equally with the superego.”°° This con- 
ception of the mseparability of the amoral id 
and the conscience-stricken superego, in 
contrast to a view of the virile id and lusty 
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libido being held in tenuous and not-always- 
successful check by a repressed ego and 
guilty superego, made for much nicer peo- 
ple. But who knew which view of humanity 
was accurate? This question was and is only 
a debate. 

Debate or not, the humanistic psycholog- 
ists are hands-on, can-do people, and they 

believe that they are not only right, but that 
they have a mission to make things right. 
They believe that releasing the personality 
from the forces of repression is releasing 
people’s essential goodness. And, because 
the ego is the personality’s vessel of society’s 
repression, it follows that the id should be 

granted greater freedom from it. The inter- 
vention techniques practiced by the third 
force psychologists are designed to do just 
this. Ultimately, the ego loses. 

Recall, however, that the ego is that part 

of the personality that is directed by the 
reality principle. When the ego goes (or so 
the Freudians believe), so does a person’s 
ability to make his or her own choices on the 
basis of experiences with the external world. 
The result is a vacuum into which many sub- 
stitutes may enter. But when the reality 
check provided by the ego is diminished, the 
resulting vacuum is not “filled” by the plea- 
sure-loving id (which is off having a good 
time on its own); #¢ 2s filled instead by some other 
reality check, a substitute ego provided by the 
external world that defines reality in terms 
of ats own experience. These substitutes for 
the ego can be authority figures who may be 
“good” (at least as defined by society), such 
as the Pope, or “evil,” such as Jim Jones of 
Jonestown, Guyana, who in 1977 persuaded 
more than 900 of his followers to commit 
mass suicide because they accepted his ver- 
sion of reality. 

It is of note in this regard that 22 percent 
of the followers of Bhagwan Shree 
Rajneesh, who resided in the commune of 
Rajneeshpuram in central Oregon (all of 
whom had turned over all their worldly 
goods to Bhagwan and worked full time for 
him during the early 1980s), had university 
degrees in psychiatry or psychology, and 

half of them held advanced degrees. Yet, 

according to one observer who studied the 
commune over a period of years, “with all 
the years of academic training represented, 
there was not, as far as I could determine, a 
single straight Freudian or _ straight 
behaviorist” among Bhagwan’s followers; all 

ascribed to third force psychology.** 
So what? Consider this statement, made 

by a Rajneeshee named Ava, after Bhagwan 

had fled the country and Rajneeshpuram’s 
leaders were imprisoned for fraud, poison- 

ing their fellow Rajneeshees (including Ava) 
and a number of outsiders, bugging the 
quarters of most of Bhagwan’s followers 
(and Bhagwan himself), and attempted 
murder: 

“I conveniently forgot things because they 
seemed impossible to remember. . . . I forgot the 
tape .. . of a conversation with Bhagwan which 
showed he was involved, well, in things he said he 

wasn’t. . . . For three days, I was just so angry at 
Bhagwan. But I’m over that now.” 

Ava called in a third time to say that she 
hoped that she had not sounded too negative 
before. She had been in bad space, but now she 
had accepted everything and Bhagwan was still 
her Master.35 

One might infer that such is the fate of 
those who release their egos to others. 
Release of the ego is implicit in humanistic 
psychology and, to a lesser extent, in human 

relations and organization development. 
One does not necessarily have to substitute 
another person—a “Master”—for one’s ego. 
One can substitute one’s organization and 
one’s work for the ego instead. This is, 
recall, what Maslow meant by self-actualiza- 
tion: “work actually becomes part of the 
sci 

The Public Organization as a Unit 
in its Environment 

A third school of the open model is less 
bulky as a literature but, nonetheless, is sep- 
arate and identifiable. Notable among its 
early contributors are Chester I. Barnard, 



Philip Selznick, and Burton Clark.*7 This 
literary stream is currently undergoing a 
significant revitalization. It is characterized 
by its use of the organization as a whole as its 
analytical unit (in contrast to the other 
schools’ preference for the small group), its 
theme of the organizational pressures and 
constraints emanating from the environ- 
ment, and its organizational strategies 
designed to cope with environmentally 
spawned problems. 

Because this literary stream emphasizes 
so heavily the organization’s relations with 
its task environment, a word of explanation 
about what the term environment means in 
the context of organization theory may be 
helpful. Herbert Kaufman explains the con- 
cept well: 

Speaking metaphorically, you might liken the 

{organization’s task] environment to a reticular 
pattern of incessant waves constituting a per- 
petually varying net or screen sweeping continu- 
ously through the total aggregation of 
interlocked organizations that form in the 
human population. The openings in the ever- 
changing screen constantly assume different 
shapes and sizes. At the same time, the organiza- 
tions themselves are always changing as they try 
to avoid being swept away. If the two sets of 
changes are such that an organization can “fit” 
through the “holes” when the screen passes, the 
organization survives; if not, it is carried off.%® 

Kaufman’s vivid description of the 
impact of the task environment on the 
organization—a description that implies the 
task environment is far more important to 
the success or failure of an organization 
than are such “internal” variables as organi- 
zational leadership or managerial compe- 
tence—“goes double” for public organiza- 
tions. Unlike private organizations, whose 

environment amounts to little more than 
the marketplace itself, public organizations 
must endure in an environment composed 
of far more complex, aggressive, and intru- 

sive forces, among them politics, culture, 
law, economics, and organizational interde- 

pendencies not present in the corporate 
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world. Perhaps because of this reality, 
organization theorists who are interested in 
such issues as strategic management and 
planning find themselves studying business 
firms (to manage, plan, and form strategies 
requires, after all, some independence from 

outside forces). However, scholars more 

interested in the organization’s relations 
with its task environment incline more 
toward the study of government agencies 
(where the impact of the environment on 

the inner workings of the organization is 
considerably more apparent than in private 
companies). 

It is with this appreciation of the rela- 
tionship between an organization and its 
task environment in mind that Selznick, for 

example, developed his “co-optation” con- 
cept in his book on the establishment of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). Co- 
optation referred to the strategy employed 
by the TVA Board of Directors in gaining 
the acceptance, and ultimately the strong 
support, of initially hostile local interests by 
granting their representatives membership 
on the board. TVA, as a result, influenced 

and cajoled the local interests far more pro- 
foundly than the local interests influenced 
the TVA. In short, TVA co-opted the local 
interests, but it was required to modify only 
slightly its own purposes in so doing. 

There may have been a “sleeper effect” 
in the TVA’s board’s co-optation of local 
interests. In a more recent analysis of the 
TVA at the grass roots, Richard A. Couto 

found that those local interests that had 
been co-opted by the top administrators of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority had, nearly 
forty years later, become considerably more 
powerful, and, in fact, were able to develop 

a sufficient level of power that they could 
“foster new operative goals for TVA and to 
prevent TVA initiated modifications of 
those goals.”°9 It may be that co-optation is 
conducted with greater risk for the co- 
opters than was initially realized. 

Given its relatively small numbers of 
adherents, the theoretical school that deals 
with organizations as units in their environ- 
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ment has had a disproportionate impact on 

public administration. This is understand- 
able, however, for the stream is primarily 

concerned about the “public” (z.e., the “envi- 
ronment”), and its political relationship with 
the organization. In this emphasis, the 
organization/environment literature is 

uniquely concerned with the problems of 

public administration. 

Perhaps it is predictable, then, that more 

recent organization theorists in this stream 

have begun to address directly the unique 
aspects of public organizations. The empha- 
sis of their thinking is on how the task 

environment of public organizations differs 

from that of private organizations, and how 

these differences affect public organiza- 
tions.*° Although we may categorize these 
distinctions along many dimensions, the fol- 

lowing are reasonably straightforward: the 
high importance of the demands being 
made on the public organization by its task 

environment relative to internal manage- 

ment needs; the unique impact of the task 

environment on the public organization’s 

structure and bureaucracy; its decision mak- 

ing; its internal management; and even the 

performance of its administrators. 

Internal Needs versus External De- 

mands. If the literature on the differences 

between public and private organizations 

agrees on anything, it is that upper-echelon 
public administrators must spend consider- 
ably more time and attention on their 

agency’s external environment, and less on 

matters of internal management, than their 

counterparts in business do.*! 
This reality brings with it several coroll- 

aries. On the one hand, public bureaucrats, 

for example, must deal with far more con- 

straints and controls (most typically in the 
form of legal requirements) over their 
organizations than must private manag- 

ers.42, However, these constraints can be 

“informal” and political, as well as legal, and 
at least equally controlling.4% 

On the other hand, the political environ- 

ment (which is a specialized type of the task 

environment in which all organizations find 

themselves) in which public organizations 

must work provides opportunities and chal- 

lenges as well as limitations. Support for the 
public agency is “out there,” often waiting to 

be mobilized, in the form of clients (or pro- 

spective clients), interest groups, other 

organizations sympathetic to the agency’s 

goals, legislators, and other constituents.** 
It is this condition that forces public 
executives, as noted earlier, to expend con- 

siderably more effort on their organization’s 

external relations, and it accords them a 

more political and expository role than that 

of their colleagues in the private sector.*° 

Structure and Bureaucracy. Perhaps the 

most notable impact of the relative impor- 

tance of environmental demands on public 

organizations is how they alter organi- 

zational structure. Anthony Downs was 

among the first to assess the impact of the 
public organization’s task environment on 
its internal structure. In Inside Bureaucracy, 
Downs argued that organizations deprived 

of free market conditions in their environ- 

ments (i.e, government agencies) were 

more pressured to create additional layers 

of hierarchy than were organizations that 
functioned in the marketplace. Because it 

was so much more difficult for public organ- 

izations to measure output than it was for 

private organizations (which had an “auto- 
matic” measure of output called the profit 
margin), internal rules were needed to con- 
trol spending, assure fair treatment of cli- 

ents, and coordinate large-scale activities. 

The presence of these rules, in turn, 

demanded extensive monitoring to ensure 

compliance. Such monitoring meant more 

reports and more effort spent on internal 
communications. Thus, Downs’s “Law of 

Hierarchy” is a function of an organization’s 

task environment and whether or not that 

environment provides market mecha- 
nisms.*© 

Donald P. Warwick later expanded on 

Downs’s main points by explicating those 
elements in the environment that shape the 



internal structure of public organizations: 
legislatures may do so by statute; accounting 

and budgeting bureaus may do so by man- 
dating highly bureaucratized record-keep- 
ing procedures; interest groups may do so 
by pressure for internal changes, and so 
forth.47 

A somewhat different conception of the 
role that environmental factors play in the 
dynamics of public organizations is pro- 
vided by Marshall W. Meyer. Meyer agrees 
that the task environment has an unusually 
salient impact on public organizations, and 

he also concurs that public organizations 
react to these impacts by “bureaucratiz- 
ing’”’—that is, by adding on increasingly 
complex mechanisms. But, in contrast to the 

implications of Downs and Warwick, Meyer 

contends that such bureaucratization is not 
a sign of resistance to new demands from 
the environment, but is instead one of 
eagerness to accommodate those demands. 
Additional layers of bureaucracy in a public 
organization may be used not only to con- 
trol but to serve, and connote a desire to 

deliver more programs to more people in 
more ways: “contrary to stereotypes, bu- 

reaus tend to be very open and vulnerable 
to their immediate environments ... in- 
creasing the bureaucratization of public 
agencies through additional rules and layers 
of hierarchy results in part from their open- 
ness to their environments.”4° 

Although Meyer is more upbeat than are 
Downs and Warwick in his assessment of 
how the task environment affects the struc- 
ture of a public organization, these and 

other analysts agree that, because of the 
public organization’s greater vulnerability 
and openness to its task environment rela- 
tive to its counterpart in the private sector, 
the public organization is significantly dif- 
ferent in additional ways from the private 
organization. Certainly these differences 
include decision making, management, and 

performance evaluation. 

Decision Making. The unique qualities of 

the public organization’s exchanges with its 
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task environment result in some unique 
qualities of decision making and manage- 
ment within public organizations. Decision 
making is less autonomous than in the pri- 
vate sector,*” and procedures are more con- 
stricting.?° Practitioners who have served in 
both the public and private sectors at high 
levels note that legislators (who are the 
equivalent of a board of directors in the 
business world) are less likely to agree with 
public administrators on organizational 
goals, are less expert and less informed on 

substantive issues, and are less likely to be 

consistent in dealing with government 
executives and external constituents than 
are board members.°! Such phenomena 
have a distinct impact on the decision-mak- 
ing process of public “organizations and 
require that decision makers be more aware 
of their symbolic leadership role and “image 
management,” deal with vastly more deci- 
sion criteria and decision-making partici- 
pants, and handle a broader range and 
greater complexity of decisions. As a con- 
sequence, decision making in the public sec- 
tor is slower than in the private sector.°? 

Management. These differences in deci- 
sion making correlate with differences in 
management. Most obviously, public man- 

agers are faced with “accomplishing” enor- 
mously complex but horrendously _ ill- 
defined objectives. Goals are vague, and 
public organizations are appropriately 
sprawling as structures meant to achieve the 
vagaries of large but poorly conceived 
organizational missions. Performance crite- 
ria, consequently, are as loosely construed as 

are the organization’s goals themselves. 
Again, these unique problems of manage- 
ment in public organizations are attribut- 
able to forces in their highly politicized task 
environments, such as legislatures, pressure 
groups, and elected chief executives, that 

constantly try to use public organizations for 
political as well as programmatic, economic, 
and social purposes.°? 

Although one draws short (far short) of 

describing the managerial milieu of public 
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organizations as chaotic, it does appear to be 
less bureaucratically rational (in Weber’s 
sense of the word) than private organiza- 
tions. Asa result, caution prevails, and inno- 

vation is less likely.°4 

As the foregoing discussion implies, sub- 

ordinates are treated differently in public 
organizations, too. Delegating authority to 

subordinates and controlling the behavior 

of subordinates are more difficult in the 

public sector than in business,°° in part 
because public executives are allowed to 
select significantly fewer of their own subor- 

dinates than are corporate executives and, 

in part, because subordinates often can 

develop allies to assist them in undermining 

their superiors in the highly politicized task 

environment outside their agency. 
It also appears that priority setting, plan- 

ning, and information management—all 

fundamental tasks of management—differ 

markedly in the public sector. Planning and 

setting priorities are considerably more dif- 
ficult because of less focused organizational 

goals and more rapid turnover among top 

executives.°® Ironically, the difficulties ot 
setting priorities and planning accordingly 
seem to exist in an informational milieu that 
is unique to public organizations: informa- 

tion in public organizations can be more 

widely disseminated more rapidly than in 
business organizations.>” But, it appears 

that the open, candid discussion of critical, 

sensitive information is more discouraged in 
the public sphere.°® Such, at least, are the 

conclusions of top-level executives with 

experience in both sectors. 

Evaluating Executive _‘ Performance. 
These differing realities affect admin- 
istrators in the two sectors in different ways. 
Not only do managers in the two sectors 
behave differently, but even what constitutes 
effective management can be polar opposites in 
each sector! One study of executive work 
behavior compared forty managers in city 
governments with forty managers in 
industry and concluded that the public 
managers believed—and, in fact, accurately 
so—that they had little control over how 

they used their time, and thus they accorded 
scant effort to “time management,” relative 
to the corporate managers. Urban manag- 
ers were considerably more victimized by 
forces in their organizations’ task environ- 
ments than were their counterparts in the 
private sector. They spent less time alone in 
their offices and less time on planning. They 
were more “rushed” to get things done and 
spent nearly twice as much time on the tele- 
phone as did private managers. 

More significantly, effective managers dis- 
played quite different work behaviors 
depending on whether they worked in the 
public or private sectors. More effective public 
administrators were more flexible, planned 
less, and had less control over their time 

than did industrial managers. In fact, the 
less effective public administrators spent more 
time on planning their time than did the 
more effective public managers, while quite 
the reverse held true in the private sector: 
less effective industrial managers spent less 
time planning their time than did more 
effective industrial managers!>9 

Other research substantiates the idea 
that, because public administrators must 
deal with a more intrusive task environment 
than private managers, both the nature of 
their work and the evaluation of their per- 
formance differ. A study of managers in 
four federal agencies and twelve large (For- 
tune 500) private corporations concluded 
that private managers performed better 
than public administrators when it came to 
expressing and achieving organizational 
goals. This superiority, however, was attrib- 
utable to an absence of clear measures of 
performance (e.g., profits) for public admin- 
istrators. Because private managers were 
able to define organizational objectives 
more definitively than were public manag- 
ers, and because intraorganizational pro- 
cedures in the twelve companies were less 
subject to influence by outside interests than 
in the four agencies, more strategic plan- 
ning was made possible and used more fre- 
quently by private managers. This greater 
freedom among private managers to engage 
in strategic decision making enabled them 



to score higher than their public counter- 
parts on such measures of leadership as 
“conceptualization” and “use of oral presen- 
tations.” It is, after all, comparatively easy to 
articulate and drive home points when one 
is in a position to decide autonomously 
about an organization’s future, with rela- 
tively little fear of being challenged by ele- 
ments outside one’s own organization.©° 

Perhaps because of these factors, public 
administrators express considerably greater 
frustration and dissatisfaction over how 
their performance and that of their co- 
workers is evaluated by their superiors than 
do private managers.®! Similarly, public sec- 
tor supervisors consistently state their con- 
cerns over constraints on their ability to 
reward and discipline subordinates.®? Nor 
do public managers hold their co-workers in 
as high esteem as do their counterparts in 
the private sector.®° In fact, they often do 

not think that their colleagues are very able, 

a view whose jaundice may be more a prod- 
uct of a disruptive task environment than of 
the innate abilities of public administrators. 

Public administration, it appears, is dif- 
ferent. 

THE CLOSED AND OPEN MODELS: 
THE ESSENTIAL DIFFERENCES 

We have reviewed two eminently disparate 
models of organizations and their respective 
literary emphases. In essence, their funda- 
mental differences may be reduced to four 
areas: (1) perceptions of the organization’s 
environment, (2) perceptions of the nature 
of human beings, (3) perceptions of the use 

of manipulation in organizations, and (4) 
perceptions of the role and significance of 
organizations in society. For purposes of 
review, we shall consider each of these dif- 
ferences. 

Perceptions of the Organizational 
Environment 

The closed model is predicated on a sta- 
ble, routine environment, and the open 

model is predicated on an unstable environ- 

THE THREADS OF ORGANIZATION THEORY 69 

ment, replete with surprises. Both models 
assume that organizations will act in order 
to survive and, ultimately, to thrive. 

The beauty in these two differing percep- 
tions of organizations is that both models 
work in the respective environments posited 
for them. That is, an open-model organiza- 
tion probably would die in a stable environ- 
ment, and a closed-model organization 
probably would wither in an_ unstable 
environment. To recall Kaufman on the 
task environment, one way or the other, an 

organization must adapt so that it can “fit 
through the holes” of the environmental 
screening equipment that sweeps inces- 
santly through it if it is to survive. A variety 
of empirical studies have indicated this to be 
the case, notably Burns’ and Stalker’s The 
Management of Innovation, and Michel 
Crozier’s The Bureaucratic Phenomenon.®* 

To elaborate, when an organization that 

is superbureaucratic, rigid, and routinized 

around long-standing patterns of well- 
ordered and predictable stimuli that have 
emanated from a habitually stable environ- 
ment is suddenly confronted with a “new,” 

unstable environment, the organization 

either must “loosen up” and adapt or die. 
For example, it is unlikely that a house of 
haute couture, which must be extremely sen- 
sitive to changes and trends in its task 
environment, would last long with a “tall” 

organizational structure staffed by Prussian 
officers who ran the fashion house along the 
lines of Kaiser Wilhelm’s army. 

Conversely, when an organization is 

superfluidic and tackles each problem ema- 
nating from its environment as something 
unique, new, and fresh (which indeed may 
be the case), but with no attempt to discover 

commonalities among tasks and to cate- 
gorize and routinize them along “rational” 
lines, is suddenly confronted with a highly 

stable and structured environment, the 

organization either must adapt or die from 
its own inefficiency and absence of structure 
relative to its environment. For example, it 

is dubious that a coal mining operation, 
which functions in a very routinized market 
environment, would survive long if it were 



70 THE THREADS OF ORGANIZATION THEORY 

Bureaucracy versus Humanism: Two Views on the Human Being 

in the Closed and Open Models of Organizations 
a! 
eee 

The following passages illustrate by contrast the differences 
between the closed and open models of organization theory. 
While closed-model theorist Max Weber and open-model theorist 
Frederick Herzberg address the plight of the bureaucrat in 
bureaucracies from vastly different perspectives, their basic 
agreement that the individual remains in a genuine bind in 
bureaucratic settings is illuminating. 

Once it is fully established, bureaucracy 
is among those social structures which are 
the hardest to destroy. Bureaucracy is the 
means of carrying ‘community action” 
over into rationally ordered ‘‘societal 
action.” Therefore, as an instrument of 
“societalizing’’ relations of power, bu- 
reaucracy has been and is a power instru- 
ment of the first order—for the one who 
controls the bureaucratic apparatus. 

Under otherwise equal conditions, a 
“societal action,’” which is methodically 
ordered and fed, is superior to every resis- 
tance of ‘‘mass’’ or even of ‘communal 
action.” And where the bureaucratization 
of administration has been completely car- 
ried through, a form of power relation is 
established that is practically unshatterable. 

The individual bureaucrat cannot squirm 
out of the apparatus in which he is har- 
nessed. In contrast to the honorific or avo- 
cational ‘‘notable,’” the professional 
bureaucrat is chained to his activity by his 
entire material and ideal existence. In the 
great majority of cases, he is only a single 
cog in an ever moving mechanism which 
prescribes to him an essentially fixed route 
of march. The official is entrusted with spe- 
cialized tasks and normally the mechanism 
cannot be put into motion or arrested by 
him, but only from the very top. The indi- 
vidual bureaucrat is thus forged to the com- 
munity of all the functionaries who are 
integrated into the mechanism. They have a 
common interest in seeing that the mecha- 
nism continues its functions and that the 
societally exercised authority carries on. 

The ruled, for their part, cannot dispense 
with or replace the bureaucratic apparatus 

of authority once it exists. For this 
bureaucracy rests upon expert training, a 
functional specialization of work, and an 
attitude set for habitual and virtuoso-like 
mastery of single yet methodically inte- 
grated functions. If the official stops work- 
ing, or if his work is forcefully interrupted, 
chaos results, and it is difficult to improvise 
replacements from among the governed 
who are fit to master such chaos. This holds 
for public administration as well as for pri- 
vate economic management. More and 
more the material fate of the masses 
depends upon the steady and correct func- 
tioning of the increasingly bureaucratic 
organizations of private capitalism. The 
idea of eliminating these organizations 
becomes more and more utopian. 

Every audience contains the ‘direct 
action’’ manager who shouts, ‘‘Kick him!’’ 
And this type of manager is right. The surest 
and least circumlocuted way of getting 
someone to do something is to kick him in 
the pants—give him what might be called 
the KITA. 

There are various forms of KITA, and 
here are some of them: 

Negative Physical KITA 

This is a literal application of the term 
and was frequently used in the past. It has, 
however, three major drawbacks: 

(1) it is inelegant; (2) it contradicts the 

Max Weber, Essays In Sociology, edited and translated 
by H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills. Copyright © 1946 
by Oxford University Press, Inc.; renewed 1973 by H. 

H. Gerth. Reprinted by permission of the publisher. 



precious image of benevolence that most 
organizations cherish; and (3) since it is a 
physical attack, it directly stimulates the 
autonomic nervous system, and this often 
results in negative feedback—the employee 
may just kick you in return. These factors 
give rise to certain taboos against negative 
physical KITA. 

The psychologist has come to the rescue 
of those who are no longer permitted to use 
negative physical KITA. He has uncovered 
infinite sources of psychological  vul- 
nerabilities and the appropriate methods to 
play tunes on them. ‘‘He took my rug 
away’; ‘‘| wonder what he meant by that’; 
“The boss is always going around me’’— 
these symptomatic expressions of ego sores 
that have been rubbed raw are the result of 
application of: 

Negative Psychological KITA 

This has several advantages over nega- 
tive physical KITA. First, the cruelty is not 
visible; the bleeding is internal and comes 

much later. Second, since it affects the 
higher cortical centers of the brain with its 
inhibitory powers, it reduces the possibility 
of physical backlash. Third, since the 
number of psychological pains that a per- 
son can feel is almost infinite, the direction 
and site possibilities of the KITA are 
increased many times. Fourth, the person 
administering the kick can manage to be 
above it all and let the system accomplish 
the dirty work. Fifth, those who practice it 
receive some ego Satisfaction (one- 
upmanship), whereas they would find 
drawing blood abhorrent. Finally, if the 
employee does complain, he can always be 
accused of being paranoid, since there is 
no tangible evidence of an actual attack. 

Now, what does negative KITA accom- 
plish? If | kick you in the rear (physically or 
psychologically), who is motivated? | am 
motivated; you move! Negative KITA does 
not lead to motivation, but to movement. 

SO: 
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Positive KITA 

Let us consider motivation. If | say to 
you, ‘‘Do this for me or the company, and 
in return | will give you a reward, an incen- 
tive, more status, a promotion, all the quid 
pro quos that exist in the industrial organi- 
zation,” am | motivating you? The over- 
whelming opinion | receive from manage- 
ment people is, ‘Yes, this is motivation.” 

| have a year-old Schnauzer. When it 
was a small puppy and | wanted it to move, 
| kicked it in the rear and it moved. Now 
that | have finished its obedience training, | 
hold up a dog biscuit when | want the 
Schnauzer to move. In this instance, who is 
motivated—I or the dog? The dog wants the 
biscuit, but it is | who want it to move. 
Again, | am the one who is motivated, and 
the dog is the one who moves. In this 
instance all | did was apply KITA frontally: | 
exerted a pull instead of a push. When 
industry wishes to use such positive KITAs, 
it has available an incredible number and 
variety of dog biscuits (jelly beans for 
humans) to wave in front of the employee 
to get him to jump. 

Why is it that managerial audiences are 
quick to see that negative KITA is not 
motivation, while they are almost unan- 
imous in their judgment that positive KITA 
is motivation? It is because negative KITA is 
rape, and positive KITA is seduction. But it 
is infinitely worse to be seduced than it to 
be raped; the latter is an unfortunate occur- 
rence, while the former signifies that you 
were a party to your own downfall. This is 
why positive KITA is so popular; it is in the 
American way. The organization does not 
have to kick you; you kick yourself. 

71 

Frederick Herzberg, ‘One More Time: How Do You 
Motivate Employees?’’ Harvard Business Review, 46, 

no. 1 (January-February 1968), 53-57. Reprinted by 
permission of the Harvard Business Review. Copyright 
© 1968 by the President and Fellows of Harvard Col- 
lege; all rights reserved. 
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staffed by social drop outs and organized 
along the lines of total democratic participa- 
tion. 

To summarize, in terms of matching 

environmental stability or the lack of it, both 
the closed and open models make sense. 
From this perspective, it also makes sense 
that the closed model of organizations tradi- 
tionally has had a greater impact on the 
study of public administration than the 
open model. When the nation was younger 
and simpler, the government smaller, and 

public bureaucracy less ambitious and com- 
plex, a closed model suited the American 
milieu. Lately, however, as the nation and 

government have grown, faced domestic 
upheavals, weathered technological change, 
and confronted “future shock,” the public 
bureaucracy has taken on _ new tasks, 

assumed new duties, and grasped new pow- 
ers. The environment has changed and is 
changing rapidly, and the _ public 

bureaucracy must adapt to these changes or, 

if not die, then become part of the problem. 
Thus, the literature of the open model 

seems destined to have growing influence 
on the thinking of public administration. 

Perceptions of the Nature 
of the Human Beings 

The second basic difference between the 
closed and open models parallels the first, in 

that their respective models of human 
beings match the models of organization. 
The late Douglas McGregor called these two 
models “Theory X” and “Theory Y.” “The- 
ory X” applies to the closed model, par- 
ticularly to bureaucratic theory. Its 
underlying belief structure assumes that 
most people do not like work, most people 
prefer close and unrelenting supervision, 
most people cannot contribute creatively to 
the solution of organizational problems, for 
most people motivation to work is an indi- 
vidual matter, and most people are moti- 
vated by the direct application of threat or 
punishment. It is apparent that organiza- 
tions exemplifying the closed model not 

only would fit, but possibly might be appeal- 
ing to Theory X people. 

“Theory Y,” which goes by other titles such 
as System 4, Self-Actualization, Intrinsic 
Motivation, and Eupsychian Management, 
has quite another underlying belief struc- 
ture. Theory Y assumes that, given the right 
conditions, most people can enjoy work as 
much as play, most people can exercise self- 
control and prefer doing jobs in their own 
way, most people can solve organizational 
problems creatively, for most people 
motivation to work is a group matter, and 
most people often are motivated by social 
and ego rewards. It is apparent that organi- 
zations predicated on the open model likely 
would attract Theory Y people. 

Another aspect to the nature of the 
human being posited by the open and 
closed models is the problem of rationalism. 
In the closed model, rational means that 
everyone in the organization has the same 
goals and agrees on how to achieve those 
goals in an optimal fashion. Consider a 
hypothetical example. In _ International 
Widget, a closed-model organization, we 

may assume that: (1) everyone wants to 
achieve the officially stated goals of the 
organization, which are to make widgets 
and profits; and (2) everyone agrees on how 
widgets should be made and profits reaped 
with maximum efficiency and economy. 

In the open model, however, rational has 
quite a different meaning—it means that 
everyone in the organization has his or her 
own personal goals and has his or her own 
personal way to achieve those goals. If we 
turned our example of International Wid- 
get into an open-model organization, then 
the production of widgets and the reaping 
of profits would be incidental considerations 
at best for most members of the organiza- 
tion. Their real goals (¢.e., their “rationali- 
ty”) would revolve around such values as 
getting ahead, acquiring status (through sal- 
ary, position, and reputation), and receiving 
various other psychological and social satis- 
factions. Some of these goals are in conflict; 
for instance, several executives who are 



vying for the same promotion. Others’ goals 
are not in conflict, although they still may be 
quite disparate; for instance, one member 
of the organization may have deep-set needs 
for organizational prestige, while another 
may want nothing more than the oppor- 
tunity to do his or her own thing, such as 

auditing. The point is, however, that the 
official goals of the organization rarely are 
the real goals of the organization’s people. 

Moreover, people with the same goals in 
the organization will likely differ on how 
those goals should be _ fulfilled. Two 
executives competing for a promotion may 
have quite different means for attaining the 
same end. One may prefer to cultivate those 
in influential positions, and another may 
prefer to be judged on his merits, such as his 
or her sales record. It should be recalled, 
however, that in the open model even 

“merit” will mean different things to dif- 
ferent people, and, in certain organizational 

situations, “brown-nosing” may be regarded 

as a highly meritorious and rational activity. 
In sum, rationality in organization theory 
depends on what organization, group, or 
person you are talking about. 

Perceptions of the Concept 
of Manipulation 

Manipulation in an organizational context 
simply means getting people to do what you 
want them to do. Getting one’s way, of 
course, may be accomplished through a 
wide variety of methods, ranging from 
brute force to no force at all, and the par- 
ticular techniques of manipulation corre- 
spond with organizational perceptions on 
the nature of human beings. 

The open model, most notably its organi- 
zation development school, occasionally 
appears to argue against the practice of 
manipulation of people by other people. 
Manipulation is seen as dehumanizing, 

“dematurizing” (to use Argyis’s term),°° and 
generally nasty. Indeed, manipulation 
inhibits the self-actualization of organiza- 
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tional members and reduces their sense of 
self-worth. By contrast, the closed model, 
particularly its bureaucratic theory school, 
has no qualms about employing manip- 
ulative methods. It advocates “using” people 
for the sake of the organization’s ends. 
Moreover, the callous use of authoritative 

coercion in manipulating people is seen as 
entirely legitimate. 

The preceding paragraph may overstate 
the case, but it is nonetheless representative 

of the differing values of the two models 
concerning manipulation. In actuality, their 

difference over manipulation is one of style. 
In the ideal-type closed model, force is 
always a possibility; we can conceive of an 
administrator smashing the nearest chair 
over his subordinate’s cranium in an effort 
to induce him or her to do things the admin- 
istrator’s way. In fact, similar incidents have 
happened; public administrators in the gov- 
ernment of the Third Reich (as close to a 
prototype of a closed-model organization as 
one is likely to find) were known to level 
Lugers at the necks of subordinates when 
they displayed reluctance to follow orders 
and be “a good German.” Conversely, the 
use of coercion in open-model organizations 
is considered reprehensible and is actively 
discouraged. Manipulation in the open 
model takes on a far more subtle hue: sug- 
gestions replace orders, persuasion sup- 
plants coercion, education is favored over 
obedience, socialization is used instead of 

force, and cooperation displaces authority. 
The fundamental idea is to so manipulate 
organizational members that they “want” to 
work for the organization. 

An example of what this line of thought 
means in practice is Robert T. Golem- 
biewski’s discussion of the “inappropriate 
‘good morning” in Behavior and Organiza- 
tions. If administrators are to induce a feel- 
ing of supportive relationships among 
subordinates, goes the reasoning, then they 

must be aware of the more subtle requisites 
of the social context. It follows that one 
should not say “good morning” inap- 
propriately when speaking to subordinates. 
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An explosively cheery “good morning” is 
likely to put off, say, a secretary as being 
phony and overdrawn, while a snarled 

“good morning” or a grunt is likely to make 
him or her wary and sulky. “Good morn- 
ings” must be tailored appropriately in tone 
to the persons receiving them if individual 
self-actualization via supportive _ rela- 
tionships is to be attained and thereby bene- 
fit organizational productivity.©° 

Not all the theorists of the open model 
are as straightforward in their acceptance of 
manipulation as Golembiewski. As Allen 
Schick accurately observes, Argyris, one of 
the intellectual leaders of organization 
development, “for two decades has 
resisted his own findings that organization 
demands and_ individual needs are 
incongruent, and he still labors to develop 

models of compatibility.”©7 
Schick rightly perceives in this light that 

“The reconciliation of man and his organi- 
zation has proved to be an essential but per- 
haps hopeless task. Either the individual is 
autonomous or the organization is domi- 
nant, for the very notion of individualism 

wars against even benevolent organiza- 
fions2°° 

In sum, manipulation is accepted as nec- 
essary by the open model as well as the 
closed model of organizations. Only the 
techniques of manipulation differ. The 
closed model theorists, in the tradition of 

Weber, believed in orders and obedience, 

rules and regulations, punctuality and 
punctiliousness. The human dysfunctions 
of these manipulative techniques are 
obvious; rigidity, impersonality, nar- 

rowness, and stultification number among 

the human and organizational liabilities of 
authoritarian manipulation. But there are 
also human advantages to the crudities of 
the closed model’s manipulative techniques. 
People in closed-model organizations “know 
where they stand.” The authoritarianism of 
the closed model is for persons who like 
things straightforward and clearcut. 

Just as the disadvantages of the closed 
model’s manipulative techniques are appar- 
ent, so the advantages of the open model’s 

methods of manipulation are clear; human- 

ism, openness, communication, and innova- 

tion are enhanced by the use of OD 
concepts. But there are also liabilities to the 
social-psychological brand of manipulation 
employed by the open model. The more 
refined manipulative methods stemming 
from small group theory, supportive rela- 
tionships, myths of peerage, and appropri- 
ate “good mornings’ tend to camouflage the 
unavoidable exercise of power in organiza- 
tions. As a result people in open model 
organizations may never be sure “where 
they stand.” More significantly, if they think 
that they do know where they stand, their 
knowledge may be the end product of a 
manipulation of their psyches so subtle as to 
render them analagous to the “conditioned” 
human shell of the protagonist in George 
Orwell’s 1984, who uncontrollably shrieked 
“Long Live Big Brother!” even as he 
despised him. Eric Fromm expresses this 
idea more succinctly with his concept of 
“willing submissiveness”; that is, although 

organizational subordinates may appear to 
have “team spirit” (and actually may have 
been so successfully manipulated as to 
believe they have it), in reality the psycho- 
logical techniques used to create their 
willing submissiveness induce a subliminal 
and deep internal resentment toward their 
superiors bordering on hatred.®°9 

Perceptions of the Social Role 
of Organizations 

The fourth principal difference between 
the closed and open models is particularly 
germane to the study of public administra- 
tion, and it centers on how their respective 
theorists have viewed the organization and 
its relationships with the larger society. In 
considering this dimension, we are examin- 
ing the moral question of organizational 
manipulation from a different perspective. 

Weber provides an especially solid exam- 
ple of a closed-model theorist who makes his 
values explicit in this regard. Weber 
believed a highly rational bureaucracy to be 
essential in achieving the goals of the 



tumultuous, charisma-dominated society 

that whirled beyond its confines. Without 
bureaucracy, society would achieve nothing; 
it would not “progress,” it would not replace 

Kadyustice with the rule of rational law. To 
exaggerate, but nonetheless to state the 
point, bureaucracy, replete with its own 
internal injustices, dehumanizing rules, and 

monocratic arbitrariness, was vital in its very 
rigidity and rationalism to the unorganized 
societal lunacy that it offset. If Weber’s con- 
ception of the bureaucracy’s station in 
society could be illustrated, it would look 
something like Figure 3-1. 

Weber was not unsympathetic to the 
plight of the individual bureaucrat. In fact, 
he deplored what the mechanization and 
routinization of bureaucratic settings could 
do to the human spirit. But, when all was 
said and done, Weber could accept the 
dehumanization of society’s social servants, 
who were somehow apart from the other 
citizens, on the grounds that the 
bureaucracy was essential to social progress 
and the elimination of injustice. There was, 

in sum, a higher morality that provided the 

raison d’étre of bureaucracy, and if a few 
unfortunates were hurt inside the 
bureaucracy, so be it. 

In contrast to Weber, the open-model 

theorists have a completely different con- 
ception of the organization’s role in society. 
To them, virtually everyone in society is 
encased in some sort of organization. Thus, 
for the public bureaucracy to manipulate 
and dehumanize its own bureaucrats in 
order to further society’s goals and establish 
rational social justice is self-defeating 
because the bureaucrat and the citizen are 
one and the same. The open model’s view of 
the role of the organization in society is a 

FIGURE 3-1. The Closed Model’s View: 

Organizations and Society 

“Rational” 

Bureaucracy 

“non-rational” society 
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complex of interlocking and _ interacting 

organizations. Society itself is a series of 
organizations, and there is no unorganized, 

nonrational society “out there,” functioning 

beyond the organizations’ boundaries. The 

open model’s concept of society and the 
bureaucracy looks like Figure 3-2. 

FIGURE 3-2. The Open Model’s View: 

Organizations as Society 

The contrast between the closed and 
open model makers is that the closed model 
theorists distinguished between citizens and 

bureaucrats, whereas the open model 

builders feel that essentially all citizens are 

bureaucrats—that is, all citizens belong to or 

are affected by organizations in some ways. 
The lack of distinction between citizens and 

bureaucrats, and between society and its 

organizations, has led the open model the- 

orists to see moral choice and the concept of 
the public interest as essentially intra- 
organizational phenomena. Thus, to treat a 
member of an organization, particularly a 

subordinate, badly is immoral because there 

is no higher morality to excuse such treat- 
ment, as there is in Weber’s construct. In the 

open model, what is good for the individual 
is also good for the society. 

THE LITERATURE OF MODEL SYNTHESIS 

Students of organizations may be initially 
confused by the fundamentally different 
paradigms of organization theory repre- 
sented by the closed and open models. One 
model assumes monolithic rationality, the 
other model assumes nonrationality, by 

which is meant a pluralist system of many 
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unique rationalities. One model assumes a 
stable environment, the other assumes an 
unstable environment. One assumes a The- 
ory X view of human beings, the other 

assumes a Theory Y view. One assumes that 
society is unstructured, the other assumes 
that society is highly structured. These are 
basic differences. Can they be reconciled 
and, if so, how? 

The answer to the first part of the ques- 
tion is a qualified “yes,” and the attempt to 
reconcile these differences is represented by 
the “newer tradition” of organization theory 
as exemplified by Herbert A. Simon’s 
Administrative Behavior, James G. March and 

Simon’s Organizations, Richard Cyert and 
March’s A Behavioral Theory of the Firm, and 
James D. Thompson’s Organizations in 
Action, although there is, of course, a much 

larger literature extant. Barnard’s The Func- 
tions of the Executive also can properly be con- 
sidered a key work in this stream, as well as a 
major contribution to the open model. 

In terms of conceptually reconciling the 
two models, it must first be appreciated that 

our culture really does not facilitate our 
thinking of opposites as harmonious. It 
requires some hard concentration to think 
about something half closed and half open; 
half certain and half uncertain; half regu- 

lated and half unregulated; half rational 
and half nonrational. Yet this is precisely 
what Simon, March, Cyert, Thompson, and 

others try to do, and, for the most part, they 

succeed. 
The essence of the literature of model 

synthesis is that it starts with the open model 
(that is, it assumes that organizations are 
spontaneous collectivities of people with 
their own goals and drives operating in an 
uncertain environment), but it explains 

organizational behavior as being motivated 
by a need to routinize and rationalize the 
organization’s internal workings and _ its 
relationships with its environment when- 
ever and wherever possible. This is essen- 
tially a Darwinian notion (adapt or die). 
Another way of saying the same thing is that 
organizations try to become rational. Con- 
sider the same concept from another per- 

spective. Organizations try to make all 
variables (e.g., member behavior, tech- 

nological and environmental developments) 
predictable. Visualized differently, we can 
perceive that organizations try to achieve 
closure. Yet another (and perhaps the best) 
way of expressing the same idea is to say 
that organizations try to reduce uncertainty. 

Thus, the two models are synthesized, 

and the synthesis is predicated on three very 
reasonable assumptions: 

1. Organizations and their environments can 
and do change. 

2. Organizations and the people in them act to 
survive. 

3. Organizations and the people in them can and 
do learn from mistakes. 

The key to understanding the literature 
of model synthesis is that all organizations 
must deal with uncertainty. Kaufman 
provides some useful insights in this regard. 
He suggests that organizations will try to 
grow as large as they can (since growth is 
seen as the basic strategem for assuring 
organizational survival), and that the neces- 
sity of reducing uncertainty stands as the 
central problem in trying to grow; hence, 
“organizations are averse to uncertainty.”7° 

Uncertainty may spring from two 
sources: those that are internal to the organ- 
ization and those that are external to it. If 
the sources of organizational uncertainty 
are internal, then the organization will strive 

to reduce uncertainty by centralizing. Cen- 
tralizing techniques include 

control . . . of all communication to the members 
of the vexing suborganizations . . . so that non- 
conforming thought (and therefore deviant 
behavior) is prevented; intensifying surveillance 
to discourage nonconformity by increasing the 
probability of exposure and punishment; detach- 
ing key operations [such as taking away the con- 
trol of funds and rewards from suborganiza- 
tions] ... thus reducing their self-containment 
and increasing their vulnerability to central 
direction; . . . indoctrinating all members . . . to 
respond only to commands from the central 
leadership and from no other source. . . . [and 
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The Literature of Model Synthesis: 
The Closed Model Uncertainty Reduction The Open Model 

SS 

1. Bureaucratic theory (Weber) 

Thompson) 

2. Scientific management 
(Taylor, the Gilbreths) 

3. Administrative, or generic 
management (Mooney and 
Reiley, Gulick and Urwick, 
Fayol, Follett) 

(Barnard, Simon, March and 

Simon, Cyert and March, 
1. Human relations 

(Roethlisberger and Dickson, 
Maslow, Mayo, Herzberg) 

2. Organization development 
(Lewin, McGregor, Bennis, 

Bechard, French and Bell, 

Lippitt, Shepard, Blake, 

Benne, Bradford, Argyris, 

Golembiewski) 

oo . The organization as a unit in 
its environment (Barnard, 
Selznick, Clark, Downs, 

Warwick, Meyer) 

finally, expelling] the offending suborganization, 

[an act amounting to] a contraction of bound- 
aries constituting a withdrawal from internal 

sources of uncertainty.”7! 

If, however, the sources of organizational 

uncertainty are external, then the organiza- 

tion will seek to expand its boundaries—to 
grow. For example, the organization will 
attempt to incorporate external sources of 
uncertainty into the organization. Selznick’s 
co-optation, described earlier, is one form 

that this incorporation of external uncer- 
tainties might take; the effort by an organi- 
zation to control some facet of the natural 
environment (for example, to engage in 
flood control or weather prediction) is 
another form; the effort by an organization 
to merge or ally with competitive organiza- 
tions is yet another. 

If the expansion of an organization’s 
boundaries is blocked, then the organization 

will seek to reduce its exchanges with its 
environment— “withdrawal from the source 
of uncertainty, as it were.”’? A firm uncer- 

tain about its future supplies or service 
needs might decide to stockpile or produce 
its own manufacturing components, or it 
may develop its own service staffs. Entire 
nations, particularly in Asia, have been 
known to reduce their external uncertainties 
by radically reducing exchanges with other 
nations and launching self-sufficiency pol- 

icies; the invariable consequence, however, 

is an elevation of costs and a lowering of 
living standards. 

The preceding points are important, and 
we shall be referring to them implicitly in 
the next chapter, which is about some con- 
cepts of organization theory. Before closing 
this chapter, however, let us summarize the 

three principal models of organization the- 
ory with Table 3-1. 
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CONCEPTS 
OF ORGANIZATION THEORY 

This chapter will review briefly some of the 
speculations and findings generated by 
organization theorists about organizations. 
Our review is hardly definitive; it concen- 
trates on the literature of model synthesis 
explained in Chapter 3, and it emphasizes 
those concepts that seem especially germane 
to organizations in the public sector. The 
concepts covered are: change and innova- 
tion (particularly the roles of technology, 
task environment, and organizational mem- 

bers); information and intelligence; control, 

authority, and power; decision making; 
administration; and organizational assess- 

ment. These are not neat categories; their 

many conceptual overlappings are the result 
of the pervasive emphasis of decision-mak- 
ing theory in the study of organizations. 

With the preceding sketch of the chap- 
ter’s structure in mind, it is important to add 
three caveats about organization theory 
generally. First, organization theory is a 
broad but shallow field. It melds many con- 
cepts from many fields, but occasionally the 
propositions generated by organization the- 
orists do not appear penetratingly insight- 
ful. Second, organization theory does not 
attempt (at least, it rarely attempts) to tell 

you how to run your organization better. 
That ability normally is the product of 

native intelligence, experience, and motiva- 

tion. Organization theory does attempt to 
discover what makes organizations tick, how 

organizations behave, and what accounts 

for differences among organizations. This 
knowledge, it is hoped, may ultimately 
prove useful to students who eventually find 

themselves working in a public bureaucracy. 
Third, as we mentioned in Chapter 2, there 

are no “principles of organizations” that are 
worth anything. For every principle, there is 

a counterprinciple, or the principle itself 

may be tautological. There are however, 

some enlightening perceptions in the liter- 

ature about how organizations behave, and 

it is to a few of these that we now turn. 

CHANGE AND INNOVATION 

Obviously, being able to change, innovate, 

alter, adapt, or however one labels it is vital 

to any form of life, and organizations are no 
exception. Change in organizations is heav- 
ily influenced by at least three factors: (1) 
the technology of the organization (that is, 
what the organization does and how it does 
it—its official or formal goals, and its official 
or formal structure); (2) the task environ- 
ment in which the organization must func- 
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tion; and (3) how the people in the 
organization react and interact to tech- 

nology, environment, and each other. 

Organizational Technologies 

Theorists have attempted to categorize 
technologies and to relate these categories 
to other variables in the organization. As 
technology changes, so will the rest of the 
organization—that is, the organization’s 

structure and the goals of the organization 
will alter. 

For example, James D. Thompson! has 
classified organizational technologies into 
three types: long-linked technology, such as the 

assembly line; mediating technology, found in 
such institutions as the telephone company, 
which must deal with people and other vari- 
ables both extensively and in standardized 
ways; and intensive technology, used by such 
organizations as hospitals and scientific lab- 
oratories, in which the object of the tech- 
nology often is a human being and the 
feedback from the technology itself is 
important to the organization. These three 
technologies correlate with at least three 
other organizational variables that are sig- 
nificant to change and adaptation: the cost of 
the operation in terms of decision, effort, 

and communication; the type of interdepen- 

dence found among people and among parts 
of the organization; and the style of coordt- 

nation necessary to the organization. To 
elaborate, a mediating technology would 
have low operating costs, “pooled” or “gen- 
eralized” interdependence (?.e., each unit of 
the telephone company, such as line person- 
nel, contribute to the organization, but the 

company could continue functioning 
despite the elimination of one of its units), 

and standardization of parts and units as the 
chief means of coordination. A long-linked 
technology would have intermediate costs, 
interdependence would be “sequential” (7.e., 
no worker on the assembly line can work 
until the worker preceding him or her has 
completed his or her task), and planning as 
the favored form of coordination. An inten- 
sive technology would have high costs, 
“reciprocal” interdependence (i.e., every 

part and person of the organization is 
dependent upon every other part and per- 
son), and coordination through mutual 

adjustment of the parts. Thompson’s view 
of technology and change in organizations is 
arranged in summary form in Table 4-1. 

Charles Perrow? is even more adamant 
about the significance of technology for 
organizational change, and he empirically 
illustrates how technology affects the power 
structure of organizations. (Thompson only 
implies this, but, after all, interdependence 
and coordination are variants of power in 
any social setting.) Perrow’s study of hospi- 
tals is intriguing in this regard. He notes 
that when hospitals used relatively simple 
technologies, boards of trustees tended to 
form the central power structure, but when 
medical technologies became more com- 
plex, physicians dominated hospital power 
relationships. Moreover, as medical tech- 
nologies became more sophisticated, official 
hospital goals changed from a “humanistic” 
and charitable mission to a technically profi- 
cient and professionally remunerative mis- 
sion. Finally, when hospital technologies 
began to require the use of consultants, spe- 

TABLE 4-1 Technology and Organizational Variables 

Type of Type of Operating 
Type of Technology Interdependence Coordination Costs 

Mediating Pooled Standardization Low 
(telephone company) 

Long-linked Sequential Planning Intermediate 
(assembly line) 

Intensive Reciprocal Mutual Adjustment — High 
(scientific laboratory) 



cialists, outside experts, and coordination, 

administrators became the power elite. A 
change of goals also accompanied this 
change | in technology, and the official hospi- 
tal mission was suddenly perceived as 
including the social as well as the physical 
aspects of medicine. 

There is little doubt that the technology 
of an organization can have a profound 
influence on organizational change. Despite 
methodological problems involving how 
“technology” and “organizational structure” 
are defined by different researchers, dif- 

ferent levels of analysis, and different mea- 
sures, the research is unusually consistent in 
concluding that when an organization’s 
technology alters, so does the structure of 

the organization itself.’ 
No doubt, this relationship between tech- 

nology and change pertains to public organ- 
izations as well as to private ones although 
the literature on technology and organiza- 
tional structure does not distinguish 
between public and private organizations. 
But technology, an “internal” factor affect- 
ing change, does not seem to be the primary 
force in changing public organizations. (We 
shall return to this point later.) That role, as 
we observed in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, 

appears to be held by an “external” phe- 
nomenon: the organizational environment. 

Organizational Environments 

Environmental changes can have such 

profound effects that organizations will rad- 

ically transform themselves to survive in an 
altered environment. Sheldon L. Messinger 

has noted how the Townsend Movement, 
for example, which originally was a politi- 

cally activist plan to alleviate unemployment 
in the mid-1930s, gradually converted itself 

into a recreational club after the Social 

Security Act was enacted, which effectively 

knocked the ideological underpinnings 

from the plan. Townsendites continued to 

pay lip service to their plan despite the pres- 
ence of Social Security.4 

In an effort to find out how organiza- 

tional capacity for change related to the 
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nature of the organization’s task environ- 

ment, Lom Burns and G. M. Stalker? con- 

ducted extensive empirical research at two 

fundamentally different organizations 

operating in highly dissimilar environ- 

ments. Their study of a Scottish yarn factory 
and a Scottish electrical engineering firm 
indicates radically different organizational 

structures as a function of environmental 
impacts. The engineering company had vir- 

tually continuous meetings, no written job 
descriptions, no rule book, and an infor- 

mality surpassing that of the Israeli Army, 
largely as the result of an unstable, rapidly 
changing task environment. The firm was 
quite successful in coping with fast-paced 
environmental changes because it was 

geared for them. 
The yarn textile company was a well- 

established firm with a long tradition of 

industrial success. It had a massive rule 

book called the “Factory Bible” (which was 
followed scrupulously), highly formal and 
infrequent meetings, and painfully clear 
superordinate/subordinate relationships. 
But, because of recent changes in the histor- 

ically hidebound task environment of the 

textile trade (¢.g., polyesters, blends, knits, 

and new marketing techniques), the firm 

was in trouble. Lack of structural response 

to a changing environment was hurting the 
organization financially. 

Relatedly, William R. Dill has observed 

how the task environment can affect the 

autonomy and the capacity to effect changes 
in top management.° Dill’s study of two 
Norwegian companies, “Alpha” (a clothing 

manufacturer) and “Beta” (an electronics 
firm), concluded that the Alpha manage- 
ment, operating in a stable environment 

subject to few unexpected contingencies, 
had far less autonomy than the Beta man- 

agement. Alpha managers had _ relatively 

less freedom to make innovative decisions 

either in terms of the company’s owners or 
relative to their fellow managers. 

If this book’s original hypothesis—that 
public administration is increasingly ina 

time of turbulence—is valid, then it may also 
follow that public administrators increas- 
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ingly may find themselves possessing 
greater latitude and exercising greater 
power in dealing with that turbulence, at 
least if Perrow’s and Dill’s analyses are cor- 
rect. Certainly the intellectual dev nt 
of the field implies that this has been and 
will be the case. The belated recognition by 
public administrationists that pubhe admin- 
istrators do make political decisions would 
seem to be another way of saying that public 
bureaucrats, confronted with an increas- 
ingly unstable task environment (Le. the 
society), have gained increasing autonomy 
with which to deal with their environment. 

The disproportionate impact of the task 
environment on public organizations has 
been noted, but the ways im which the 
environment causes organizational change 
is a subject of some debate, and different 
writers on this topic use different models, or 
metaphors, in explaming how the environ- 
ment affects organizational change.” 

The Biological Metaphor: The Orguniza- 
tien as Organism. One model of organiza 
tional response to environmental change i ss 
biolegical (or, im the case of Herbert Kaut- 

are included in this model. and their ranks 
include Martin Landau, Howard E. Aldrich, 
and John Child, among others.* 

The biological model is reasonably 
straightforward. The organization’s task 
environment easily and intimately pene 
trates the organization, and changes im the 
organization occur with changes in its envt- 
ronment. Stability in this extraordinarily 
Open system of constant exchange between 
the organization and its environment occurs 
because all natural systems ultimately are 
self-regulating: and successful organizations 
achieve success by a process of natural selec- 
tion that rewards the organization's ability 
to adapt to its environment. 

There are problems with the biological 
model. For one, it assumes, as does the the. 
ory of natural selection, that perfect compe 
tition exists among organizations in the 
social world just as perfect competition is 

sal eigenen 
of individual organizations. Organzanen 
theorists have devele 2 lot of taxomemies 
and classifications orgumzanons™ that 
are based on all sors of dsunctens 
domains, structure, function, imeentives 
offered to employees, 
lated, large‘small, oldvyoung, ¢ Xx AR 
ple, autocrane‘democratic, and, ef course, 
eur old fmend, pubhc’pmvare. Bat, as 
Kaufman points out, these different chassis 
ficaten schemes serve the personal parm 
poses of different theormss, and, wall 
eee 

| tanonosny fot organizanons) that 
takes account of the develo 
nons of evolution and calls attention % com 
nections among the categories as welll as 
the distinctions between"! Finally, the abit 

sdupisicingaveceotinn dkicek kann 
haps the social equivalent of gemenc sport} 
and rational action—a quality net fouad mm 
nature. 

The Ratenal Metepiter: The x 
as Omnisetent. It S ths qualt—ie_ the 
thinking capacities waigee wt hemanm 
beings—that s central t a Scend model af 
organizational response to the task entrar 
ment: the ratenal model Its dificult t Bt 

ts contmbauters’ belief about the racenall 
quabties of the orgamizatom as comsatuaing 
the primary explanation of how organi 
tons respond to their environments ace 
unphert rather than stated up frome: indeed, 
the entices of this model are far more readily 
ascertained than are Bs comeridarers S Bag 
much of the business management er 
ature, the conerthaters t the Gosed model 
of organizations descrided im Chapeer 4 the 
research om leadership, and the writings em 



strategic planning implicitly accept the idea 
that the rational model best characterizes 
the organization’s relations with its environ- 
ment.!8 

The essence of the rational model is that 
people who direct organizations (and, 
hence, the organizations themselves) are, 
for all practical purposes, omniscient; they 
know everything that they need to know. 
They can discern and often accurately inter- 
pret events and trends in the environment, 

rank prospective organizational responses 
in order of their effectiveness in dealing 
with these events and trends, change the 
organization accordingly, and monitor and 
adjust to the results. The model has self- 
evident parallels with the belief sets 
expressed in the closed model of organiza- 
tions (described in Chapter 3) and the 
rationalist model of public policy (described 
in Chapter 10). 

Donald Chisholm perceptively points out 
that both the biological and rational models 
of the organization and its environment 
share a common blind spot: they “treat 
organizations as elementary, internally non- 
conflictual, elements within another conflict 

system.”!4 This is a serious flaw because 
organizations are not happy families; they 
are, rather, pastiches of many aggressive 
(and passive) individuals and coalitions, 
each with their own agendas regarding 
organizational, coalitional, and individual 
objectives. 

The Political Metaphor: The Organization 
as Actor. Thus, a third model of the organ- 

ization’s relations with its task environment 
presents itself: the political model. Contrib- 
utors include James G. March, Jeffrey 
Pfeffer, and James D. Thompson, among 
others.!> The political model is of unusual 
pertinence to public administration and, in 
a way, represents a compromise of sorts 
between the biological and rational models: 
neither the environment nor the “rational 
organization” is recognized as consistently 
dominant in determining organizational 
change. Instead, organizational change is a 
product of unremitting political interaction 
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among individuals and groups within the 
organization who are cutting their own 
deals with each other and with other individ- 
uals and groups operating in the organiza- 
tion’s external environment. The political 
model places considerable emphasis on dif- 
ferentiation, by which is meant the many divi- 
sions of labor, specializations, processes, and 

goals extant in large bureaucracies, and in 
the fact that most organizations are com- 
posed of members who can leave if they 
wish. It follows that many internal dif- 
ferences and few organizational sanctions 
soon lead to a situation in which organiza- 
tional change is both “biological,” in that the 
environment is impacting directly and dis- 
cretely on elements within the organization 
(and not merely on the Organization “as a 
whole”), and “rational” in that these internal 
elements, each in their own ways, are 

rationally dealing with that impact to fur- 
ther their individual goals and preferences 
about how their organization should 
change. 

Organizational Members 

The causal relationships among tech- 
nology, environment, and organizational 
change are obscure, but we do know that 
alterations in technology and environment 
are major factors in organizational innova- 
tion, and that these factors are “felt” by the 

organization through the people who make 
up the organization. For example, James G. 
March and Herbert A. Simon have noted 
that when an organization becomes sta- 
bilized in terms of technological and 
environmental change, the phenomenon of 

“goal displacement” often occurs.!® That is, 
means become ends, or suboptimal goals 
become optimal goals for various parts of 
the organization. In the hypothetical organ- 
ization of International Widget, for exam- 

ple, it may happen that the advertising 
department perceives the optimal end of 
the company to be creative marketing, 
rather than selling widgets. But to the presi- 
dent of International Widget, presumably, 
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creative marketing—or, even more to the 
point, effective advertising—is simply a 
means of selling widgets. And to the corpo- 
ration’s stockholders, selling widgets is 
merely a means of making money. In each 
instance, goals have been displaced. 

Change occurs in other ways, too. In an 
organization characterized by instability, 
change comes through (to borrow Richard 
Cyert’s and March’s term) organizational 
“drift.”!” Drift refers to the directions in 
which the organization flows as the result of 
various member coalitions being formed 
and reformed within its boundaries. 

Of course, despite changes in technology 
and environment that affect human partici- 
pants, organizational change can still be hin- 
dered by those members who are both 
powerful and conservative. Anthony Downs 
has noted the propensity of new organiza- 
tions to be composed of “climbers,” who are 
ambitious for the advancement that accom- 
panies organizational innovation, and for 
old organizations to be dominated by “con- 
servers,’ who feel more secure in stable, if 

possibly dying, organizations.!® At the lower 
echelons, Michel Crozier has observed the 

inclination of French workers to resist 
changes that could be of obvious benefit to 
the organization’s welfare, and ultimately 
their own, out of a deep psychological sense 
of bon plaisir, or the peculiarly French pride 
of having a recognizable, bureaucratic, and 

rational “place” in the organization’s struc- 
cure +7 

Downs and Crozier oddly parallel each 
other’s thoughts about how organizations 
change. Downs sees the process as related to 
an “age lump” phenomenon: organizations 
grow old and stultified just as their members 
do, and when the conservers retire they 

often do so as a “lump,” making way for a 
resurgence of change-oriented climbers. 
Thus, organization change alternates 

between lethargic “drift” and “reorgan- 
izational catch-up.” 

Crozier sees essentially the same effect 
but with a slightly different dynamic. 
Because of the growing bureaucratic rigid- 
ity brought about by generally shared 

attitudes of bon plaisir, French organizations 
either must face collapse or revolutionary 
change from the top. The need to 
rationalize and bureaucratize is carried to 
the limit in French organizations, and with 
little regard for technological and environ- 
mental changes. Hence, change, when it 

comes, is revolutionary yet authoritarian 
because it is long overdue and because the 
bon plaisir mentality of organizational mem- 
bers is one cultivated to resist cooperative 
innovation. 

Downs’s notion of an age lump in the life 
cycle of organizations and Crozier’s concept 
that delayed change eventually means revo- 
lutionary change have some interesting 
applications in public administration. Public 
administration is facing an age lump of its 
own. The “Depression virtuosos”—those tal- 
ented administrators who entered govern- 
ment service in the 1930s because they 
could not find better-paying jobs in busi- 
ness—have retired. Whether the upshot of 
these factors will amount to some sort of 
“revolutionary” change from the top in the 
public bureaucracy is a moot question, but it 
is notable that a new breed of climbers 
(women, ethnic groups, and highly edu- 

cated youth) is knocking at the conservers’ 
door with rising insistence. 

Shaping Public Organizations: 
Technology, Environment, or People? 

What is the most critical force in causing 
organizational change, particularly in public 
organizations: its technology, its environ- 
ment, or its members? No one knows. 
However, some speculations have emerged 
in the research on organizations that are at 
least worth some discussion. 

The (Probably) Limited Role of Tech- 
nology. First, because the technologies of a 

public organization (7.e., what an organiza- 
tion does) seldom change, it follows that rel- 

atively little organizational change will occur 
because of technological change. The tech- 
nologies of public organizations tend not to 
change because legislatures and other ele- 



ments of the task environment generally 
inhibit it. The Social Security Administra- 
tion, for example, is not likely to diversify 
and start manufacturing widgets, in addi- 
tion to mailing Social Security checks. But 
this does not hold for private organizations. 
U.S. Steel, for example, can diversify, and it 

has done so to the point that manufacturing 
steel is now one of its lesser technologies, 
and it consequently has changed its name to 
USX. 

This is not to say that public organiza- 
tions are immune to the changes that 
accompany technological developments. 
The computer, for example, is a new tech- 
nology that has altered virtually every other 
technology used by organizations, including 

public organizations, and, as we describe in 
Chapter 6, significant organizational change 
has accompanied this new technology. Nev- 
ertheless, technology seems to be less a fac- 
tor in changing public organizations than 
private ones. 

Environmental Determinism versus 
Human Choice. This leaves the task envi- 
ronment and the members of organiza- 
tions—its people—as the more important 
variables in motivating change in public 
organizations. Which is the more impor- 
tant? Kaufman argues in eloquent terms 
that the more significant factor is the 
environmental one, and not merely for just 
public organizations alone: 

I anticipate . . . that comparisons between organ- 
izations that survive and those that expire will in 
the vast majority of instances disclose no signifi- 
cant differences in their respective levels of abil- 
ity, intelligence, or leadership. [T]he 

Tolstoyan view of leaders as chips tossed about 
by the tides of history rather than masters of 
events cannot be rejected a priori. . [E]ven if 
leaders do appear to be as important as con- 
ventional opinions hold them to be, the quality of 
leadership will nevertheless prove to be ran- 
domly rather than systematically distributed 
among organizations, and chance will therefore 
remain the main factor in organizational sur- 
vival.20 

What, in sum, Kaufman and many of the 
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leading organization theorists seem to be 
saying is that people do not count for much 
in shaping or ganizations. e* 

But not all organization theorists agree 
with this assessment; in fact, one exhaustive 
review of the literature identified the ques- 
tions of whether the organization’s environ- 
ment or the people in it had the greater 
influence on an organization’s destiny as 
“central perspectives” constituting the 
“debates in organization theory.”** Other 
analysts have described the issue of human 
choice versus environmental determinism as 
“one of the most pervasive and central argu- 
ments” in the field.? 

As the theory of organizations grows 
more sophisticated, some tentative answers 

to this dilemma begin to emerge, and the 
answers center around not merely the per- 
spectives (?.e., the biases) of individual the- 
orists, but the types of organizations that are 

being theorized about.?4 And here is where 
the public/private distinction in organiza- 
tion theory seems to have a_ special 
usefulness. 

Table 4-2 is an attempt to categorize 
some of the more important ideas held by 
organization theorists regarding the impact 
of the task environment (or what is some- 
times referred to by authors as “deter- 
minism”), and the impact of _ the 
organization’s leaders, managers and mem- 

bers (also known as “choice”) on an organi- 
zation’s destiny. At one extreme, some 

theorists argue that the environment is all 
important, all pervasive, and that any deci- 

sions made by individuals or groups within 
an organization about the organization’s 
future really make no difference. At the 
other extreme, some organization theorists, 

particularly those associated with the 
generic management field, argue that the 

human being is supreme and dominant over 
the forces of the environment; human 

choice, in this school, sets organizational 

destiny, not some social form of natural 
selection. 

Quadrant | in Table 4-2 sketches the first 
extreme that we have described. Quadrant | 
lists some of the characteristics found in an 
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organization that essentially is at the mercy 
of its task environment. Although an exam- 
ple of this kind of organization may be 
impossible to find in the real world, cer- 

tainly some of the literature in political sci- 
ence suggests that, on occasion, federal 
regulatory agencies have been “captured” 
by the special interests that they are charged 
with regulating.?° 

The view held by those theorists who 
adhere to the paradigm expressed in Quad- 
rant | is that environmental forces render 
organizationally autonomous and self-aware 
decision making by members of the organi- 
zation moot, or at the very most, trivial. The 

organization’s relationship with its environ- 
ment is, to use the metaphor employed ear- 
lier, “biological.” Change in the organiza- 
tion is achieved by random reactions to 
random, uncontrollable alterations in the 

task environment, and the organization’s 

independent standing in society is low due 
to these environmental constraints. The 
political behavior of the organization can be 
characterized as low profile; conflict, both 

internally and externally, is not high. 
The center of organizational control in 

Quadrant | is external to the organization 
since the environment has such a heavy 
impact on the organization’s behavior. All 
managers in all organizations tend to have 
what some authors have called a “generic 
strategy,” by which is meant the recurrent 
theme of their management posture. In the 
case of a Quadrant | organization, that 

strategy is a defensive one. Means are 
emphasized over ends because ends are 
determined by the task environment, and 

the role of the manager and the workings of 
the organization are passive or inactive. 
Organizational planning is very short-term 
and oriented toward the immediate solution 
of problems emerging from the task envi- 
ronment. Much of the literature of organi- 
zational ecology, economic history, and 

political systems has contributed to this view 
of the organization’s relations with its task 
environment. 

In Quadrant 2, we have a situation in 

which the impact of the task environment 
upon organizational behavior is strong, but 
the impact of the organization’s members 
also is strong. Unlike an organization in 
Quadrant 1, in Quadrant 2 we have a con- 
test among equals; these organizations func- 
tion in conditions of perfect competition. 
An example of an organization in this situta- 
tion might be any major corporation, such 
as General Motors or IBM, and the people 

in the organization are seen as being capable 
of rationally attaining the goals of the larger 
system. However, the situation described in 
Quadrant 2 does not envision some sort of 
Weberian monocrat directing and control- 
ling the organization; rather, parts of the 

organization and individuals within the 
organization recognize challenges to the 
organization surfacing in the environment 
and have the ability to respond to them. 
While some direction from the top is neces- 
sary to do this, various groups and individu- 

als constituting the organization are rational 
actors in their own right, and they can 
respond to the environment rationally in 
their own way. Hence, these organizational 

actors do not necessarily follow the wishes of 
the organization’s leaders, but instead are 
capable of achieving the goals of the larger 
system (for example, surviving in the free 
market place) via their own judgments and 
actions. Hence, the organization’s rela- 
tionship with its environment is “rational” in 
the sense that we have used this term ear- 
lier, but with a distinctly economic empha- 
sis. 

Change in the Quadrant 2 organization is 
achieved by a rational reordering of sub- 
systems within the organization to adapt to 
changes in the environment, technology, or 
whatever. Because of the tension between 
the deterministic forces in the environment 
and the capabilities for human choice within 
the organization, the organization is left 
with a medium level of autonomy. Political 
behavior is highly conflictual, but this 

behavior is largely externally directed; the 
organization is fighting to survive in a highly 
competitive environment. 



The center of organizational control in 
Quadrant 2 is shared between the organiza- 
tion and its environment. Decisions tend to 
focus on means, but with a secondary 
emphasis on achieving efficiency- related 
ends. The manager’s role is largely one of 
reacting to challenges coming from the 
environment. Planning, as in Quadrant 1, is 
short-term and solution-driven, but there is 
also some “slack search.” Slack search is a 
term originated by James G. March and 
refers to planning activities that are not nec- 
essarily driven by the need for finding 
immediate solutions, and often are not 
especially well connected with specific 
organizational needs. March describes slack 
search as a process of “dabbling” or non- 
directed activity.2° And, in fact, many 
Quadrant 2 organizations do engage in this 
kind of slack search.?7 The literary schools 
that contribute to the Quadrant 2 concept in 
organization theory include systems theory, 
structural/functionalism, and contingency 
theory. 

In Quadrant 3, organizations function in 
a situation in which there is little human 
choice and little environmental impact. 
Quadrant 3 is an unstable condition, both 

internally and externally, and one finds that 
Quadrant 3 organizations either die quickly 
or reform themselves in such a way as to 
move to another quadrant. An example of 
an organization functioning in a Quadrant 3 
situation would be a nonprofit voluntary 
service organization, or any organization 
characterized by a decision process that has 
been described as “muddling through.”?® 
Lawrence G. Hrebeniak and William F. 
Joyce describe the situation expressed in 
Quadrant 3 as one in which organizations 

have an array of internal strengths and compe- 
tencies that are appropriate to external oppor- 
tunities and conditions. . It is reasonable to 
argue that an appropriate mix or insufficient 
number of internal capabilities will prevent 
organizations from acting, despite the benignity, 

munificence, or lack of threat of the environ- 
ment. In this view, the task of the organization is 
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to develop the capabilities or distinctive compe- 
tencies needed to take advantage of environmen- 
tal conditions and thereby alter and escape from 
the conditions of [Quadrant 3].?9 

The view in Quadrant 3 is that organiza- 
tions are federations of semiautonomous 
parts that constantly engage in bargaining 
with each other and outsiders to achieve 
their ends. The organization’s relationship 
with its environment is “political” and 
organizational change is achieved by bar- 
gaining, negotiating, and mutual political 
adjustment. Organizational autonomy is low 
and the level of political behavior is low. But 
these low levels of organizational indepen- 
dence and political activism are due less to 
forces in the environment influencing the 
organization than to constraints within the 
organization itself. 

The center of organizational control in 
Quadrant 3 is latent because no real control 
of any kind has emerged. The organiza- 
tion’s generic strategy is reactive; it tends to 
emphasize means and ends roughly equally. 
Its managers assume interactive roles with 
both the environment and with the internal 
parts of the organization; planning is rare, 
sporadic, and disjointed. Literatures that 

have had an impact on the thinking under- 
lying a Quadrant 3 situation include public 
choice, political pluralism, and organization 

development. 
Finally, Quadrant 4 posits a condition of 

strong organizational choice and weak 
environmental determinism. It is the 
extreme opposite of organizations in Quad- 
rant 1. An example would be a large gov- 
ernment corporation. We describe the 
power of the government corporation in 
Chapter 11. Suffice it to note for now that 
government corporations, which are corpo- 

rations chartered by governments and often 
granted what amount to both economic and 
political monopolies, have emerged during 
the past thirty years as important and inde- 
pendent economic and _ political policy- 
makers. An example of this power is 
epitomized by the late Robert Moses, who 
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headed a variety of government corpora- 
tions in New York. As a biographer of 
Moses stated, “For thirty-four years, Moses 

played an important part in establishing 
[the city of New York’s] priorities, and for 
seven years he established all the city’s pri- 
Orities (2° 

It is with this kind of dominance by 
organizational leaders over their task 
environments in mind that some writers 
have characterized organizations as being 
hierarchically structured, rationally behav- 

ing, autonomous entities that have the abil- 

ity to implement the will of the people who 
head them. Thus, an organization with the 
characteristics of Quadrant 4 is eminently 
“rational,” but instead of an economic orien- 
tation in this rationality (as is characteristic 
of organizations found in Quadrant 2), it 
has a much more legalistic one. Organiza- 
tional change is achieved by rationally 
deduced decisions made by top manage- 
ment and implemented along rational lines 
by the appropriate divisions of labor within 
the organization. Organizational autonomy 
is high, and the organization’s political 

behavior is highly conflictual and externally 
directed against rivals in the environment; 

but this aggressive political behavior is typ- 
ically characterized by a low profile. 

The center of organizational control in 
Quadrant 4 is almost entirely internal, and 
the generic strategy employed by the organ- 
ization is highly creative and risk taking. 
The organization emphasizes ends over 
means, although there is a_ secondary 
emphasis on those means that concern how 
to attain the organizations’s ends most effec- 
tively. The role of the manager is highly 
proactive and “slack search” characterizes 
the planning function. Among the contrib- 
uting literatures to a Quadrant 4 conception 
of organizations are decision theory, strate- 

gic planning, and business management. 
These relationships between the organi- 

zation’s task environment and its capacity 
for organizational choice, as illustrated in 

Table 4-2, have a readily apparent bearing 
on public organizations. In fact, one could 
argue that the typology posited by Table 4-2 

makes a credible case for suggesting that 
public organizations are more diverse and 
are found in more types of environmental 
contexts than are private organizations. 
After all, as Table 4-2 shows, we find that 

public organizations (a term including 
“third sector” organizations) appear in three 
of the four quadrants (Quadrants 1, 3 and 
4). While it is entirely possible that examples 
of private organizations could be used in 
these same quadrants, there is only one, 
Quadrant 2, that has obvious bearing on the 
private organization. One might infer from 
this that public organizations present a far 
richer source of study and inquiry than do 
private ones. 

INFORMATION AND INTELLIGENCE 
IN ORGANIZATIONS 

How information, intelligence, and knowl- 

edge are used, distorted, and transmitted 

has considerable significance for what we 

have just considered in the preceding sec- 
tion, that is, change in organizations. Cyber- 

netist and operations researcher Stafford 
Beer, in fact, defines information as “what 

changes us.”3! Additionally, the uses of 
intelligence have particular significance for 

the understanding of public bureaucracies, 

for it is on knowledge and feedback that 

public policy decisions are made and 
adjusted. 

Hierarchy and Information 

Perhaps the most focused research in the 
field of organizational intelligence has been 
done by Harold L. Wilensky.3? Wilensky 
considered both private and public organi- 
zations, but it is clear that public bureauc- 
racies stand to gain or lose the most from 
how information is used or abused. 
Wilensky’s basic contention is that organiza- 
tional change and control are achieved 
through the control of information. He 
observes that organizational change is hin- 
dered by such phenomena as “the signifi- 
cance of slogans,” “the power of precon- 



ceptions,” and perhaps of paramount 
importance, secrecy. 

In Wilensky’s view, organizational con- 
flict, informational control, and personal 

power are inextricably intertwined. Con- 
sider Wilensky’s example of Nazi Foreign 
Minister Ribbentrop and his use of the noto- 
rious World War II spy, “Cicero,” who was 
the valet of the British ambassador at 
Ankara. Cicero sent astonishingly accurate 
and detailed intelligence reports concerning 
the Allied invasion plans to Ribbentrop. 
Although the Foreign Minister had_ his 
doubts as to the authenticity of Cicero’s 
reports, his overriding reason for sitting on 
most of Cicero’s information appears to 
have been interagency rivalry. Ribbentrop 
was involved in a bitter power struggle with 
the Reich Security Office, and he loathed 
von Papen, the German ambassador to Tur- 

key. Because Cicero reported directly to one 
L. C. Moyzisch, an attaché on von Papen’s 
staff employed by the Reich Security Office, 
Ribbentrop found it most expedient to dis- 
miss Cicero’s intelligence. Wilensky con- 
cludes from this and other instances that the 
use of secrecy exaggerates organizational 
pathologies that already may be present, 
such as conflict, authoritarianism, lack of 

feedback, and excessive personal power. 
Wilensky also argues that information may 
be distorted and prevented from reaching 
the people who need it and can act on it by 
excessive centralization or decentralization 
of the organization. As an example of what 
happens to knowledge in a decentralized (or 
open model) organization, Wilensky cites 
the surprise of American troops at Pearl 
Harbor during the Japanese attack. The 
Japanese secret code had been broken, and 
there is substantial evidence showing that 
various elements in the military and foreign 
services knew approximately when and 
where the Japanese would attack. But the 
information failed to reach the forces at 
Pearl Harbor in time. 

Partly as a response to the intelligence 
fiasco of Pearl Harbor, the aptly dubbed 
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) was 
established. The idea was that important 

CONCEPTS OF ORGANIZATION THEORY 93 

messages no longer would be lost in the 
interorganizational shuffle, as in the Pearl 
Harbor incident, but would be sent directly 
to the people who were in a position to 
respond to new knowledge, including the 

president. 
Nevertheless, information can be blocked 

in centralized (or closed model) organiza- 
tions, too. Wilensky cites the Cuban Bay of 
Pigs disaster as an example. In this instance, 
the CIA evidently approached the freshly 
elected President John F. Kennedy with 
what it represented as a long-standing, well- 

formulated, and superbly conceived (not to 

mention, surefire) plan for the overthrow of 
Premier Fidel Castro’s revolutionary gov- 
ernment in Cuba. Kennedy, who later 

implied he had been somewhat awed by the 
intelligence-gathering capabilities and 
expertise of the CIA and, in any event, had 

no comparable organization in terms of 
prestige to which he could turn for addi- 
tional intelligence, decided to let the agency 
carry on, essentially in its own way. Among 

the other aspects of remarkably poor plan- 
ning by the CIA, as it turned out, was the 
agency’s ignorance of extensive swamps in 
the Bay of Pigs area, which entrapped the 
invasion force on the coastline and made the 
Cuban expatriates easy targets for Castro’s 
troops. 

Gordon Tullock? has argued that organ- 
izational decentralization is more conducive 
than centralization to the preservation of 
information and the minimization of its 
distortion in organizations. Tullock con- 
structs an arithmetic “model of hierarchical 
distortion,” in which he reasons that the 
more an organization grows, the more 

effort and expense will be required for 
internal administration, to the detriment of 
the external achievements of organizational 
goals relative to the society. This pathology 
is unavoidable because the larger the 
bureaucracy, the more time must be 
devoted by its members to assuring that 
information reaches the right administra- 
tors relatively intact. In other words, the 

bigger the bureaucracy, the more there are 
people who may stop, distort, take away 
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Information, Intelligence, Organizations, and Four Dead Horses 
i —————— 

Information and intelligence in organizations often exist only in 
the eye of the beholder. In the eyes of a number of beholders in 
Arizona, neither information nor intelligence characterized a 
senseless incident involving the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), 
the Arizona Livestock and Sanitary Board, and a herd of horses. 

Carl J. Jatho was a free-wheeling en- 
trepreneur from Kingman, Arizona, a small 
town in the northern part of the state, who 
headed a tax-preparation business called 
The Bookkeeper. For various reasons, Jatho 

and his bookkeeping ran into legal trou- 
bles. For example, he admitted in court to 
signing up customers for fictitious mining 
partnerships as part of his tax shelter 
scheme. Ultimately, Jatho pleaded guilty to 
five counts of tax fraud that cheated the 
federal government out of an estimated $45 
million in taxes owed by some 3,800 tax- 
payers. So many of these bilked taxpayers 
appeared in federal court en masse during 
Jatho’s trial that the press took to calling 
them ‘The Jatho People.’’ Ultimately Jatho 
was sentenced to three years in prison, 
fined $150,000, and ordered to pay $1.2 
million for preparing fraudulent tax returns. 
Jatho was imprisoned in September, 1986. 

Among Jatho’s remaining assets were 
thirty-five to forty horses that he kept fenced 
on his ranch in Kingman. Apparently no 
one thought too seriously about the fate of 
Jatho’s horses until early January, 1987, 
when officials from the Arizona Livestock 
and Sanitary Board, the Internal Revenue 
Service, and some local agencies met to 
discuss what to do with them. What pre- 
cisely occurred at this meeting is unclear. 
The IRS had the legal authorization to seize 
the horses as part of its civil case, but 
decided not to do so because its officials 
believed that only seventeen of the horses 
belonged to Jatho, and no one was sure 
which of the beasts were his. The Mohave 
County Animal Control Board and the 
Mohave County Sheriff's Office thought 
that the animals fell under the jurisdiction 
of the State Livestock Board, but the Live- 
stock Board decided not to act on the 

grounds that it believed the IRS had juris- 
diction. It did appear from subsequent press 
reports, however, that neither the IRS nor 
the Livestock Board had plans to take care 
of the horses, and that each agency knew 
that the other was not going to assume 
responsibility for them either. 

Five days after the meeting, the press 
reported that four of Jatho’s horses had died 
from starvation. When questioned by the 
press about how and why this had 
occurred, IRS agent William Bronson stated 
that the horses were in such poor condition 
that they could not be sold, adding, ‘‘We 

are a tax collecting agency, not a humane 
society.”” At this point, the State Livestock 
Board acted and seized the horses, noting 
in the process that hay and other feed had 
been in the storage shed behind the Jatho 
house during the entire five months that 
had passed since Jatho entered prison. In an 
apparent effort to show that it was on top of 
the problem, the Livestock Board filed 
charges of willful neglect and cruelty to ani- 
mals against Jatho, who had, of course, 

been in prison since September. Mean- 
while, the Phoenix office of the Internal 
Revenue Service was besieged with phone 
calls from irate citizens. 

At this point, the IRS and the Livestock 
Board began trading charges. A member of 
the Livestock Board stated that, ‘It was the 
IRS that put the guy in jail. The IRS should 
have made some _ provision for those 
horses.”” The IRS contended, in turn, that it 

was the victim of a ‘cheap shot’’ by the 
media and other government agencies; the 
IRS suggested that the Livestock Board was 
well aware that the IRS was not planning to 
take jurisdiction of the horses and thus the 
Livestock Board should have done so. 

The senior Senator from Arizona, Dennis 



DeConcini, soon got into the act by writing 
the Commissioner of the IRS that the inci- 
dent in Kingman was the ‘‘result of either a 
severely flawed policy by the agency or 
negligent actions taken by IRS personnel,’’ 
and launched his own inquiry. As an aide 
to Senator DeConcini noted, ‘‘The word 
‘insane’ is used rather frequently in news 
stories because news stories cover unusual 
and unexpected things, but | don’t ever 
recall seeing a news story where the word 
‘Insane’ was more applicable. You 
don’t just leave forty horses there to die. It’s 
crazy. There’s nothing rational about it.’ 
The state’s largest newspaper, in an edi- 
torial, characterized the explanations from 
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both the IRS and the Livestock Board as 
“lame and ludicrous.” 

Mohave County Supervisor Becky Fos- 
ter, after noting that a number of citizens 
had offered to donate food or money for the 
benefit of the horses, stated, ‘This restores 
your faith in humanity.’’ Then she broke 
into tears as she watched workers dump the 
dead horses into a truck. 

Sources: Steve Daniels, ‘Outraged Arizonans Rally to 
Rescue Starving Horses,”” The Arizona Republic, Janu- 
ary 14, 1987; Andy Hall and Steve Daniels, “Agencies 
Trade Blame for Abandoned Horses,’’ The Arizona 
Republic, January 15, 1987; and ‘‘The Cold Hands of 
the IRS,” The Arizona Republic, January 16, 1987. 

from, or add to the same intormation bit, 
and hence a greater effort must be gener- 

ated to preserve distortion-free intraorgan- 
izational communications, at the expense of 

accomplishing the organization’s social mis- 

sion. As a result of this reasoning, Tullock 
advocates that bureaucracies be _ vastly 
reduced in size so that the society may bene- 
fit more directly from them. Tullock 
believes that in small organizations the goal 

and rationality of the organization (e.g., 

legal assistance for the poor) are more likely 
to complement the goals and rationalities of 
the individuals in the organization (e.g., get- 
ting ahead) because it is far easier to see 
causal relationships between individual acts 

and mission accomplishment in small organ- 
izations than in large organizations, and the 

evaluation of organizational performance is 
thus much easier. Tullock’s recommenda- 

tion is a radical one relative to the rest of 

organization theory, which tends to regard 

organizational growth as a sign of health. 
March and Simon also have noticed that 

information tends to be distorted by multi- 
ple levels of hierarchy.*4 They note the 
pathology of “uncertainty absorption” in 
bureaucratic organizations, whereby data 
that initially are regarded as tentative, 
uncertain, and “soft” by the persons who 

collect them become increasingly final, cer- 

tain, and “hard” as they are sent up through 
the decision-making hierarchy. Thus, we 

may assume that in the decision by Ford 
Motor Company to build the Edsel, the cor- 
poration’s low-level market researchers con- 
cluded that there “might” be a market for a 
middle-range car in the United States, but 
by the time their findings reached Henry 
Ford it was being voiced in top management 
circles that there “was” such a market. 
Uncertainty in the initial information had 
been absorbed by the various hierarchical 
levels that had handled it on its way to 
upper management. 

It also is worth observing that organiza- 
tions can collapse because of too much 
information. Richard L. Meier conducted 
an intriguing study of a university library 
that was in the process of an administrative 
breakdown because of too many demands 
and not enough resources. He examined 
how institutions without the benefits of 
functioning in a tree-market environment, 

where information inputs could be adjusted 
through market mechanisms, responded to 
communications overload.*> He delineated 
fourteen strategies used by such organiza- 
tions to cope with rising levels of informa- 
tional stress, including queuing (e.g., 
keeping library patrons in waiting rooms 
“outside” the organization); the creating of 
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branch facilities; the creating of a mobile 

reserve (e.g., teams of personnel transfera- 

ble to units as needed); the evolving of spe- 
cific performance standards followed imme- 
diately by a reduction of those standards; a 
brainstorming search for a “magic for- 
mula”; the promoting of self-service (¢.g., 
letting patrons into the stacks, which is a 
radical strategy because it represents a 
deliberate reduction of organizational sov- 
ereignty); the limiting of work to capacity as 

determined by rigid, ritualistic rules and 
_ characterized by the denial of error and the 
refusal of challenge; and, ultimately, the 
dissolving of the organization. The library, 
in a very real sense, had no choice but to 
play out this scenario. It did not have the 
control over demands from its environment 
that, say, International Widget would have 

had. International Widget could simply 
boost the price of widgets, and thereby 
reduce demand, or communications over- 
load. But the library—and, presumably, any 
public organization—did not have this 
option. It had to adjust internally. 

These and other studies of informational 
dynamics in organizations are especially rel- 
evant to public administration for a number 
of reasons. Public organizations tend to be 
bureaucratic organizations, they do not 
operate in free-market environments, and 

they produce policies rather than products. 
Information is of unusual importance to all 
these characteristics and functions. And 
recent developments in public administra- 
tion indicate that information will be of even 
more importance to the public bureaucracy 
and the public. One such development is the 
growing professionalism and expertise of 
the public administrator. 

Professionalism and Public Knowledge 

The professionalization of public admin- 
istration represents a second development 
that seems destined to affect the free flow of 
knowledge in the task milieu of the public 
bureaucrat. By professionalization is meant 
the evolvement of a core of commonly 

shared and recognized knowledge and 
expertise held by members of a group. The 
rise of the MPA and DPA degrees, the 

establishment of professional schools of 
public administration and public affairs, 

and the appearance of new professional 
journals and associations all indicate that 
public administration is professionalizing as 
never before. 

Paradoxically, professionalization of the 
public service has both benefits and _lia- 
bilities for the public. As York Willbern 
noted in a seminal article on the subject,°° 
professionalism in public bureaucracies 
brings 

1. Increased technical competence 

2. Increased respect for technical expertise 

3. The enforcement of minimal ethical and tech- 

nical standards 

4. Insulation from pressure to discriminate 

against clients 

5. The avoidance of direct democratic control 

that might be of doubtful utility in some fields 

6. Greater interchangeability 

among governmental units 
of personnel 

7. The incentive for officials to acquire more 

skills 

8. The creation of in-group loyalty 

9. The provision of additional satisfactions to 

employees. 

Conversely, however, 

also brings with it 
professionalism 

1. Potential conflicts of interest between the pro- 
fessional group (e.g., school teachers) and the 

larger public (e.g., taxpayers) 

2. The presence of undue influence wielded by 
special publics through professional ties (such 
as the medical profession’s occasionally 
debatable impact on public health programs 
in some states through the American Medical 
Association) 

3. The insulation of public servants from public 

control 

4. The lack of internal democracy often found in 
professional associations 



~ The limitation of public services by the profes- 
sonals insistence on the maintenance of unre- 
alistic prohessional standards 

The diminishing of transferability of person- 
nel among agencies because of overly spe- 
alized training 
The lack of interagency coordination because 
A professional specialization or jealousy 
The dixouraging of citizen participation by 
the presence of a professional mystique. 

= 

ae 

Most if not all of the dysfunctions of pro- 
fessionalism listed by Willbern revolve 
around the control of knowledge and 
expertise—or what often passes for exper- 
tise, If knowledge is power, then how is pro- 
fessional knowledge (with its antidemocratic 
implications) to be used to further the goals 
of society? Obviously, it must be used care- 
fully, for the very idea of being professional 
carries with it a dangerous footnote for 
democratic values: “We know more than 
you, therefore do as we say.” 

A homely example of how professional 
satus, mysUique, and expertise exercise a 
control over information that prevents and 
undermines the manifestation of demo- 
cratic values is provided by Alan Altshuler 
in his study of a decision to locate a freeway 
in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area.?7 The loca] 
highway department made a conscious, 
internal decision to be inflexible on the pro- 
mes freeway’s route and location and 

this decision on the unsophisticated 
but “professional” criterion of a crude cost/ 
benefit analysis. This analysis formed the 
core rationale of the department's justifica- 
tion of its decision. More profoundly, how- 
ever, the department’s sole, and quite 

_ effective, justification of its decision was that 
it was made on the basis of professional and 

technical values, and who could argue with 

| 
: 

| 
| 

“the facts’? This argument won the day, 
despite very legitimate pressures brought by 
blacks, by white residents in some of the few 
remaining middle-class neighborhoods in 
downtown St. Paul (who bad the quiet sup- 
port of the governor), by retailers in the 
central business district, and by the exis- 
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tence of an alternative route developed by 
the city planner that would have satisfied 
these many protests. Expertise and the con- 
trol of information took political prece- 
dence because they were presumed to be 
apolitical, 

James D, Carroll has extended the con- 
cept of professionalism and has called it 
“noetic authority,” or the power that derives 
from knowledge. He argues that the politics 
and administration of the future will be 
based on who controls information and 
knowledge rather than who controls wealth 
and power. Carroll cites the rise of a 
plethora of political and administrative 
issues involving the press, telecormmunca- 
tions, urban planning, the environment, 
education, transportation, and consum- 

crism, among others, as disputes in which 
the old “politics of greed” is being tie Maces 
by the new “politics of knowledge.” 

Information and Decision Making 

As Carroll implies, information and 
knowledge are more important than ever 
before in organizational decision making. In 
light of this argument, however, how is it 

that, “organizations seem to invest in infor- 
mation and information systems, but their 
investments often do not seem to make 
sense. They gather information and do not 
use it. They ask for reports and do not read 
them. They act first and receive requested 
information later, and do not seem to be 
concerned about the order.”?9 

These are important concerns. Few 
adsinistrators have not both written and 
read the useless memorandum—useless, 

that is, in terms of its alleged relevance to 
making the decision at hand. The literature 
is rife with examples of information being 
generated so that managers might make 
better decisions and yet the information has 
no apparent relationship to those deci- 
sions.*#” Why is this so? 

Martha S. Feldman and James G. March 
have phrased the problem of information 
and decision making in organizations (or 
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what they call “a portrait of important fea- 
tures of information use”) in a reasonably 
rigorous fashion: 

1. Much of the information that is gathered and 

communicated by individuals and organiza- 

tions has little decision relevance. 

2. Much of the information that is used to justify 
a decision is collected and interpreted after the 
decision has been made, or substantially 
made. 

3. Much of the information gathered in 

response to requests for information is not 
considered in the making of the decisions for 

which it was requested. 

4. Regardless of the quantity and quality of 
the information available at the time a deci- 
sion is first considered, more information is 

requested. 

5. Complaints that an organization does not 
have enough information to make a decision 
are voiced at the same time that available 

information is ignored. 

6. The relevance of the information already 
being provided to decision makers is consider- 
ably less conspicuous than the unrelenting 
insistence by decision makers for more infor- 

mation.#! 

Organization theorists and decision sci- 
entists have provided two explanations for 
these pathologies. One is that “information 
overload” can occur, and organizations and 

the people in them simply are unable to pro- 
cess the information because of organiza- 
tional and human limitations.42 A second 
explanation is that the information itself is 
poor or the wrong kind of information, and 
while there may be a great deal of informa- 
tion (z.e., data), it is not information that we 

can use (i.e., knowledge).*% 
Feldman and March offer a considerably 

more creative and original explanation, and 
one that is a genuine contribution to both 
organization theory and decision science. 
They contend that the apparent lack of a 
“match” between information and decision 
making in organizations does not, “in gen- 

eral, reflect stupidity on the part of organi- 
zations. Rather [this absence of a match 
between information and decisions] are 

symptoms of sophistication in understand- 
ing the role of information in organizational 
choice.”44 

Feldman and March go on to argue that 
the sophistication displayed by organiza- 
tions that gather more information than 
they use or seem to need is not necessarily 
conscious. But the standard operating pro- 
cedures of an organization that result in the 

production of such massive amounts of data 
may, in and of themselves, betoken a high 

quality of organizational decision making. 
Feldman and March make three impor- 

tant points about the role of information in 

organizations. The first is that organizations 

tend to gather information in a “sur- 

veillance mode” rather than in a “decision 

mode.” Information, in other words, is 

gathered for the sake of monitoring the 

environment and the internal workings of 

the organization on a routine basis. The 

kind of information gathered in this mode, 

which is the typical way in which informa- 
tion is gathered in organizations, is not 

related to specific decisions that are coming 

up on the organizational agenda. 
Second, the standard operating pro- 

cedures of organizations provide incentives 
for underestimating the costs of gathering 
the information relative to the returns that 

the information provides the organization. 

Typically, the information-gathering func- 
tions of an organization are separate from 

its information-using functions. Those who 

use the information are not those who 

gather it, and information users (7.e., deci- 
sion makers) seldom provide any particular 
set of guidelines to the information 

gatherers (7.e., staffers and researchers). 
There is also a bias among information 

users that holds it is better to have more 

information than is necessary than less, and 
this also results in more information being 
gathered. 

Finally, much of the information used in 
organizations is subject to “strategic mis- 
representation.” Information frequently is 
produced for the purpose of persuading 
someone to do something. When, on the 

other hand, information is found that 



would undermine the process of persua- 
sion, it is edited and discarded. At its worst, 
this process can result in a competition 

among liars, but organizations and the deci- 

sion makers in them typically find ways of 
accounting for this pathology. “Decision 
makers learn not to trust overly clever peo- 

ple, and smart people learn not to be overly 

clever.”*5 

These organizational realities result in 

information taking on its own value as a 

symbol and a signal in the political and deci- 
sion making life of an organization. The 

role of information as symbol and signal has 

been underestimated by decision theorists. 

Yet, these symbolic and signalling functions 

of information have great SODStATHEVe 

importance. On the one hand, organizations 

underestimate the true cost of gathering 

information, yet, on the other hand, organi- 
zations place a high value in using informa- 
tion to buttress preferred decisions: 

Individuals and organizations will consistently 

over invest in information . . . because the acts of 

seeking and using information in decisions have 

important symbolic value to them and to the 
society. . . . Decisions are orchestrated in such a 
way as to ensure that those making them and 
those observing them come to believe that they 
are reasonable—or even intelligent. The use of 

information, asking for information, and justify- 

ing decisions in terms of information have all 

come to to be significant ways in which we signal 
that the process is legitimate, that we are good 

decision makers, and that our organizations are 

well managed. . . . Since legitimacy is a necessary 
property of effective decisions, conspicuous con- 
sumption of information is a sensible strategy for 
decision makers. The strategy need not be 

chosen deliberately. It will characterize processes 

that work.*6 

By this logic, then, decisions that are 

information intensive have a greater legit- 

imacy in organizations, and as a result it is 

ultimately easier to gain organizational 
acceptance of decisions and their smoother 
implementation. Because decision makers 

implicitly recognize this utility of informa- 
tion, it follows that better decision makers 

would invest more in gathering information 
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than would poor decision makers, even if 

the information had nothing in particular to 

do with making the decision itself. Thus, 

“organizations that exhibit an elaborate 

information system and conspicuous con- 

sumption of information will ... be more 

effective decision makers than those who do 
not.”*7 

CONTROL, AUTHORITY, AND POWER 
IN ORGANIZATIONS 

Organizational intelligence, noetic author- 
ity, information, and decision making as 

concepts overlap considerably with organi- 

zational control and authority. He or she 
who controls information possesses genuine 
power in the bureaucracy. 

The analyst most noted for his argument 
that authority is the central variable in 

organizational behavior is Amitai Etzioni.4® 
Etzioni contends that power is all, and that 

virtually all characteristics of the organiza- 
tion are determined by the kind of authority 

used in the organization. For example, a 
prison uses “coercive” power; its method of 
control is physical (e.g., solitary con- 
finement). The organization acquires par- 
ticipants. through the socialization of 

inmates; both officials (e.g., the warden) and 

information leaders (popularly respected or 
feared prisoners with no official position) 

are present. And “instrumental activities” 
(mechanical kinds of activities) predominate 
as the organization’s chief technology. At 

the other extreme of Etzioni’s power con- 
tinuum, a political party uses “identitive,” or 

“normative” power; its method of control is 

symbolic (e.g. appeals to patriotism). The 
organization acquires par ticipants both 
through the socialization of its members and 
the selection of applicants; only “formal 
leaders” (or leaders who have both real and 
official power) are present. And “expressive 
activities” (or interpersonal activities) pre- 
dominate as the organization’s chief activity. 
Finally, in the middle ranges of Etzioni’s 

continuum, a business corporation uses 

“utilitarian” power; its method of control is 
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material (e.g., a salary). Participants are 
acquired chiefly through a selection process; 
leadership comprises all types (officials, 
information leaders, and formal leaders). 
Its activities may be both instrumental and 
expressive. Etzioni’s concept is diagrammed 
in Table 4-3. 

Public organizations commonly are a 
hybrid combining Etzioni’s normative and 
utilitarian forms of organizational power. 
There is a certain “calling” involved in 
working for the public service and nonprofit 
agencies (thus yielding them some identitive 
power), but there is also a recognized neces- 
sity among those wishing to join public 
organizations that it also would be nice to 
earn a regular paycheck (thus giving public 
organizations some utilitarian power). It fol- 
lows that public organizations would attract 
(and want) employees with an unusual set of 
attitudes about how they would like to 
spend their working lives; Herbert A. 

Simon has called these attitudes “decision 
premises.”49 

The Decision Premise: The Objective 
of Organizational Authority 

A decision premise refers to the values and 
perceptions held by each member of the 
organization, on which he or she bases every 
decision he or she makes regarding the 
organization. These individual values and 
perceptions are unique to the individual, 
but many can be altered and influenced by 
using the organizational means and sancti- 

ons available to those in positions of control, 

the division of labor in the organization 
which it affects the individual, the standard 
operating procedures of the organization, 
the socialization and training procedures 
for new members of the organization, and 
the selection procedures of the organization 
for choosing people to join the organization. 
Together, these techniques can mold each 

individual’s decision premise in a way that 
reduces organizational uncertainty by mak- 
ing the individual’s decisions predictable. 
When uncertainty is low (e.g., “I trust Mary 
to do the right thing .”), authority 
and control often are relinquished or 
“decentralized” (“... so I’ve made her 
responsible for the job”). 

Many organizations attempt to control, 
or at least filter, the decision premises of 
applicants even before they enter the organ- 
ization. Some businesses prefer applicants 
who are business majors and fraternity or 
sorority members over applicants who 
majored in sociology and were indepen- 
dents. The rationale is that “B-school” 
joiners are more likely to cultivate a corpo- 
rate team spirit than are socially aware 
loners. After entry, subordinates’ decision 
premises are formed more fully by superor- 
dinates through “management training” 
classes and the more subtle socialization 
techniques extant in most large organiza- 
tions. 

There is an astonishing range of 
resources and techniques that organiza- 
tions, particularly businesses, have available 

TABLE 4-3 A Continuum of Organizational Power and Authority 

Method of Acquisition of Type of Type of 

Type of Power Control Participants Leadership Activities 

K Coercive Physical Socialization Officials and informal Instrumental 
(a prison) leaders 

t Utlitarian Material Selection Officials, informal Instrumental and 
h (a business leaders and formal Expressive 
oO corporation) leaders 

Y  Identitive or Symbolic Selection and Formal leaders Expressive 
normative socialization 

f (a political 
y party) 
ese 



to form the decision premises of their mem- 
bers more to their liking. In addressing the 
topic of “organizational seduction,” Roy J. 
Lewicki suggests that “matching” the values 
of the organization and those of applicants 
to the organization is only the first step. 
Others include providing employees with an 
opportunity to work for a high-status organ- 
ization (or at least with opportunities for 
attaining status within the organization), 
providing challenges, and providing a pleas- 
ant, even luxurious, work environment.®°? 

In contrast to business administra- 
tion, however, public administration has 

been far less able to control the decision 
premises of decision-making participants in 
public bureaucracies. True, there is a selec- 
tion and socialization process in public 
bureaucracies, but, public bureaucracies 

make decisions in situations characterized 
by unusual degrees of participation from 
the task environment. Public admin- 
istrators, especially in recent years that have 
been characterized by a social milieu 
advocating “power to the people,” increas- 
ingly find themselves asking “client-mem- 
bers” of their organizations to participate in 
the decision-making process. A client-member 
is a person who is both a “customer” and a 
member of an organization, such as a stu- 
dent in a university or an inmate in a prison. 
And, it is worth adding that other tech- 

niques available to the business organization 
for forming members’ decision premises, 
such as providing a luxurious work environ- 
ment, are less available to public organiza- 
tions. In any event, public administrators 

often find that they lack the authority and 
control possessed by administrators in other 
institutional settings. This situation may well 
be to the benefit of the polity, but it often 

does not seem so to the frustrated public 
administrator confronting what occasionally 
appears to be organizational and environ- 
mental chaos. 

Ultimately, organizations, whether public 
or private, may wish to indulge in “localistic 

co-optation,” or the assuring of organiza- 

tional loyalty among employees by cutting 
them off from “cosmopolitan” influences. 
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“Locals” and “cosmopolitans” are concepts 
concerning the kinds of people one finds in 
organizations that we explain in the next 
chapter. Suffice it to note here that, 
to assure member loyalty, it can be in the 
best interest of the organization to isolate 
individual members from other centers of 
professionals in their field; to encourage 

interdisciplinary activities that push mem- 
bers into interacting with colleagues in fields 
other than their own; to discourage the 

emergence of “cells of latent cosmopolitans” 
by keeping resources artificially tight; to 
resist the entry of “outside” people at the 
middle and upper levels of the organization 
since these people may have firmly formed 
sets of decision premises (and loyalties) that 
differ from those held by employees who 
have moved up from the bottom rungs of 
the organization’s ladder; to reward the 
“unsophisticated impressionables” when- 
ever possible, and to use them to socialize 
other members of the organization.®! 
Although there are some obvious dysfunc- 
tions for organizations that choose to use 
these techniques, the encouragement of dis- 
loyalty among employees is not among 
them. 

Slack, Side Payments, and Bargaining: 
The Milieu of Organizational Power 

Organization theorists agree that the 
exercise of control, authority, and power in 
organizations is a complex political phe- 
nomenon. Cyert and March, Downs, and 

Thompson more or less share the same con- 
cept of how control and authority are 
achieved in organizations. In their view, 
“slack,” “side payments,” bargaining, and 

coalition formation represent the dynamics 
of organizational control. Slack refers to 
those “nonrational” interstices present in 
even the most rigid bureaucracies that rep- 
resent opportunities for what is known in 
the military as “scrounging” (e.g., an unused 
typewriter in the accounting department 
mysteriously and “unofficially” finds its way 
to the advertising department where it 
receives considerable use). Side payments in 
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organizations would not be possible without 
organizational slack. Side payments can be 
made in the form of status (¢g., a new 

“unofficial” carpet for an individual’s office 
or a promotion in name only, with no 

increase in salary or authority) or as mate- 
rial rewards (e.g., a salary increment). Side 
payments are usually made on the basis of 
discreet bargaining between the represen- 

tatives of coalitions (e.g., the “young Turks,” 
the “old guard,” or whatever) in the organi- 
zation, and genuine authority in the organi- 

zation is determined by who represents 
what coalitions. 

Styles of authority and control must 
change as the organization changes. Thus, 

the military sociologist Morris Janowitz°? 
suggests that the old, closed-model style of 
authority traditionally favored in the mili- 
tary, that of “domination,” is no longer suit- 

able for an organization characterized by 
such technological and environmental 
changes as new weapons systems, the adop- 
tion of deterrence as a strategy, the rou- 
tinization of innovation, and the blurring of 

historic soldier/civilian distinctions. Janowitz 

urges that a “fraternal type authority” based 
on the open model’s techniques of manip- 
ulation replace the domineering techniques 

normally used in the military. 

The “Two-Wayness” 
of Organizational Control 

The notion of styles of authority leads us 
to the problem of the legitimacy—indeed, 

even the morality—of authority. Chester 
Barnard was perhaps the first theorist to 
appreciate that there was more to authority 
than a boss giving orders to an underling. 

Barnard pointed out that a subordinate had 

to accept a superior’s directive before that 
superior could ever have something called 
authority, or power. Even more profoundly, 

Barnard contended that, before an order 

would be accepted by a subordinate, the 
superior first had to penetrate the subordi- 
nate’s “zone of indifference.” Most of the 
time, Barnard said, underlings really could 
care less about what a boss directed. Thus, 

authority was conceived as a two-way pro- 
cess between subordinate and superior, and 
this “two-wayness” added to the legitimacy 
of authority.°% 

Simon, whose early work was intensely 

influenced by Barnard, extended Barnard’s 
concept of authority by devising a “zone of 
acceptance” and positing four basic motiva- 
tions of subordinates to accept the will of a 
superior: rewards and sanctions, legitimacy, 

social approval, and the subordinate’s con- 
fidence in the superior’s ability.°* 

Of these motivations, those of rewards 
and sanctions are the most interesting, if for 

no other reason than that Simon thought 
the subordinate had more rewards and 
sanctions at his or her disposal than the 
superior! The superior had only three: the 
power to hire and fire; the power to pro- 

mote and demote, and certain incentive 

rewards. But the subordinate had at least 
twice that number: the power to quit, to 

strike, to slow down, to perform minimally, 

to perform “literally” (or to do only the jobs 
specified), and not to perform. 

Organizational Power: 
The Place of Personal Skill 

Simon’s idea that the subordinate can 
have more power in an organization than 
his or her superior was revolutionary, and it 
had a lasting impact on the field of organiza- 
tion theory, particularly as it is applied to 

public organizations. For example, one 
study of the gubernatorial administrations 
in California of Ronald Reagan and Jerry 
Brown concluded that their organizational 
power was a direct result of their “obedience 
to roles” expected of them by the organiza- 
tion (in this case, state government) that 
they led. As the authors put it, 

This obligation to act within the bounds of a role 
does not decrease as one assumes high positions 
of authority; a role may grant more discretion in 
how it is enacted, but there are normative con- 
straints to even the highest level position. The 
cabinet officers ... no less than a clerk, were 
constrained to perform their roles in such a way 



as to demonstrate obeisance to norms. . . . One 
need only recall President Nixon’s supposed 
abuse of office to recognize that no actor within a 
social system can ignore the rules of a system. To 
unseasoned actors, behaving capriciously 
might seem the quintessential evidence of power. 
But such a strategy cannot endure in an orga- 
nized setting.55 

Nevertheless, superiors do retain some 
authority over subordinates. One review of 
the literature on organizational control 

identified six “major control mecha- 
nisms’’:°® 

Supervision, or the direct observation by a 
supervisor, who provides corrective feedback 
to the subordinate 

Input control, or the constraining of resources 
to subunits, a method favored especially by 
nonprofit organizations because they are lim- 
ited (according to some analysts>”) in their use 
of output controls relative to for-profit organ- 
izations 

Behavior control, or the structuring of individ- 
ual and group activities via procedures, per- 
formance standards, and technology 

Output control, or a type of control used exten- 
sively but not exclusively by for-profit organi- 
zations, referring to the monitoring and 
evaluation of organizational outputs, such as 

market share, profits, or student test scores 

Selection-socialization, or a kind of control that 

exists when certain types of norms and values 
are internalized into the organization— 
“localized co-optation,” as discussed earlier, 
falls into this category 

Environmental control, or the constraint on the 

organization imposed by its task environment, 
although there are few studies illustrating 
how administrators capitalize on this con- 
straint in terms of attaining their own organi- 
zational ends. 

A study of how these six kinds of admin- 
istrative control mechanisms were used by 
administrators to control 120 school prin- 
cipals in sixty elementary school districts 
found that district administrators used all 
six methods of control in a surprisingly 
broad and balanced way—at least when 
compared to studies of organizational con- 
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trol in private, for-profit enterprises. 
However, supervision was the least effective 

form of influence among the six; input con- 

trol (largely in the form of budget alloca- 
tions) was used extensively, as was behavior 

control (although the principals themselves 
did not perceive behavior control to be a 
major method used to control them); output 
control was essentially restricted to student 
achievement, (although the _ principals 
thought many more output controls were 
being used); selection-socialization controls 
appeared to be heavily present, as were 
environmental controls in the form of prin- 
cipals relying on the district office to 
provide them with feedback from their 
schools’ communities.°® 

District administrators “zoned” their con- 
trol of their principals, in that they tightly 
held the reigns over administrative matters, 

but only loosely over instructional ones. 
Similarly, ends were objects of tight central 
control, but the means for achieving those 

ends were not; the means were left largely 

to the principals. The study concluded that 
“a more complex system of control” based 
on multiple sources of information “may be 
used for managers in not-for-profit organi- 
zations who have to supervise a workforce 
employing an unclear technology” (in this 
case, teaching), leading to greater manag- 

erial stress because these public managers 
are effectively “monitored by everyone 
around them.”°9 

Organizational Power: 
The Role of Hierarchical Structure 

As the study of public school principals 
implies, control and authority—in short, 

power—in organizations is a product of 
many factors besides that of personal skill. 
Most theorists agree that power is a matter 
of organizational structure as well as per- 
sonal skill,©° and this proposition appeals to 
common sense. Thus far, we have by and 

large been discussing qualities of skill, not 
hierarchy, in learning about organizational 
power, but this latter area warrants review, 

too. 



104 CONCEPTS OF ORGANIZATION THEORY 

Structure and Individual Power. Re- 
searchers increasingly suggest, in fact, that 
organizational structure may be more 
important than the skills of individuals in 
acquiring organizational power.®°! A com- 
plex study of a newspaper publishing com- 
pany found that three variables influenced a 
person’s power in an organization: (1) the 
“criticality of a task position” (by which was 
meant that if the position were removed, the 
organization’s work would not get done), (2) 
the number of opportunities available to the 
occupant of a position to interact with a lot 
of other people in the organization, and (3) 
the person’s access to the communication 
network of the coalition that dominated the 
organization. The more critical the position, 
the more opportunities for interaction, and 
the greater the access to the dominant coali- 
tion, the stronger an individual’s perceived 

power in the organization. Access to a vari- 
ety of communication networks in the 
organization, particularly control of one’s 
departmental communications, was associ- 
ated strongly with an individual’s promotion 
to supervisory positions.°* “While personal 
attributes and strategies may have an impor- 
tant effect on power acquisition,” the study 
contended, “structure imposes the ultimate 

constraint on the individual.” 

Structure and Group Power. Just as struc- 
tural variables can affect the power of indi- 
vidual people in an organization, so they can 
influence the power of whole departments. 
Research indicates that the power of a sub- 
unit is a combination of three factors: the 
subunit’s ability to cope with uncertainty; its 
“nonsubstitutability” (i.e, no other depart- 
ment can do what it does); and its centrality 

to the larger organization.®* Of these fac- 
tors, that of centrality appears to be of 
greatest relevance to the public organiza- 
tion. But “centrality” can assume many 
meanings in this context, including a sub- 
unit’s immediacy, or its ability to severely and 
quickly impact on the whole organization; 
its pervasiveness, or how much it interacts 
with other departments; and its match, or 

how closely its purpose corresponds to that 
of the larger organization. 

One study of six universities found that 
the centrality factor, particularly as defined 

by the pervasiveness dimension, had the sin- 

gle greatest explanatory value in accounting 
for a subunit’s power within the organiza- 

tion.®>A later study of six other universities 
demonstrated that centrality, as defined by 
the department's match to the larger pur- 
pose of the organization, was critical in the 
subunit’s power and its success in acquiring 

budgetary resources.°© In fact, even if 
“peripheral” (7.e., noncentral) departments 
developed their own outside constituences 
and resources, their power within the unt- 

versity did not rise significantly (if at all) 
unless they focused “on broader insttu- 
tional needs” and brought in “external 

resources that contribute to the whole.”°? 
Studies of different kinds of organiza- 

tions demonstrate different relationships. 

Research on five breweries, in stark contrast 

to the findings on universities, found that a 
subunit’s ability to cope with uncertainty 
and its central immediacy to the entire 

organization yielded it a powerful position 
in he organization.®S However, a study of 

four oil ead gas companies found only a 

weak correlation between a subunit’s capac- 
ity for dealing with uncertainty and its 
power, but relatively strong relations 
between high levels of power and the sub- 
unit's nonsubstitutability and centrality.S° 
The authors of one review of the literature 
have suggested that “the findings can be 
used to argue that the relationships between 
power and its determinants vary with the 
industry studied,”7° and, certainly, whether 
the “industry” is public or private would 
seem to have a bearing on these rela- 
uonships. 

DECISION MAKING IN ORGANIZATIONS 

We noted that Simon's notion of decision 
premises is central to an understanding of 
power in organizations; it also provides a 



convenient introduction to the more gen- 
eral consideration of organizational decision 
making. Simon argues stringently for the 
concept that virtually all decisions in organi- 
zations are only “satisficing” decisions; that 
is, decisions do not maximize, they only sat- 

isfy and suffice, or (combined) “satisfice.”7! 
The satisficing idea ties in with the other 
concepts of the model synthesis literature— 
organizational members are limited by their 
own “bounded rationality,” slack charac- 

terizes even the “tightest” organizations, 
and so forth—but it is disconcerting none- 
theless to conclude that organizations sim- 
ply muddle through their problems and 
task environments, and that their members 
are almost incapable of making a perfect (or 
maximizing) decision. Yet this may well be 
the most realistic view of bureaucracy, and 
perhaps of the human condition generally. 

James D. Thompson and_ Arthur 
Tuden,’? accepting Simon’s idea of satisfic- 

ing, developed a “typology of decision 
issues,” in which they matched decision- 
making strategies with whether organiza- 
tional members agreed or disagreed about 
what causes what, and whether members 

agreed or disagreed about what the organi- 
zation should do. For example, in a 

bureaucracy of specialists, in theory every- 
one would agree about causation (“If you fill 
out the form, then you will get your Social 
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Security check”), and they would agree 
about decision outcomes (“Social Security is 
worthwhile to society”). In such a 
bureaucracy, decisions would be made 

“computationally”; that is, with little or no 

internal debate about values and with deci- 
sions made on the basis of shared technical 
perceptions. Other kinds of organizations 
necessitate other kinds of decision-making 
strategies; the matrix in Table 4-4 sum- 
marizes them. 

In some ways Thompson and Tuden’s 
typology of decision making strategy seems 
a bit farfetched. Some might argue, for 
instance, that finding very many “inspira- 
tional decision making” organizations in the 
real world would not be likely. Yet when we 
approach the area of public organizations, 
we find few agreements among organiza- 
tional members. 

The Garbage Can Model 
of Decision Making 

Michael Cohen, James G. March, and 

Johan Olsen have given us a creative 
approach to this dilemma by analyzing what 
they called “organized anarchies.”’° They 
used universities as their example of orga- 
nized anarchies; but, with little alteration of 

their model, we find that governments 

provide fine examples, too. 

TABLE 4-4 A Typology of Decision-Making Strategies 

Preferences about Outcomes 

Beliefs about 
Causation Agreement 

Agreement Computational decision making 
(an organization of specialists) 

Disagreement Judgmental decision making (a 
college agrees that students 
should learn, but disagrees on 
how to cause learning) 

Disagreement 

Compromising decision making 
(Congress agrees that it 
facilitates social change, but 
disagrees about how society 
should be changed) 

Inspirational decision making 
(An “anomic” organizational, 
such as France in 1958— 
DeGaulle’s Fifth Republic— 
represented inspirational and 
authoritarian decison making) 
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Organized anarchies have three charac- 
teristics. First, members of the organization 
do not define their preferences about pol- 
icles and goals very precisely, and on those 
rare occasions when preferences are 
defined in exact terms, they often are in 
conflict with each other. The organization is 
a loose collection of ideas instead of 
coherent structure; “it discovers prefer- 
ences through action more than it acts on 
the basis of preferences.”7* 

A second characteristic of an organized 
anarchy is that the technology is as unclear 
as the preferences. Members do not under- 
stand what the organization does. For exam- 
ple. how familiar is the typical faculty 
member with the operations of the regis- 
trar’s office? And vice versa? 

Finally, participation in 
making process of the organization is 
extremely fluid, even erratic. Participants 
drift in and out of the decision-making pro- 
cess. Sometimes a member will attend a crit- 
ical meeting, and sometimes not. 

Cohen, March and Olsen suggest that 
organized anarchies use a decision-making 
process that is composed of four separate 
streams: problems, solutions, participants, 
and choice opportunities. These streams 
rarely connect with each other. An orga- 
nized anarchy “is a collection of choices 
looking for problems, issues and feelings 
looking for decision situations in which they 
might be aired, solutions looking for issues 
to which they might be the answer, and deci- 
sion makers looking for work.”?> 

When these four streams do connect with 
each other, however, the result is often a 
major decision. This connecting up of prob- 
lems, solutions, participants, and choice 
opportunities is what Cohen, March, and 
Olsen describe as the “garbage can model.” 

the decision- 

Thus, decisions are the function of a mix of 

problems, solutions, participants, and par- 
ticipants’ resources (v.e., the “garbage can”), 
and how that mix is processed. The “choice 
opportunity” is the mix that occurs within 
the garbage can. 
organized anarchies is a flow of separate 
streams or processes throughout the organi- 

Thus, the structure of 

> heavilv 

the 
zation with decision outcomes being 

dependent upon the coupling of 
streams at a given point in ume. 

Out of the Garbage Can: 
Decision Making by Objection 

The garbage can model of organizational 
decision making seems to have unusual uul- 
ity to public organizations. John W,. King- 
don, for example, has noted its usefulness in 
describing the policy-making process (or 
decision making writ large) of the federal 
government.7® An analysis of the Cuban 
missile crisis of 1962 stated that “Although 
the Cuban missile crisis shared some charac- 
teristics of . . . [the] garbage can model, that 
model is not wholly appropriate for under- 
standing the group decision- making process 
during ‘the missile crisis.°77 The author's 
point is that, while the “missile crisis was in 
danger of becoming an organizational gar- 
bage can,” it did not become one because 
top decision makers “controlled the issues 
that they allowed to be attached to the cr- 
sis,” such as heading off the attachment of 
such side issues to the crisis as the removal 
of Fidel Castro as prime minister of Cuba.*5 

In this analysis, the garbage can model is 

extended to a model dubbed “decision mak- 
ing by objection.” This model, hike that of 
the garbage can, rejects (at least to a degree) 
the standard model of rational, step-by. -step 
decision making: identify objectives, find 
alternatives, forecast and evaluate their con- 
sequences, and select the one best alter- 
native. Also hke the garbage can model, 

decision making by objection conceives 2a 
very large role for the task environment on 
the process of making decision, and thus 
accords it a special usefulmess for public 
organizations. 

‘The model of deci ision making by objec- 
tion ts as follows: 

An objective is identified. 

A way of attaming the objective is proposed. 
This proposal will produce one of three 
results: a. The proposed course of action will 
be ratified by the group: b. It will die for want 

HD m= 



of a second (which was the fate of most pro- 
posed courses of action during the missile cri- 
sis); or c. There will be an objection to the 
proposal. This objection will be framed 
(obviously enough) in terms of the undesira- 
ble consequences of the proposal, but the 
effect of the objection (and this is not so 
obvious) will be to further define the problem, 

or objective, and how it should be solved. 
“Goals are discovered through argumentation 
and debate.”79 

4. This argumentation can go on forever, unless 
“there is an imperative to act,”8° such as (in 
the missile crisis) the Soviet fleet steaming 
toward Cuba. In the case of such an imper- 
ative, a new and competing course of action 
will be suggested. 

5. If no imperative to act emerges, the original 
course of action usually is abandoned after 
much debate, and a new one is proposed. 

Decision making by objection not only 

emphasizes the role of the environment on 

decision makers, but stresses the self-defi- 
ning nature of decision making, rather than 

the linear, rational, and sequential steps of 
decision making. Proposed courses of action 

provoke arguments that reveal new objec- 
tives (or refine understanding of the orig- 
inal objective) which lead in turn to 
proposals for alternative courses of action. 

Ambiguity, in this model, plays a fulsome 

role in decision making. 

ADMINISTRATION IN PUBLIC 
ORGANIZATIONS 

The ambivalency of decision making that is 
expressed by the garbage can and decision- 
making-by-objection models seems _ to 
extend to administration. This ambivalency 
of administration is common to private as 
well as public organizations, however, 

because the art of administration rests on 
the concept of “coalition management.” 
Every organization is a complex of coalitions 
and, while technologies, environments, and 

perceptions will always be unique, politically 
motivated coalitions will always be common. 
Thus, one way of expressing what an 
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administrator does is to say that he or she 
manages coalitions that are contending, 
cooperating, and coalescing inside his or her 
organization. 

James D. Thompson explains coalition 
management particularly well: 

. in the highly complex organization, power is 
dispersed. .. . [and] for the organization to be 
decisive and dynamic, the dispersed power must 

be ... exercised through an inner circle. Have 
we defined such an organization as inevitably 
lacking a central power symbol, a recognized 
leader? Certainly we are implying that unilateral 
power cannot fall to one man in such organiza- 
tions. Yet we know that an individual can “cast 
the long shadow” over an organization. ... In 
the organization with dispersed power, the cen- 
tral power figure is the individual who can man- 
age the coalition. .. . [but he or she] can do so 
[only] with the consent and approval of the domi- 
nant coalition.8! 

Within the broad context of coalition 

management, a variety of administrative, or 

implementation, tactics are possible. Paul C. 
Nutt, in one of the few empirical investiga- 
tions of organizational implementation tac- 
tics that attempt to assess their frequency of 
use and rates of success, identified four such 

tactics: persuasion, edict, intervention, and 

participation.®? Nutt’s study is a particularly 
useful one because it focuses on the active 

side of admuinistration—implementing 

change in organizations, rather than main- 

taining the status quwo—and on how the tac- 

tics of implementation affect “stakeholders” 
in the organization whose interests will be 

impacted by a proposed change. 
Persuasion is by far the most commonly 

used tactic of implementation; of the 91 case 
studies analyzed by Nutt, 42 percent dis- 
played this tactic. Persuasion, more than any 

other type of approach, involves the use of 
outside consultants, internal staff, or any 

persons identified as “experts” who attempt 
to sell a change or policy that they have 
devised for members of the organization. 

Persuasion seems to be particularly favored 
as an administrative tactic among public 
organizations. One examination of school 
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administrators found that these admin- 
istrators spent a great deal of their time talk- 
ing with subordinates and peers, “and that 
this talk accomplishes administration, but 

that talk is used to do the work of tightening 
and loosening administrative control.”®? 

The next most favored implementation 
tactic is that of the edict; it was used in 23 
percent of the cases. Like the tactic of per- 
suasion, implementing by edict is straightfor- 
ward: the sponsor of the change—which can 
be an individual member, a part of the 
organization, the organization as a whole, or 
all of the foregoing—has a clearcut stake in 
implementing the change, and_ simply 
directs that it be done. The change itself has 
considerable significance to its sponsor. 
Using edicts to effect change requires that 
the sponsor has power in the organization 
and is prepared to risk it; if the change fails, 

the sponsor issuing the edict loses. Almost 
always, therefore, administration by edict 
involves managers, in contrast to persua- 

sion, which, in more than 40 percent of 

these cases, was used by experts who were 
not managers, but who had been delegated 

the task of implementing organizational 
change by managers. 

Intervention, used in 19 percent of the 
cases, involves top managers (or any key 
executive with adequate authority) justify- 
ing a need for change, establishing new 
standards by which to judge performance in 
implementing the change, devising new 

ways to implement the change, and demon- 

strating the feasibility of the change and the 
improvements that result from it. In this 
tactic, administrators are not merely issuing 
edicts to change something, or wearing 
down the opponents of the change through 
unremitting talk; instead, they are person- 
ally pushing the change through, and alter- 
ing the organization in virtually any way 
they can to accommodate the change they 
want. 

Interestingly, managers using the inter- 
vention tactic were (with only one excep- 
tion) unread in the literature of organi- 
zation development (or OD, described in 
Chapter 3), which advocates “top down” 

intervention in the inner workings of the 
organization to achieve change. But the 
organization development literature also 
suggests that this top down intervention be 
implemented by “third-party change 
agents” (in other words, consultants). Yet, 

when third-party change agents were 
employed by managers to implement 
change, they never used the intervention 
tactic but were most frequently found using 
the persuasion approach. Perhaps because 
of the absence of outside OD consultants in 
the intervention tactic, “managers in this 
study were found to be far more aggressive 
than organizational development specialists 
acknowledge as either desirable or neces- 
sary.”54 Nevertheless, as we observe shortly, 

managers using the intervention tactic got 
things done. 

Finally, implementation of change can be 
achieved by participation. Participation was 
the least used tactic in the study (it was 
recorded in only 17 percent of the cases), 
and refers to stakeholders in the change 
cooperatively implementing it. Participation 
can range from only token involvement to 
comprehensive involvement, with all mem- 
bers of the organization (or at least all 
stakeholders in the change) both framing 
possible solutions to a perceived problem 
and also specifying as a group the solution 
they will implement. Unlike the managers 
who used an intervention tactic, managers 
using a participatory approach were well 
informed about the organization develop- 
ment literature, which views employee par- 
ticipation in administration with favor, but 
they drew short of allowing extensive par- 
ticipation. In more than 85 percent of the 
cases, managers used representatives of 
interested parties rather than _ all 
stakeholders as participants (amounting to a 
classic instance of what is meant by “coali- 
tion management”); in not one case did 

managers permit full, comprehensive par- 
ticipation by stakeholders. 

Which tactic works? Without question, 
intervention (the approach which is used 
only a little more than participation) is the 
most successful tactic of implementation: 



100 percent of the managers who used it 
were successful in implementing the change 
they wanted. Furthermore, as a tactic, its 

resource demands were modest. It appears 
that there is something to be said for 
“hands-on” administration; the intervention 
tactic was deemed to be “highly desirable 
and worthy of active promotion among 
managers.”85 

By contrast, the other tactics were less 
effective. The next highest success rate went 
to the tactics of persuasion and _ participa- 
tion, both of which recorded 75 percent suc- 
cess rates, but managers typically underesti- 
mated the budget and _ staff resources 
needed to make them more effective. 
Implementation by edict (the second most 
favored approach after persuasion) clearly 
was the least successful tactic; in only 42 per- 
cent of the cases was it used successfully. 

Effective administration, it appears, is 

not accomplished by decree; it is done by 
the down and dirty. 

ASSESSING THE PERFORMANCE 
OF PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS 

Meier’s research on the tribulations of a uni- 
versity library undergoing pressures from 
its environment was cited earlier as an 
example of the difficulty that a public 
organization has in dealing with a task 
environment that lacks the benefit of a mar- 
ket mechanism. On another plane, Meier’s 

dilemma is one of how to assess the perfor- 
mance and efficiency of all public organiza- 
tions. As we explain in greater detail in 
Chapter 7, government agencies, unlike 

business corporations, normally cannot 
measure their performance by the fatness of 
their profits. 

Thompson has framed the organiza- 
tional assessment problem in a _ more 
rigorous manner. He observes that organi- 
zations may be evaluated according to one 
of three “tests”; the appropriateness of any 
one of these tests depends on the nature of 
the organization. Thompson posits effi- 
ciency, instrumental, and social tests as ways 
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of assessing organizational performance,*© 
and, in several ways, these tests represent a 
conceptual extension of Thompson and 
Tuden’s earlier work on decision issues (see 
Table 4-4). 

The efficiency test relates to Thompson 
and ‘Tuden’s notion of “computational deci- 
sion-making,” and is applicable to organiza- 
tions that have “crystallized standards of 
desirability,” and whose members believe 
they fully comprehend the relationships 
between causes and effects. For example, 
executives in our hypothetical corporation 
of International Widget have a solid notion 
of what they want to do and how to do it: 
maximize profits (2.e., their standards of 

desirability are quite firm and clear, or 

“crystallized”) and manufacture widgets as 
cheaply as possible (z.e., there is a clear 
causal connection between high profits and 
cheap production).. Thus, assessing the per- 
formance of International Widget as an 
organization is both objective and easy; effi- 
ciency, or economic, tests are applicable. 

The instrumental test is less objective, less 
easy to apply, and less optimal in evaluating 
organizational performance than the effi- 
ciency test. But it is the only kind of test that 
is appropriate for certain kinds of organiza- 
tions, notably organizations that use “judg- 
mental decision making.” Instrumental tests 
are applicable to organizations that, like 

International Widget, have crystallized stan- 

dards of desirability (e.g., high profits) but, 
unlike International Widget, the organiza- 

tional members are uncertain about what 
causes what. As a result of this situation, the 
efficiency test no longer is a suitable eval- 
uative tool, because when no one is sure 

about causality there is no way of assessing 
the effects of what the organization is doing. 

An example of such an organization 
might be a public agency. The Department 
of Defense, for instance, has a crystallized 
standard of desirability (to perform as an 
adequate deterrent), but its officers are 

unsure about whether their programs actu- 
ally are establishing that deterrent. None of 
them knows if their defense policies are suf- 
ficient to deter a nuclear attack (until and 
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unless, of course, one comes). Thus, unlike 

the officials of International Widget, the 

Pentagon brass always will be uneasy about 
whether its programs are maximizing its 
mission achievement. Hence, we _ see 

Defense asking for more money as a means 
of maximizing its standard of desirability 
(z.e., its unproven capacity as a deterrent), 
but International Widget attempting to 
reduce its operational costs as a means of 
maximizing its standard of desirability (2.e., 
profits). 

The social test also is applicable to public 
bureaucracies, particularly those agencies 

that have ambiguous, rather than crys- 

tallized, standards of desirability. Whether 
or not members believe they understand 
cause-and-effect relationships does not mat- 
ter, so the decision-making strategies of 
such an organization could range from one 
of compromise to inspiration. Such an 
agency might be a social service or a univer- 
sity; often, no one in these organizations can 

quantify, even remotely, the impact of their 
activities. What, for instance, is meant by 

“breaking the cycle of poverty”? What is 
“learning”? 

Instrumental, but more especially social, 

tests of organizational performance are the 
kinds of evaluational tools that public 
bureaucracies find themselves using. Nei- 
ther test is especially effective, but at least 
the reasons for their ineffectuality are fairly 
clear; public organizations, like the polity 

they administer, lack specificity in express- 
ing their goals and in comprehending the 
most efficient way to achieve those goals. 

Because of this dilemma, organizations 

that are unclear about causality or standards 
of desirability have developed a number of 
variants of instrumental and social tests in 
an attempt to assess themselves and to prove 
their worth to their audience outside the 
organization. Public organizations have 
been especially adept at this because their 
very survival depends on the monies and 
legitimacy that they draw from the polity. 
Put crassly, this means acquiring prestige 
and status. For an organization faced with 
the necessity of using instrumental or social 

tests as a method of assessment, prestige 
and status often become the operational 
yardsticks of performance. 

One way of measuring prestige is by 
calculating the historical improvement of 
the agency. This may be done in a number 
of ways: an increase in organizational vis- 
ibility, budget increments, ratings by outside 
observers, proliferation of programs, size of 
the clientele served, and so forth. Univer- 

sities, for example, rely to a large degree 

16.6x7.4accrediting associations, faculty 

publications, and research grants (all of 
which are ratings by outside observers) as 
social tests of performance, while public 

agencies often rely on the relative size of 
their annually appropriated budget as an 
indication of prestige. It is not surprising 
that organizational growth is associated with 
high organizational prestige, for organiza- 
tional growth seems to lead to a favorable 
assesment of organizational performance. 
This is an especially telling point for public 
bureaucracies. It indicates that we can 
expect public officials to try to acquire fatter 
budgets for their agencies in an effort to 
“prove” their agencies’ high level of perfor- 
mance, and then we rationalize that their fat 
budgets represent a measurement of high 
performance that already was there. Either 
way, it is the prestige factor that determines 
how public bureaucracies normally are 
assessed. 

Unfortunately, the prestige factor can be 
carried to ludicrous lengths as a yardstick of 
organizational performance. Joseph W. 
Eaton found that the in-house research 
units in two “treatment-oriented” organiza- 
tions were used primarily as a method of 
acquiring prestige rather than as a method 
of discovering more objective measure- 
ments of true organizational —perfor- 
mance.8’ Any “substantive” research 
projects regarding organizational perfor- 
mance that could be potentially embarrass- 
ing were discouraged, whereas “symbolic” 
research—noncontroversial research that 
did not question the organizations’ tradi- 
tional goals nor threaten established power 
patterns and was essentially useless—was 



encouraged in the organizations. In this 
light, it is worth recalling that government 
generally has less prestige than business 
organizations among the American popu- 
lace. This situation can affect relative organ- 
izational performance in the two spheres. A 
study of a public government hospital and a 
private volunteer hospital concluded that 
the private institution was better able to 
fulfill its official mission than the govern- 
ment hospital because of greater prestige in 
the community. The private hospital 
received more _ financial contributions, 

patients, and popular support.8 
More recent and systematic studies sub- 

stantiate how critical social tests can be to the 
very survival of public-sector organizations, 
particularly younger ones. (The literature 
of organization theory generally supports 
the proposition that newness is a liability 
among all organizations, and that new 
organizations are likelier to “die” than are 
established ones.8%) An investigation of 389 
newly-founded, voluntary, nonprofit social 
service organizations in metropolitan 
Toronto®® concluded that the acquisition of 
“external legitimacy” by these new social 
service organizations (typically in the forms 
of obtaining a Community Directory listing, a 
Charitable Registration Number, and a 
large and distinguished board) far out- 
weighed the use of internal management 
changes within these organizations in pre- 
dicting their long-term survival. Changes in 
the internal coordination of these organiza- 
tions—a term encompassing changes in 
the organizations’ service areas, chief 
executives, goals, client groups, and struc- 
ture—bore no relationship (with one excep- 
tion, that of changing the chief executive) to 
the survival rates of these nonprofit organi- 
zations. Social tests, then (and more pre- 
cisely, the acquisition of prestige and social 
status), while often times less than measura- 
ble, appear to be vitally important to the 
success of public-sector organizations. 

In this chapter, we have reviewed some 

of the more important ideas found floating 
in the vast ocean of organization theory. 
Like ideas in any field, they bob and bump 
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into each other, depending on the prevail- 

ing currents. We have tried to point out 

those ideas that have a special utility to the 
public sector. In the next chapter, we move 

to a more lively part of organization theory: 
people. 
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CHAPTER 

5 

PEOPLE 
IN PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS 

We have seen that organizations are 
changed according to the ways in which 
technologies, task environments, and peo- 
ple interact with one another in the organi- 

zation. We know that people change 
organizations and this, in its way, is a com- 
forting thought. Less comforting, however, 

is the thought that organizations change 

people—that organizations somehow, over 

time, alter personalities. Was the character 
in The Organization Man by William H. 

Whyte! a rigid automaton before he joined 
“the team,” or was he originally a normal 

human being who was drastically altered by 
the organization once he was under iis influ- 

ence? 

WHAT CAN ORGANIZATIONS 
DO TO YOU? 

It appears that some organizations—what 
Erving Goffman calls “total institutions,” 
such as prisons, orphanages, barracks, 

ships, asylums, sanitariums, monastaries, 
and certain types of schools—can change 
the people in them.? This is logical; the 

technology (z.e., what the organization does) 
of total institutions is people, and the mis- 

sion of total institutions is to change the “cli- 

ent-members” inside them. The technology 

of prisons, for instance, is rehabilitation; the 

technology of schools is education. 
Goffman has delineated the charac- 

teristics of total institutions as follows: 

All aspects of life are separated from the 
larger society and are conducted in the same 
place and under the same authority. 

The activities of client-members generally 
occur in “large batches” (7.e., they do most 
things together, and client-members are 
treated equally). 

Each day’s activities are tightly scheduled and 
regulated. 

Each activity is perceived as being part of an 
overall plan designed to achieve official goals. 

There is a staff/inmate (e.g., guard/prisoner) 
split. 

In this study of prisons, Goffman 
observed that life in the “inmate world” was 
characterized by (1) a “mortification pro- 
cess” that often was perpetrated uncon- 
sciously by the staff as the result of 
managing many people in a small space with 
limited resources, (2) a “privilege system” 
that amounted to nothing more than a lack 
of sanctions, and (3) various forms of adap- 
tation by inmates to the mortification pro- 
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cess. These adaptations could include 
situational withdrawal; rebellion; “coloniza- 
tion,” in which inmates grew to prefer 

prison to the society outside; and “con- 
version” by those inmates who came to be 
known as “square johns” because of their 
total acceptance of the official prison sys- 
tem. In the “staff world,” Goffman noted 

that prison officials, who were pulled 
between the desires to maintain both 
humane standards and organizational effi- 
ciency, often developed a “theory” of 
human behavior that rationalized the 
inmates’ hostility toward them. 

Another kind of total institution may be 
closer to home to most readers: colleges and 
universities. Not all colleges, of course, have 

totalistic features, but many do. S. M. Dor- 
nbusch has written of the ethos prevalent in 
the United States Coast Guard Academy, 
which was designed to develop a 
“bureaucratic spirit” and a sense of soli- 
darity in its students.° In this light, volun- 
tary student resignations were speeded and 
hushed by academy officials, and question- 
able practices, such as hazing, were justified 
with such slogans as “separating the men 
from the boys.” 

Charles E. Bidwell and Rebecca S. 
Vreeland? have developed a “typology of 
socializing organizations” for colleges that 
classifies a college’s probability for suc- 
cessfully indoctrinating students for life 
according to the kinds of goals professed by 
college officials and the scope of student 
involvement in the institution. For instance, 

a “doctrinal-administered communal” col- 
lege (z.e., a residential college with the goal 

of inculcating certain ethical and_phil- 
osophic beliefs in its students) would have a 
very strong and homogeneous moral impact 
on its client-members. An example might be 
Bennington College, which was set up in 
1932 with the idea of liberalizing the daugh- 
ters of wealthy and often conservative fam- 
ilies. Studies by Theodore M. Newcomb? at 
Bennington indicated that, indeed, the col- 

lege’s students adopted more politically lib- 
eral attitudes during their college careers 
and retained these attitudes well into later 
life. Conversely, a “procedural-admin- 
istered associational” college (e.g., a com- 
muter college with “technical” goals, such as 
teaching its students a particular trade) 
would have no significant moral impact on 
its client-members. An example might be 
any public junior college. 

Bidwell and Vreeland’s conception of 
how organizations change their client-mem- 
bers is shown in Table 5-1. 

If it is true that total institutions alter 
their client-members (and this contention is 
by no means conclusively validated by evi- 
dence), it does not necessarily follow that 

bureaucracies somehow change their mem- 
bers. Many (but not all) total institutions 
acquire their client-members by force, or at 

least by the application of social pressure 
(e.g., "Don’t you want to go to Dad’s alma 
mater?”). Bureaucracies rarely add to their 
memberships in these ways; people join 
bureaucracies relatively voluntarily. And 
when they do join, they are not client-mem- 
bers, such as a prisoner or a student. They 
are full-fledged members of the organiza- 
tion, such as a guard or a faculty member. 

TABLE 5-1 A Typology of Socializing Organizations 

Scope of Involvement 

Goals Communal Associational 

Moral Doctrinal-administered community: Doctrinal-administered association: 
strong, homogeneous moral impact moderate, homogeneous moral 
on client-members. impact on client-members. 

Technical Procedural-administered community: | Procedural-administered association; 
strong, heterogeneous moral 
impact on client-members. 

no significant moral impact on 
client-members. 

8 Eee ee eee 



Some theorists, however, do argue that 

bureaucracies, particularly public bureauc- 
racies, change the bureaucrats inside them. 
Perhaps the classic statement of this argu- 
ment is Robert K. Merton’s essay on the 
“bureaucratic personality.” By the very 
drive of the bureaucracy to rationalize (and 
thus rigidify) its administrative techniques, 
the bureaucrats in it must be trained and 
socialized so that they begin to think along 
the lines and patterns mandated by those 
techniques. Thus, in Merton’s words, the 

bureaucrat grows to personify “Veblen’s 
concept of ‘trained incapacity,’ Dewey’s 
notion of ‘occupational psychosis’ or Warn- 
otte’s view of ‘professional deformation.”’® 
Yet, after such training, a way of seeing also 
becomes a way of not seeing. It is an ines- 
capable outcome that bureaucrats become 
methodical and prudent persons because 
they must if they are to survive in a 
bureaucracy that places “tremendous sym- 
bolic significance” on rules and the adher- 
ence to rules. In fact, the pressures to 
rationalize the bureaucracy work to produce 
“overconformity” because that assures a 
margin of safety in terms of reducing uncer- 
tainty in the organization. Additionally, the 
stress in bureaucracies to depersonalize 
relationships, combined with the “profes- 

sional deformation” brought about by 
socialization, results in the unsympathetic, 
disinterested, and often uncomprehending 
bureaucrat perceived by the client who is 
concerned with his or her special problem 
and its several unique features. Because of 
such dynamics between social and organiza- 
tional forces, the notorious image of the 

petty, dense, and arrogant bureaucratic per- 

sonality has emerged. 
Other analysts are less positive that 

organizations change their members. Ivar 
Berg, in a_ methodologically careful 
empirical study, attempted to ascertain if 
organizations changed people by examining 
the attitudes and behavior of “old” and 
“new” organizational members; in Berg’s 
words, “I tried to measure employees’ pro- 
pensities to accept and act upon their 
impulses.”” After much analysis, Berg was 
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forced to concede that he could not draw 
any final conclusions, although there was a 

“close fit” between senior members and 
their organizations. Problems involving per- 
sonality change, self-selection, and organi- 
zational selection were too difficult to sepa- 
rate as intervening variables, and the thesis 
that the organization caused changes in its 
people was methodologically impossible to 
prove. Although research is continuing, 
whether or not bureaucracies change peo- 
ple must still remain a moot point. 

We do know, however, that there are 

many different kinds of people in organiza- 
tions, regardless of the forces that may have 
shaped their personalities. It is to some of 
these models that we now turn, in an effort 
to learn what our implicit assumptions 
about the nature of the administrative 
human being really are. 

ADMINISTRATIVE HUMANITY: 
THE CLASSICAL VIEW 

Under the “classical view,” we consider 

those early theorists who tended to ignore 
social and psychological variables in the con- 
stitutions of members of organizations, and 

who instead stressed their “rational” and 
physical dimensions. 

The classical model of the bureaucrat was 
not drawn entirely from Theory X, but it 
was largely predicated on that concept. Max 
Weber, for example, perceived the key to 
getting things done in a bureaucracy to 
be primarily a matter of “rationalizing” 
the behavior of bureaucrats—getting each 
member to do his or her job in such a way 
that he or she optimally expedited the 
official goals of the bureaucracy. Frederick 
Taylor had essentially the same idea, but his 
theory rationalized the physical behaviors of 
workers. 

Although the classical theorists had more 
highly refined models of administrative 
humanity than the preceding description 
may indicate, they nevertheless were drawn 

from the basic conception that it expresses. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE HUMANITY: 

THE SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL VIEW 

In contrast to the classical theorists, theorists 
relying principally on the open model of 
organizations and the Theory Y conception 
of personality focused less on rational and 
economic concerns and more on psychologi- 
cal and social ones. Representatives of a 
“pure” social psychological view of the 
organization member would _ include 
Chester I. Barnard, Herbert A. Simon, 

James G. March, Richard M. Cyert, and 

James D. Thompson.® In this literary 
stream, the administrative human being is 

seen as a biological, physical, emotional, 
behavioral, and social creature who pos- 

sesses limited cognitive abilities, but none- 
theless has an occasional capacity to perceive 
and to act on his or her self-interest, to solve 

problems, and to bargain. 
Simon provided a useful description of 

the social-psychological view in his Models of 
Man.° On the one hand, Simon posited psy- 
chological man, or Freudian man, who repre- 

sented the model used by psychologists to 
predict the behavior of individual persons. 
Psychological man was beset by insecurities, 
quirks, motivations, and emotional needs; 

“rational” behavior was a totally individual 
phenomenon; every person had to do his or 
her own thing. On the other hand, Simon 
posited rational man, or economic man, who 
represented the model used by economists 
to predict the behavior of the economy as a 
whole. Economic man was totally rational in 
the sense that he not only understood thor- 
oughly his own self-interest (2.e., the acquisi- 
tion of money), but was fully cognizant of all 
the options available to him and would act 
on the choice that brought him the most 
money. Thus, in contrast to psychological 
man who had his own unique and highly 
personal goals that were rational only to 
him, economic man had precisely the same 
goal as every other person in the economy 
and would behave just like every other per- 
son to achieve it. Administrative man, in 
Simon’s view, provided a conceptual bridge 

between psychological man and economic 

man. While administrative man had his own 
private goals and rationality, he also under- 
stood the official goals and formal 
rationality of his organization. Moreover, he 
knew that his welfare and that of the organi- 
zation were somehow related, although this 
was not to say that be believed what was 
good for the organization was necessarily 
good for him. Finally, administrative man 

could seldom if ever see all his possible 
options in making a decision, nor could he 
predict their consequences. 

All these models of the human being 
work—that is, they yield accurate predic- 
tions—in their respective disciplines. The 
social-psychological model of the individual 
posited by the Barnard-Simon-March- 
Cyert-Thompson stream of literature works 
for organization theory. But the social-psy- 
chological model has at least two submodels 
that stress variables of special significance to 
public administrators: cultural models and 
political models. 

Cultural Models 

Although there is a vast literature on 
comparative and development public 
administration, which we mentioned in 
Chapter 2, relatively few theorists have con- 
sidered the specific impact of national 
cultures (or “the collective mental program- 
ming of people in an environment”!®) on 
organizational behavior, but the few who 
have deserve mention. 

Culture and Organizational Intelli- 
gence. Harold Wilensky, for one, has con- 
sidered how cultural variables relate to 
attitudes about organizational uses of infor- 
mation and _ patterns of bureaucratic 
secrecy.!! In his view, modern totalitarian 
governments based on technology (e.g., Sta- 
lin’s Russia, Hitler’s Germany) were and are 

the most fully organized to protect secrecy. 
Information pathologies attained their ulti 
mate expression in both states: huge sums 
of money were passed to “experts” of vari- 
ous kinds, anti-intellectualism was rife, an 

immense intelligence-gathering apparatus 



was created, interagency sabotage was com- 
monplace, and the general dysfunctions of 

bureaucracy were exaggerated. When these 
pathologies were combined with a dogma, 
such as proletarianism or racism, “grotesque 
intrigues,” official paranoia, and spectacular 
intelligence failures (such as Hitler’s strat- 
egy for the conduct of World War II) were 
the result. 

Wilensky compares the administrative 
methods of developing radar employed by 
the British and Germans during World War 
II as an illustration of how differing 
sociopolitical cultures can affect organiza- 
tions. Although the Germans may have had 
an earlier start than the British, they soon 
felt it necessary to bureaucratize their sys- 
tem of radar research by creating a Plenipo- 
tentiary for High Frequency Techniques. 
The Plenipotentiary established himself as a 
coordinator between a chain of new 
research laboratories that he had built and 
the Air Ministry. Abstract specifications of 
what the Luftwaffe wanted then were sent to 
the Plenipotentiary by the Ministry, who 
checked his list of available laboratories and 
mailed the data to the one needing work. 
Because of an absence of interaction 
between fliers and scientists, German radar 

development eventually ground to a halt. In 
contrast, the British effort was characterized 

by continuous discussions between members 
of the Royal Air Force and the Telecom- 
munications Research Establishment. A fea- 
ture of this relatively open model approach 
was the frequent use of “Sunday Soviets,” in 
which officials and experts of all ranks and 
designations discussed various aspects of 
radar development. Needless to add, it was 
the British use of radar that was instrumen- 
tal in winning the Battle of Britain. 

Wilensky believes that the parliamentary 
democracies with traditions of aristocracy, 
such as Britain and France, fall midway 

between the pathologically secretive total- 
itarian nations and the publicity hungry 
United States, which he feels has organiza- 
tions that are the least constrained by 
secrecy. In the United States, news “leaks” 
are a common strategy of interagency rival- 
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ry, exposés of public figures are encouraged 
by the press, congressional investigations 
are favored, and the libel laws are loosely 

construed. In England, however, an admin- 

istrator’s first loyalty is to the Cabinet, and 

the Official Secrets Act is an effective cork 
on the leakage of secret information. 

Unfortunately, in Wilensky’s view, Amer- 
icans display a love/hate syndrome for 
secrecy. Pressures for publicity provoke 
counterpressures for the reestablishment of 
“national security,” and it is Wilensky’s 
worry that the publicity consciousness of 
America’s culture may strengthen the 
power of secrecy via a kind of rebound 
effect (7.e., "Let’s not go too far with this 
publicity stuff, because we may sell our- 

selves down the river to our enemies 
abroad”). The various investigations of the 
Watergate affair and the Iran-contra episode 
provide an example of America’s love/hate 
syndrome for secrecy, particularly when the 
intense publicity that surrounded the hear- 
ings is contrasted to the political defense of 
the accused that cover-ups of the Watergate 
break-in, arms shipments to the Ayatollah, 
and payments to the Nicaraguan contras all 
were necessary for the sake of national 
security. 

Culture and Organizational  Fail- 
ure. Unlike Wilensky, Michel Crozier has 
focused his research less on the effects of 
national culture on the organization’s rela- 
tionship with its political environment, and 
more on the influences that culture has on 

the internal workings of the organization.!? 
Crozier’s thesis is that each national culture 

has a unique effect on organizations operat- 
ing in that culture, and this effect ultimately 

will constitute the primary pathology of the 
organizations. In France, as noted earlier, 

the culturally derived pathology is bon 
plaisir—that is, to quote Crozier, “it is Con- 

sidered better to restrict oneself and to 

remain free within the narrower limits one 

has fixed or even those one has had to 
accept.”!3 Bon plaisir, a symptom long 

ingrained in the French culture, is a stub- 

born insistence on personal autonomy that 
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inhibits cooperation in French organiza- 
tions. 

The Soviet Union, however, has quite an 
opposite cultural phenomenon _ that 
impinges on the workings of bureaucracy. 
This is the blat, which refers to an informal 

network of complicity entered into by mid- 
dle managers as a means of assuring that the 
national production quotas set by the state 
are met. The blat is characterized by a high 
degree of mutual, almost familial, trust 
among middle managers. Middle managers 
are quite willing to enter into “illegal” deals 
with one another in order to fulfill the 
demands of “the plan,” which rarely if ever 
provides the methods of its own success. As 
a result, hierarchy, suspicion, and control 
are emphasized by the top echelons of the 
Soviet bureaucracy, but often the otherwise 

destructive consequences of these pathol- 
ogies do little to undermine the functioning 
of the bdlat. 

In extreme contrast to Soviet organiza- 
tions, American organizations are charac- 

terized by divisions of labor and due process 
of law. These twin cultural factors bring 
about organizational pathologies unique to 
American bureaucracies. Functional spe- 
cialization (which is almost another way of 
saying professionalization) results in an 
abnormally high number of jurisdictional 
disputes within and among American orga- 
nizations, while Americans’ passion for due 

process of law produces a plethora of 
impersonal bureaucratic rules designed to 
protect the individual from injustices. Both 
cultural traits tend to magnify the role of 
lawyers, or any official who is in a position to 
interpret organizational rules, jurisdictions, 
and prerogatives, and it is this aspect that 

often impedes change in American organi- 
zations. 

British organizations, on the other hand, 
are permeated by a deference system ema- 
nating from their culture that makes the use 
of impersonal rules to assure compliance by 
subordinates unnecessary, since the author- 

ity of superordinates possesses greater legit- 
imacy than in American organizations. In 
France, peer-group resistance to authority 

acts as a substitute for impersonal rules and 
due process of law. 

In Crozier’s view, American organiza- 

tions, on the whole, tend to protect the 

rights of individuals more effectively, are 
better attuned to reality, are characterized 
by more cooperation, and are generally 

more open than French, Russian, or British 

organizations. But the existence of many 
centers of authority in American organiza- 
tions, and the difficulties that must be sur- 

mounted in coordinating them, pose 

problems of change for American organiza- 
tions. Although American organizations are 
likely more open to innovation than the 
French, British, and Russian organizations, 

Crozier notes that “Willful individuals can 
block the intentions of whole communities 
for a long time; numerous routines develop 

around local positions of influence; the fee- 
ble are not protected so well against the 
strong; and generally, a large number of 

vicious circles will protect and reinforce 
local conservatism.”!4 These pathologies, 

like the bureaucratic dysfunctions of a dif- 
fering nature in other countries, are the 
result of cultural factors unique to America 
that no organization can escape. 

Culture and Managerial Behavior. Cer- 
tainly the most systematic and massive 
attempt to categorize national cultures in 
ways that are potentially useful to managers 
is by Geert Hofstede, who collected more 

than 116,000 questionnaires with an 

astounding 150 questions per question- 
naire. He administered the questionnaires 
in two waves to employees of an American- 
based multinational corporation in forty 
countries (mostly Western and large Third 
World nations), and to some 400 interna- 
tional managers from different public and 
private organizations. He also analyzed all 
the other studies he could find that empir- 
ically compared national characteristics 
Hofstede located thirteen of these studies, 

ranging in size from five to nineteen coun- 
tries, and found that there was a “statis- 

tically significant” correlation between these 
investigations and his research.!5 



Hofstede identified four dimensions of 
national culture: power distance, uncer- 

tainty avoidance, individualism-collectivism, 
and masculinity-femininity. Specific na- 
tional cultures can be any combination of 
these. 

Power distance refers to “the extent to 

which a society accepts the fact that power in 
institutions and organizations is distributed 
unequally.”!© Societies characterized by 
“small” power distance believe, among other 

things, that inequality should be minimized, 

superiors should be accessible, all should 

have equal rights, and that a latent harmony 
exists between the powerful and the pow- 
erless. Cultures with a “large” power dis- 
tance believe that a social order rightly 
assures proper inequalities in _ society, 

superiors should be inaccessible, power 

should have privileges, and that latent con- 
flict exists between the powerful and the 
powerless. Most of the Western European 

nations, Australia, Canada, Israel, New Zea- 

land, and the United States are small power 

distance cultures; all seven of the Latin 
American nations surveyed (Argentina, 

Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, Peru, and 

Venezuela), and all ten of the Asian coun- 

tries polled (Hong Kong, India, Iran, Japan, 

Pakistan, the Philippines, Singapore, Tai- 

wan, Thailand, and Turkey) plus Belgium, 
France, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain, 

South Africa, and Yugoslavia are large 
power distance cultures. (Socialist states, 
with the exception of Yugoslavia, were not 
studied.) 

Uncertainty avoidance is the extent to 
which a culture feels threatened by ambigu- 
ity. Cultures with “weak” uncertainty avoid- 
ance are more accepting of uncertainty, live 
from day to day, have lower stress levels, 

believe time is free, accept dissent, are 

unthreatened by social deviations, are more 
risk prone, are not too nationalistic, are 

youth oriented, and are not enamored by a 
lot of rules. All ten of the English-speaking 
nations surveyed (Australia, Canada, Great 

Britain, Hong Kong, India, Ireland, New 
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Zealand, the Philippines, South Africa, and 
the United States), all the Scandinavian 

countries (Denmark, Norway, and Sweden, 

with the marginal exception of Finland), the 
Netherlands, and Singapore are weak 
uncertainty avoidance cultures. “Strong” 
uncertainty avoidance cultures perceive 
uncertainty to be a continuous threat, expe- 
rience greater stress, believe time is money, 
promote consensus over dissent, consider 

deviance to be dangerous, are security con- 

scious, are highly nationalistic, are dis- 

trustful of the young, and like a lot of rules. 
Examples include all the Latin American 
countries, most of the Western European 

nations, Iran, Israel, Japan, Pakistan, Tai- 

wan, Thailand, Turkey, and Yugoslavia. 

Individualism-collectivism refers to a con- 
tinuum of cultures. At one extreme (indi- 
vidualism), society is seen as a_ loose 
‘grouping of people whose primary concern 
is caring for themselves, while the opposite 
extreme (collectivism) reflects a tight social 
framework in which in-groups are distin- 
guished from out-groups, and the in-group 
is expected to take care of the individual 
member in exchange for his or her total 
allegiance to it. In the individualist culture, 
identity is based on the individual, lead- 
ership is the ideal, and decisions are made 
by the individual. Individualist societies 
include Israel, most of the Western Euro- 
pean countries, and all of the English-speak- 

ing nations surveyed, except those in Asia. 
In collectivist cultures, personal identity is 

based on the social system, membership in 

the organization or in-group is the ideal, 
and decisions are made by the group. Exam- 
ples of collectivist cultures are all the Asian 
and Latin American nations studied, plus 

Greece, Portugal, and Yugoslavia. 

Finally, the masculinity-femininity dimen- 
sion, like individualism-collectivism, is a 

continuum ranging from a masculine pole 
in which assertiveness, performance, 
money, independence, ambition, machismo, 
and indifference to others are characteris- 
tic; to a feminine extreme in which nurtur- 

ing, quality of life, people, the environment, 



122 PEOPLE IN PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS 

interdependence, service, androgyny, and 

caring for others are the dominant values. 
Examples of masculine societies are most of 
the Asian and Latin American nations, all 

of the English-speaking countries, plus 
Austria, Belgium, Italy, Greece, West Ger- 

many, and Switzerland. Feminine cultures 

include all four of the Scandanavian states, 

Brazil), Chile; France, Ivan,.Israel, the 
Netherlands, Pakistan, Peru, Portugal, Sin- 

gapore, Spain, Taiwan, Thailand, Turkey, 

and Yugoslavia. 
The United States is a small power dis- 

tance country (that is, its citizens value 
equality); a weak uncertainty avoidance 
nation (in fact, it is well below average, 

indicating high risk taking propensities and 
tolerance for dissent, among other charac- 

teristics); the single most individualistic 

society of the forty studied; and well above 
average as a masculine culture. Hofstede 
contends that these cultural dimensions 
shape thought and theory in any society, 
and because the United States “has been the 
world’s largest producer and exporter of 
management theories” for most of this cen- 
tury '7 (Germany and France were its imme- 
diate predecessors in this respect), it follows 
that American theories on organization and 
management work more effectively in some 
societies than in others. 

Consider, for example, A. H. Maslow’s 

“hierarchy of human needs,” described in 

Chapter 3, and which is central to main- 

stream organization theory, especially 
human relations and organization develop- 
ment. Maslow’s theory, which culminates in 

the ultimate personal achievement, self- 

actualization, is predicated on the idea that 
certain baser needs must be satisfied first, 
such as the need for security. Maslow’s hier- 

archy is a theory of human motivation. 
Hofstede’s research indicates that Mas- 

low’s theory of motivation is less than uni- 
versal and, in fact, is bound to the American 

cultural context. Self-actualization is a con- 

cept that can be supported only in a society 
that places a high premium on performance 
and achievement (or a society that is 
strongly individualistic and masculine, as is 

the United States), and on a willingness to 
take risks so that achievements may be made 
(or a culture that has weak uncertainty 
avoidance—again like the United States). 
But not all societies have these features. In 
fact, only the English-speaking cultures in 
Hofstede’s study were identified as both 
masculine and weak uncertainty avoidance 
countries! Even more revealing, the “strik- 
ing thing about the concept of achievement 
is that word itself is hardly translatable into 
any language other than English”!!® 

The United States and the other English 
speaking nations, in sum, are achievement 

motivation cultures, and thus can relate to a 

hierarchy of human needs that places 
achievement near the top and security near 
the bottom. But other cultures have dif- 
ferent motivations. Some cultures, for 
example, may be masculine (like the United 
States) but also have strong needs to avoid 
uncertainty (such as Italy, Japan, Mexico, 

and West Germany). These nations are 
security motivated (a combination of achieve- 
ment and security) that places security near 
the top of the pyramid of human needs and 
personal achievement (7.e., self-actualiza- 
tion) near the bottom. Other nations may, 

like the United States, have weak uncer- 
tainty avoidance qualities but are feminine 
cultures (such as all the Scandinavian 
nations), and still others may be cultural 

polar opposites of the United States, being 
feminine societies that have strong uncer- 
tainty avoidance needs (such as France, 
Israel, and Thailand). In both these 

instances, social motivation explains individ- 

ual behavior in organizations; quality of life 
plus risk taking in the former case, and 
quality of life plus security in the latter. 
Thus, a theory of human behavior that pre- 
supposes achievement motivation to the 
exclusion of other possibilities (as Maslow’s 
hierarchy does) “is not the description of a 
universal human motivation process—it is 
the description of a value system, the value 
system of the U.S. middle class to which the 
author [Maslow] belonged.”!9 

Cultural variables seem to call into ques- 
tion the whole open model of organization 



theory, at least when that model is cast into 

cultures which differ from that of the 
United States. For example, although the 
United States is a small power distance 
country, and equality and accessibility are 
valued, it does not score terribly high on this 
dimension, and a number of nations, such 

as Israel, Norway, and Sweden, have power 
distances that are even smaller. In these 
countries, organizational subordinates are 

much more likely to participate in decision 
making; the question in these countries is 
less one of top management taking a pater- 
nalistic initiative in opening up their organi- 
zations (as the organization development 
literature suggests), but more one of subor- 
dinates seizing the initiative. In fact, it is in 
those cultures with the smallest power dis- 
tances that the “industrial democracy” 
movement is the strongest: “the very idea of 
management prerogatives is not accepted in 
the very low Power Distance countries.”?° 

On the other hand, nations with large 

power distances, such as France and Italy, 
show little interest in participative decision 
making in the American style. “This sug- 
gests that subordinates in a large Power Dis- 
tance culture feel even more comfortable 
with superiors who are real autocrats.. . .”?1 

This is particularly true in France. 
“French people, from their early childhood 
onward, are accustomed to large Power Dis- 

tances ... And in spite of all attempts to 
introduce Anglo-Saxon management meth- 
ods, French superiors do not _ easily 
decentralize and do not stop short-circuiting 
intermediate hierarchical levels, nor do 
French subordinates expect them to.”?? 
When one multinational corporation issued 
a directive to all its worldwide subsidiaries 
that salary adjustment proposals should be 
initiated by each employee’s immediate 
supervisor, the corporation’s French man- 

agers interpreted this to mean that the 
supervisor three levels above should initiate 
salary adjustments!?* Organizational cen- 
tralization in large power distance cultures 
is prized by superiors and subordinates 
alike, but decentralization is preferred in 
cultures with small power distances. 
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If power distance relates to centralization 
and decentralization, another cultural fea- 

ture identified by Hofstede, that of uncer- 
tainty avoidance, bears on the use of formal 

rules—on “bureaucracy.” Cultures with 
strong needs to avoid uncertainty are much 
more prone to rely on written regulations 
and procedures than are weak uncertainty 
avoidance countries. Confronted with the 
same problem, management students from 
France, West Germany, and Britain recom- 

mended three different ways of solving it. 
The French students recommended refer- 
ring the problem to a higher level; the Ger- 
mans, from a culture with very strong 
uncertainty avoidance needs but (unlike 
France) relatively small power distances, 
blamed the lack of written rules as causing 
the problem, and recommended that they 
be drafted; the British, from a small power 
distance and strongly individualistic culture, 
ascribed the problem to poor communica- 
tion, and proposed some sort of training 
program. For the French, the organization 
is a pyramid (it is both centralized and for- 
mal), for the Germans it is a well-oiled 
machine (formal, but not centralized), and 
for the British it is a village market (neither 
centralized nor formal).?4 

American culture seems to be relatively 
free of these particular mind-sets, and this 
may account for the comparative success of 
American corporations in other countries. 
Like the British students, American manag- 
ers do not believe in hierarchy for its own 
sake (as in France) or in rules for their own 
sake (as in Germany), but only in using (or 
not using) hierarchy and rules to achieve 
results. This orientation reflects the highly 
individualistic and masculine aspects of the 
United States. But the extreme individu- 
alism of American culture is fundamentally 
at odds with the collectivist traditions of 
other cultures, such as all of the nations 

surveyed in Latin America and _ Asia. 
These cultures believe in loyalty to the 
organization, and individuals in_ these 

cultures do not calculate their behavior on 
the basis of what the organization can do for 
them. 
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Culture and the Bureaucrat 
eT 

The following selection discusses how national culture affects 
public bureaucrats. Its author is an Englishman and professor of 
English literature who is also Assistant Director-General of the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Organization. 

People, we assume, are much the same 
everywhere; personality will out, and the 
ups-and-downs of life are much the same 
everywhere too. Sure, but the ways these 
qualities and experiences express them- 
selves differ in different societies. Each 
society has several ranges of typical face, 
and the distinctions between them become 
finer and finer as you look at them. There is 
a lean, quizzical, face one finds among 
clever men on the Eastern seaboard of the 
United States, the face of an intelligent man 
in a wide-open, mass-persuasive society 
who is not to be taken in, who has kept his 
cool and his irony. Such a face is not so 
likely to be found among its counterparts in 
Eastern Europe; the winds which beat on 
these men are different. Their faces are 
graver, more direct, and yet more reserved. 

Because | have met them at some cross- 
roads in my own life, | am particularly 
interested in a range of faces which cluster 
round the idea of a public man in Britain. 
At his most characteristic, this man is in his 
middle-fifties. His appearance is what the 
whisky advertisements, giving it more of a 
gloss than it really has, call distinguished. 
His face is well-shaven but not scraped; it 
has a healthy bloom, but not an outdoor 
roughness; it is smooth, but not waxy. 
What is by now quite a full face is as solid 
as leather club-armchairs, and as decently 
groomed; it smells as good as the public 
rooms of those clubs. The hair is often 
marked by the appearance of Cabinet Min- 
ister’s wings, that is, it is brushed straight 
back above the ears to plump out at the 
sides; it has a silvery sheen. The teeth are 
strong, one sees when the lips, as they 
readily do, curl back into a full, firm smile. 
They suggest someone who is used to talk- 
ing in public and to deciding, to biting 

firmly into problems. They are wonderfully 
communicative teeth, and remarkable evi- 
dence that from all the possible ways of 
using teeth, the ways we smile or grimace, 
we select only some: we select from the 
codebook of tooth-signals in our society. 

The coherence of the style is rarely 
breached. | remember one occasion which, 
because of its oddness, underlined how 
consistent that style usually is. One such 
public man—one who was apparently such 
a man—said to me, as we stood around in 
the intervals of a meeting: ‘‘You see, Hog- 
gart, | believe in the English people.’’ As he 
said it, it sounded naive, a little self-impor- 
tant, touching, generous; but not sayable 
by a native English intellectual, least of all 
in that particular ambience. But he was a 
first generation European immigrant intel- 
lectual. His son is hardly likely to strike a 
false note like that. 

Among the most striking in the line of 
public figures is the old-young man; and 
they are most often found in the higher 
reaches of education. These men are slim, 
with little trace of a paunch even at fifty- 
five; their faces still show the outlines 
formed when they were Head boys at their 
public schools or good day-schools. There 
is a French public type of about the same 
age who is in some ways similar; but the 
differences are interesting and, to me, 
unexpected. The French type is even 
leaner; he is also more elegant, better 
groomed, and more professional-looking 
than the Englishman. He is likely to have 
close-cropped hair and glasses with the thin 
gold rims. It all fits with being called a 
“haut fonctionnaire.’” The English type is 
more casual, looser in the limb. .. . 

Not long ago | was lost before a new 
kind of face. Or rather, | mistrusted my own 



reading of it; it was too easy and dismissive. 
This was a politician from the United 
States, a man who had been successful in 
oil or insurance well before he was forty 
and who now, in his middle forties, had an 
assured, thrusting, mercantile, tanned, 
smoothly smiling but tough look. To me the 
face, the whole manner, was two-dimen- 
sional, unmarked. It was like the face of a 
well-groomed dog. It said only: ‘Public 
acquaintance manipulation ; 
action’; not: ‘Friendliness thought 
... feeling.’’ Had such a man, you won- 
dered, ever felt shabby or insecure? Oddly, 
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it was easier to imagine him crying. There 
was probably within the rhetorics available 
to him a form of crying that would do. But | 
was probably wrong, unable to read the 
signals in a way which got me near his 
character, which made him three-dimen- 
sional, capable of real grief and joy, 
unpublic. | couldn’t easily imagine him in 
his underwear, and when | did he looked 
like an advertisement in Esquire. 

Richard Hoggart, On Culture and Communication 

(London: The Hogarth Press and Chatto and Windus 
Ltd., 1972). Reprinted by permission. 

Political Models 

A second theme on the nature of the 
administrative human being that falls within 

the social-psychological framework deals 
with how administrators behave politically 
in organizations. The findings and specula- 

tions extant in this field of research have 

particular relevance to public administra- 
tion, for politics influences the public 
administrative sector as no other. Five 

authors who are of particular note in this 
area are Gordon Tullock, Alvin Gouldner, 

Victor A. Thompson, Anthony Downs, and 

Dwaine Marvick.?° 

Bureaucrats as Medieval Politicians. 
Tullock posits an overarching conceptual- 
ization of how power is distributed in 
bureaucracies relative to a hypothetical ref- 
erence politician. Tullock writes directly to 
the reader; he attempts to inform him how 

he or she (the reference politician) can sur- 
vive and thrive in the bureaucratic power 
setting. 

Tullock visualizes bureaucracies in terms 
of modified feudal societies. Reference pol- 
iticians are surrounded by “spectators” (who 
watch them but do not affect them), “allies,” 

a “sovereign” (who is comparable to Weber’s 
monocrat, but who lacks omniscience), 

“peers” (who are their hierarchical equals), 
“courtiers” (who make it a point to curry 

favor with organizational power figures), 
“followers” (who add to the reference politi- 
cians’ power, but in a way different from 

that of their allies), and “barons” (who are 
powerful individuals in the bureaucracy 
who have cut out their own organizational 
domains and who operate within their 
domains quite independently from the rest 
of the organization—for example, J. Edgar 
Hoover, as Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation during the mid-1960s, rela- 
tive to the Justice Department and much of 
the rest of the federal bureaucracy). A ref- 
erence politician may play any one or sev- 
eral of the roles that Tullock lists; few of 

them are mutually exclusive. But any refer- 
ence politician will confront and deal with 
spectators, allies, sovereigns, peers, cour- 
tiers, followers, and barons in any public 

bureaucracy. 

Locals versus Cosmopolitans. Gouldner 
also has itemized organizational roles, but 
along a different political dimension. In an 
empirical analysis of a small college’s faculty 
and administration, Gouldner distinguished 
between “locals” and “cosmopolitans.” Locals 
derive their power and sense of personal 
identity (their self-actualization, if you will), 
from internal organizational factors. There 
were several kinds of locals: the dedicated 
ones, who had a deep loyalty to the college, 
were committed to the idea of interdisciplin- 
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ary studies, and were deployable from 
department to department; the true 
bureaucrats, who were satisfied with every- 
thing about the organization, including 

their own salaries, were suspicious of “out- 
siders” such as the American Association of 
University Professors (AAUP), and were 
prone to favor the strict use of rules and 
regulations; the homeguards, who were the 
least specialized and trained of the faculty, 
and were likely to be women administrators 
in the lower ranks; finally, the elders, who 
were oriented toward a particular faculty 
clique and a time period in the past. 

Conversely, cosmopolitans related to fac- 

tors external to the organization, such as 
their professional association. In contrast to 
the locals, cosmopolitans were measurably 

more likely to believe that lighter teaching 
loads would result in greater research pro- 
ductivity. They valued their research time 
more, were more alienated from their col- 

leagues, in terms of their professional inter- 
ests, were more likely to have a doctoral 
degree, published more, were less sociable, 
were less loyal to the organization, were 
acquainted with fewer of their fellow faculty 
members, were friendlier toward the 
AAUP, were likelier to be intellectually stim- 

ulated by sources outside the college, and 
were more dissatisfied with their salaries. 
There were two kinds of cosmopolitans: the 
outsiders, who were committed to specializa- 

tion and were not particularly close to either 
students, colleagues, or the administration; 

and the empire builders, who perceived them- 

selves as being economically independent, 
had a high commitment to their depart- 
ments, preferred departmental autonomy, 

and disliked such checks as student ratings 
of faculty teaching and the central admin- 
istration generally. 

In terms of how localism and_ cos- 
mopolitanism affected the organization 
directly, Gouldner found that central 
administrators tended to be high on the 
homeguard, dedicated, and true bureaucrat 

dimensions, and low on the outsider and 

empire builder dimensions. On the other 

hand, empire builders had considerable 
power in the organization (in the sense that 
they were comparable to Tullock’s “barons”) 
and were less likely than locals to emphasize 
rules and regulations. 

Gouldner’s creative thinking and re- 
search about cosmopolitans and locals has 
spawned a number of replications, many of 
them useful. Later research has linked cos- 
mopolitanism with heightened profession- 
alism, innovation, and the early adoption of 
innovation by organizations.2° However, 
locals seem to have their uses in introducing 
innovations and change to organizations, 

too. One study of hospitals found that those 
hospitals demonstrating the greatest flair 
for innovation were characterized by a cos- 
mopolitan professional, such as a physician, 
and a local administrator; working together, 

this combination seemed to be the most 
effective in making their organizations the 
most innovative. Less effective was a com- 
bination of two cosmopolitans; their outer- 

directed needs and ignorance of the local 
organization resulted in less innovative 
organizations. The least innovative hospitals 
were those headed by a local professional 
and a local administrator. The researchers 
concluded that, to maximize organizational 
innovation, “it is necessary to include the 

bureaucratic [2.e., local] and professional 
[z.e., cosmopolitan] perspectives within an 
organization.”?” It appears that a cos- 
mopolitan may have innovative ideas, but it 
requires a cooperative local to implement 
those ideas effectively. 

The notion of cosmopolitanism and 
localism is increasingly significant to public 
administration because of the field’s grow- 
ing reliance on the use of expertise. As pub- 
lic bureaucracies fill with more highly 
trained and specialized experts, new pat- 
terns of personal loyalties, perceptions, and 
commitments may evolve that will present 
new kinds of organizational contingencies to 
the public administrator. It is probable that 
the functions of the public administrator 
will change as the personnel in his or her 
organization professionalize. We consider 



the implications of this development more 
thoroughly in Chapter 9. 

Bureaucrats as Sycophants. ‘Thompson 
argues that precisely because of the growing 
social necessity for highly educated spe- 
cialists in organizations, private as well as 
public, the political power of the admin- 
istrator ought to be reduced radically. In 
fact, Thompson thinks that bureaucrats 
and administrators should be exorcised 
altogether from organizations because they 
are dysfunctional. In Thompson’s opinion 
only specialists, such as scientists, lawyers, 

engineers, and accountants, get things done 
in organizations; bureaucrats only get in the 
way. Bureaucrats, or administrators, are 

nothing more than sycophants and parasites 
in any organization, and Thompson urges 
that we recognize this fact for what it is and 
toss the rascals out before it is too late. (A 
third type also is posited by Thompson: 
bureautics, or those persons who cannot 
accept organizations of any kind and drop 
out. Thompson does not think highly of 
bureautics and concentrates on bureaucrats 
and specialists.) 
Thompson then asks rhetorically how 

bureaucrats have managed to featherbed so 
effectively in organizations for as long as 
they have, and he offers three explanations. 
One reason that bureaucrats have main- 
tained their organizational power position is 
their shrewd use of “dramaturgy,” or, to put 
it in the vernacular, their capacity for man- 

ufacturing “snow jobs.” Bureaucratic dra- 
maturgy is designed, like the other two 

strategies used by bureaucrats to justify 
their positions and to camouflage their lack 
of any knowledge that is truly useful to the 
organization. Dramaturgy consists of per- 
sonal aloofness, firm handshakes, an un- 

wavering eye, confidence, and winning 

smiles—in short, the Dale Carnegie School’s 

method of executive development person- 
ified. Dramaturgy has gone far in keeping 
bureaucrats inside organizations, but in 

reality the image that it creates is insubstan- 
tial froth and fluff. 
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Equally insubstantial, but nonetheless 
effective in the preservation of bureaucratic 
power, is the bureaucrats’ reliance on “ide- 
ology” and “bureaupathology” to justify 
their organizational existence. Ideology is 
simply tradition. Bureaucrats always have 
been around, and it has become an ide- 

ological rationale that they should stay 
around. Bureaupathology refers to the 
excessively rigid, even by bureaucratic stan- 
dards, roles assumed by bureaucrats to 
maintain their power positions. Rules, obe- 
dience, loyalty (to themselves), and subser- 
vience are stressed as a means of heading 
off embarrassing, uncomfortable, and prob- 

ing questions from the dispossessed spe- 
cialists about why the organization is run in 
the way it is. 

Thompson takes a radical stance on 
administrators: he considers them useless at 
best and dangerous at worst. He thinks 
administrators should be eliminated from 
organizations in order that the skill-possess- 
ing specialists can get together without 
interference and get the organization’s job 
done more efficiently and effectively. 

Obviously, in a book about public admin- 
istration we cannot bring ourselves to accept 
Thompson’s thesis. If we did, I would not 
have bothered writing this tract, and you 
(hopefully) would not have bothered taking 
this course. But the notion that Thompson 
articulates so straightforwardly—that ad- 
ministrators play psychological roles and 
political games in bureaucracies for their 
own ends—is well worth amplification, if for 

no other reason that that you might stand a 
better chance of recognizing some roles and 
games for what they are and react to them 
accordingly. Two analysts who have pur- 
sued this line of thought are Downs and 
Dwaine Marvick.?® 

Zealots, Advocates, and Statesmen. It was 
mentioned earlier that Downs posited “con- 
servers” and “climbers” in organizations and 
related these personality types to an “age 
lump” phenomenon that he associated with 
organizational change. Conservers and 
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climbers are two “pure” types that blend in 
different ways three elements: zealots, advo- 
cates, and statesmen. These personalities are 
distributed along a continuum that relates 
to the breadth or narrowness of their per- 
ceptual scope. 

Zealots tend to have the most shallow 
perceptual base, they are effective founders 
of organizations but not very effective man- 
agers once the organization is established. 
They espouse the most narrow policy set, 
such as a particular pet project, and pro- 
mote it with a zeal that warrants, in Downs’s 

mind, the title with which he has dubbed 
them. 

Advocates articulate broader policy sets 
than do zealots. They tend to see the organi- 
zation whole and to understand its compo- 
nents; occasionally this results in advocates 
having a magnified view of themselves and 
their organizational roles. They believe in 
the organization and generally occupy its 
higher, nonroutinized offices. While advo- 

cates are highly partisan in defending the 
organization relative to its environment, 
they often are impartial arbiters of internal 
disputes and are sensitive to the long-range 
implications of organizational policies. 

Statesmen have the broadest perceptual 
abilities of the three types; they see their 
society as a whole and their organization’s 
role in it. Because of their greater loyalty to 
the entire society, however, statesmen often 

are misfits in their organizations. In theory, 
anyway, statesmen would be willing to sell 
their organizations down the proverbial 
river if they believed that their society would 
benefit as a result. Needless to say, there are 
few statesmen around, although they may 
be particularly needed in public organiza- 
tions. 

Career Types and their Political Motiva- 
tions. A similar but more empirical study of 
the roles bureaucrats play in public organi- 
zations was undertaken by Marvick. Marvick 
asked, “what must management do in order 
to cope with persons having different career 
perspectives?”?9 Marvick tried to place in 
broad categories the individual goals and 

rationalities of public bureaucrats that are 
assumed to exist in the open model. 

This was an eminently worthwhile pro- 

ject, and his study has manifold uses for 
public administrators. It is one thing merely 
to say, as the open model theorists often do, 
that everyone is unique in organizations and 
then stop. True enough, one must retort, 
but so what? How far can such a statement 
carry us in terms of understanding our 
organizations and our colleagues? Not very 
far. Yet it is quite another matter when we 
can type, no matter how roughly, the indi- 
vidual rationalities according to certain 
broad commonalities. This gives us an 
insight and a theory to work with. The writ- 
ers whom we have reviewed in this chapter 
have tried to do just that and are therefore 
useful. But Marvick’s study is especially 
useful, empirical, and not very well known. 

Marvick trisected public bureaucrats by 
career style: imnstitutionalists, specialists, and 
hybrids. Institutionalists were believers in the 
organization, but their career commitments 

were “a matter of ‘sublimated’ interest— 
ends in themselves.” That is, institutionalists 

received their psychoemotional gratifica- 
tions from the organization on the bases of 
very superficial criteria, such as unwar- 

ranted optimism and shallow status rewards 
granted by the organization. As a group, 
institutionalists ranked relatively high in 
their demands for organizational advance- 
ment and unqualifiedly high in their quest 
for organizational prestige. They tended 
not to stress the task-oriented features of 
their jobs, but they preferred to emphasize 
its benefits and had spent most of their 
careers in government, often in the military. 
Institutionalists generally were found to be 
mid-level bureaucrats, encumbered by few 

family ties, had relatively low formal educa- 
tional attainments, and had short job histo- 
ries—that is, they had changed positions 
(though had not necessarily advanced) 
within the government frequently. 

Institutionalists were very sociable people 
within the organization, and were extremely 

loyal to it and to their coworkers. In that 
light, they preferred being in on group deci- 



sions, wanted their decisions buttressed by 
their peers, and tended to compare their job 
performance with others on an ad hominem 
basis. In sum, institutionalists were “place- 
bound” (like Gouldner’s locals), committed 
to an executive career in the government, 
had a superficial concern with achieving 
their agency’s goals, were optimistic con- 
cerning their agency’s performance (and 
their own), were gregarious and preferred 

working with others, felt relatively unin- 
fluential in terms of their agency (and prob- 
ably were), but nevertheless were compla- 
cent about their organizational role. 

Specialists were at the opposite end of the 
spectrum from institutionalists. Unlike 
institutionalists, who occupied generalized 
managerial slots, specialists tended to be 
highly educated professionals, such as law- 
yers, scientists, engineers, and accountants. 
Specialists were not particularly concerned 
about personal advancement in the organi- 
zation and had virtually no interest in 
organizational status rewards. What they 
did want very badly, however, was the free- 
dom to do their own thing, to be in jobs that 
allowed them to use their professional skills 
on a daily basis. In terms of career histories, 

specialists tended to have experience both in 
public and private bureaucracies and had 
less military experience than __ institu- 
tionalists. And, while they were fairly well 
advanced in terms of their careers, spe- 
cialists were seldom interested in executive 
positions, in stark contrast to institu- 
tionalists. Whereas institutionalists revealed 
a sublimated need for organizational status, 

specialists displayed an unconscious 
demand to use their specialties. Task-orien- 
tation rather than place-orientation was a 
key difference between specialists and 
institutionalists. Specialists, like Gouldner’s 
cosmopolitans, had no particular loyalty to 
the organization, nor did they indicate a 
desire for prestige as defined by position in 
the organization. 

Interestingly, specialists | resembled 
institutionalists in that they preferred to 
have their opinions supported by their 
peers, although they favored working alone 
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and were less likely to be involved in group 
decisions than institutionalists. Yet, as indi- 
viduals, specialists had more influence 

within the organization than did institu- 
tionalists. Finally, specialists were by far the 
most critical of the agency’s performance 
and of bureaucratic methods generally; in 
this sense, Marvick felt that specialists were 

“manifestly maladjusted” in their working 
relationships. 

Hybrids, or “politicized experts,” drew 
their characteristics from both institu- 
tionalists and specialists. Like specialists, 
hybrids were highly educated professionals, 
were advanced in organizational rank, had 
experience in both the public and private 
sectors, and were disinterested in organiza- 

tional prestige. Like institutionalists, hybrids 
were very concerned with acquiring 
executive positions and charting a career in 
government. If there were a single group 
that could be called the realistic loners, it 

would be the hybrids. They were very keen 
on executive advancement and generally 
divorced themselves from any strong identi- 
fication with particular groups in the organ- 
ization. Marvick calls them “free agents,” 
that is, they thought of both place and skill in 
quite detached terms. Hybrids were uncon- 
cerned with peer groups, organizational 
prestige, and the exercise of their skills; they 
were committed neither to their agency nor 
to their profession. Nevertheless, hybrids 

were very committed to money and 
advancement. Of interest in this light, 
hybrids tended to have far heavier family 
responsibilities than either institutionalists 
or specialists. Also of interest is that hybrids 
had relatively low levels of infiuence in the 
bureaucracy, which may reflect their pro- 
pensity for working alone; although their 
influence equaled that of institutionalists, it 
was lower than that of specialists. Hybrids, 
like institutionalists, were not especially crit- 
ical of meetings and similar bureaucratic 
paraphernalia and were well adjusted to 
their jobs; on the other hand, they were 
likely to be disgruntled when they felt that 
they were being distracted from their work. 
Finally, hybrids had no sublimated goals, 
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unlike either of the other two types. 
Hybrids’ goals were explicit and personal, 
and they were quite amenable to using 
either place or skill criteria to advance their 
goals. Because of this, hybrids often were 
the organization’s realists in Marvick’s view. 

All three groups possess perils and 
potentialities for public organizations. 
Institutionalists can become rule-oriented 
and inflexible; their sociability can degener- 
ate into cliquishness, their loyalty into 
recalcitrance to change. They resist perfor- 
mance evaluation along quantitative, mea- 
surable scales. Yet, institutionalists provide 

the bureaucracy with genuine organiza- 
tional stability and furnish the needed lubri- 
cation among interpersonal relationships in 
the agency. 

Specialists tend to displace the agency’s 
goals because their individual, professional 
projects are more important to them than 
the organization’s welfare. This propensity 
can affect organizational performance gen- 
erally. Moreover, their highly critical cast 
and lack of place commitment can cause 
sinking morale, disharmony, and high rates 
of turnover. In view of Marvick’s findings, 

we might recall Thompson’s advocacy of 
organizations staffed entirely by specialists 
and speculate on what such organizations 
might really be like. Yet, when properly 
placed, specialists can get things done in a 
most effective way, and they are not inclined 
to compete politically with other members 
of the bureaucracy. 

Hybrids bring the most dangers and ben- 
efits to the organization. Their chief danger 
lies in their instability. Hybrids are fair- 
weather friends, “superficial and showy per- 

formers.” Their lack of both place and skill 
commitments render them unpredictable. 
Yet, hybrids are the most likely people to 
assess accurately and holistically the dynam- 
ics and problems of the organization. Unlike 
the other two groups, they possess no subli- 
mated personal needs that might interfere 
with their realistic evaluation of the organi- 
zation and where it is going. Nevertheless, 
hybrids must be watched, for they are prone 

to change the organization purely for their 
own self-betterment. 

Marvick’s typology has clear parallels 
with the constructs of Downs, Gouldner, 

Tullock, and others, but it is notable in that 
Marvick has associated his classifications 
with variables that can be found in any per- 
sonnel file—educational attainments, job 
histories, family responsibilities, and so on. 

This is useful administrative knowledge, 
particularly when amplified by the analyses 
that have been reviewed in this chapter. 
Together, these studies aid us in under- 

standing the people we deal with in organi- 
zations. 

MOTIVATING THE PUBLIC MANAGER 

Marvick was among the earliest observers of 
the motivations of public administrators as a 
class, but he did not attempt to discern 
whether or not their motivations were 
uniquely those of public administrators, and 
were not to be found in the private sector. 
(It seems reasonable to conclude, however, 

that institutionalists, specialists, and hybrids 
could be unearthed in the corporate world 
as easily as in the globe of government.) 
And it is in this area that we enter an inter- 
esting thicket of research. 

We have, in effect, been discussing 

motivation throughout much of this chap- 
ter—locals, cosmopolitans, zealots, advo- 
cates, statesmen, institutionalists, specialists, 

hybrids, and many of the other labels pasted 
on organizational actors by organization 
theorists are tags that describe varying kinds 
of motivations. Yet few theorists attempt to 
isolate those motivations that distinguish 
public administrators from private manag- 
ers. 

One who has is James F. Guyot. Guyot 
compared federal managers with those in 
business and concluded that middle manag- 
ers in the federal service had higher needs 
for achievement than did their private sec- 
tor colleagues (a finding that runs directly 
counter to the popular stereotype of 



security-obsessed, indolent government 

bureaucrats), about the same needs for 

power as business managers, and lower affil- 
lation needs (i.e., their concern with accep- 

tance or rejection by their colleagues).5° 
Guyot’s research has never been precisely 

replicated, but evidence supporting his find- 
ings has been forwarded in other research. 
For example, studies have been conducted 
of students who were about to enter man- 
agement careers, and it has been found that 
no important differences exist between stu- 
dents just entering the “nonprofit sector” 
(mostly, but not exclusively, government 
agencies) and students beginning business 
careers when it came to their needs for 
power and security—a finding more or less 
supportive of Guyot’s research. However, 
students entering the nonprofit sector had a 
greater need to dominate, were more flexi- 
ble, had a higher capacity for status, and 
lower needs for wealth than students enter- 
ing the for-profit sector.?! 

Most of the research agrees that “public 
managers, as compared to comparable 
groups in business, give lower ratings to the 
importance of high financial rewards as 
career goals and higher ratings to the 
importance of worthwhile social or public 
service.”°2 Despite these difference in 
motivation among administrators in the two 
sectors, however, both groups work hard, 

and effort levels are roughly equal to each 
other in this respect. 3° “The findings . . . do 
not indicate a terrible malaise in the public 
sector if the private sector is used as a base- 
lines*.34 

It appears from this literature that gov- 
ernment may be attracting people who are 
more difficult to manage than business is 
attracting. Public administrators seem to 
have a higher need to achieve program 
objectives, to have a need to be loners, to 

have more dominant personalities, to use 
more wile (or to be what the literature 
euphemistically calls “flexible”), and to be 
more demanding of status than are their 
counterparts in commerce. Moreover, 
although public administrators have power 
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drives comparable to those of business man- 
agers, they may be less vulnerable to being 
bought off with monetary bonuses, since the 
available research suggests that government 
bureaucrats are less interested in growing 
wealthy and more committed to achieving 
results than are business executives. While 
these motivations may indeed be in the pub- 
lic interest, they do bring with them unique 
problems of public management. 

In light of the peculiar composition of 
the motivations underlying the organiza- 
tional behavior of public administrators, it is 

perhaps not surprising that government 
managers derive considerably less satisfac- 
tion from their work and have less organiza- 
tional loyalty than do business managers. A 
relatively large volume of research indicates 
that this is the case,°° and a particularly sore 

point among government executives rela- 
tive to business executives is what they per- 
ceive to be promotions (and attendant pay 
increases) that have been unjustly denied to 
them.?© (Business executives seem to be 
more relaxed on this dimension.) This per- 
ception may be a consequence of high psy- 
chological needs among public admin- 
istrators for achievement and status, or it 

may be attributable to objective reality: the 
low levels of their satisfaction over promo- 
tions “could simply reflect more stringent 
norms or expectations among government 
managers.”37 

Who holds these stringent expectations? 
One could proffer the mundane (and 
entirely accurate) answer: the supervisor. 
Others, however, might provide a response 
more drama laden, and say instead: the 
leader. 

LEADERSHIP: THE CLASSICAL VIEW 

We noted earlier that, under the classical 
view of administrative humanity, the 
rational behavior of bureaucrats is empha- 
sized, whether this behavior is cast in eco- 

nomic, systemic, or physical terms. But 
when these same writers in the classical tra- 
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dition cast their eyes on a particular type of 
administrative human—the leader—ratio- 
nality goes out the window and romance, 
drama, and mythic heroes stride in. No 
longer are we talking about the limitless 
capacities of clerks to cower and laborers to 
labor, but of dizzying social forces that must 

be brought to heel by leaders possessing 
transcendent qualities. “True leaders” (for 
the classical writers allowed for the pos- 
sibility that charlatans could occupy lead- 
ership positions) in this perspective, are 
different; it is their destiny to command. 

Weber, for example, delineated three 
kinds of leadership: charismatic, traditional, 

and legal/rational. A charismatic leader was a 
primitive, Volksgeist (folk spirit) type, who 
embodied the spirit of the people. He 
(never she in this literature) led a 
Gemeinschaft type of society, or a society 
characterized by irrational romanticism. A 
traditional leader represented what Weber 
was resisting in the Germany of his day, that 
is, a person who was a leader by dint of 

heredity and class. A legal/rational leader 
was a monocrat, or any other bureaucratic 
leader who fulfilled Weber’s criterion of 
impersonal and rigid rationalism. A legal/ 
rational leader led a Gesellschaft type society, 
or a society characterized by rationalism, 
regulations, impersonality, and bureauc- 
racy. The monocrat (or the omniscient 
bureaucrat who headed the bureaucracy) 
was a legal/rational leader who should, in 
Weber’s view, displace the incompetent, tra- 
ditional leaders of German society and 
would counter, with his Gesellschaft organi- 
zation the revolutionary tendencies repre- 
sented by charismatic leaders that were rife 
in the larger, Gemeinschaft culture.3® 

Similarly, James D. Mooney and Alan C. 
Reiley delineated three leadership types, 
although, unlike Weber’s typology, their 
distinctions were more directly applicable to 
organizations than to society generally. 
Mooney and Reiley described leaders as 
being titular leaders, controllers, and true 

organizers, and these types were related to 
their staff/line principle of organization. A 
titular leader followed his or her staff's 

advice undeviatingly and hence was not 
much more than a figurehead; a controller 
was at the other extreme, he or she refused 
to delegate authority to line officers, and 
usually ignored staff advice; a _ true 
organizer was a leader who simply did 
everything right—including, of course, the 

correct application of Mooney and Reiley’s 
principles of organization.?9 

It also is in the classical tradition that 
Amitai Etzioni and Philip Selznick develop 
their views on leadership. To Etzioni, as we 
noted in Chapter 4, leaders may be typed 
according to personal positional power: 
officials have authority only by virtue of their 
hierarchical position; informal leaders com- 
mand because of their personal and charis- 
matic qualities; and formal leaders combine 
the power features of both.4° Selznick 
relates leadership to levels of political and 
social interaction. Leaders coalesce and mold 
elements of the society at an “institutional 
level” and are rather grandiose figures gen- 
erally, while administrators fritter away the 

hours doing the mundane but necessary 
chores of a bureaucratic and_ technical 
nature that keep the organization running 
on a day-to-day basis.*! 

LEADERSHIP: 
THE SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL VIEW 

In contrast to the classical view, leaders do 

not emerge as transcendent figures in the 
social-psychological perspective; in fact, 
they barely emerge at all. Mainstream 
organization theorists in the social-psycho- 
logical tradition largely abjured the very 
idea of organizational “leadership” because 
it was difficult to reconcile with the open 
model, which held that organizations were 

composed of unique individuals with 
unique _rationalities, motivations, and 

behaviors. By implication, then, to study 
“leadership” meant that one accepted the 
proposition that some organization mem- 
bers had some characteristics—i.e., ”lead- 
ership” characteristics—in common, and 
this went against the grain of the open 
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and the liam role, whch entails giving and 
FOLIVIDY, inkorssvation to learn whas is GADY 
on csewhere im order to gain benefits for 
the organization. 

in addition, executives play at least three 
wiformatumal thes: that A moniter, which 
involves the routine search lox information 
for the organization; dissemination, ox wans- 
minting imlormatiion to relevant organiza- 
toma members, and spolesperum, which 
moves transnuting information outside 
the orgznization. 

Yinally, there are at least flour decision 
making tes payed by executives: that of 
se Appr Laer which entails KIDZ oppor 

proviesmns, and inituating 
San on beet of the organiraion, distur 
bane hantler, which requires res\ving con- 
fixes aang individuals of units; ree 
Muatin, whieh invowes the excoutive in 
making chowes within the organization 
Aoomst the allocation A rewources, and ngo- 
tte, which entails representing the organi- 
tao in third-party, formal negotiations. 

A number of researchers have used 
Mintzberg’s modded in analyzing organiza- 
tional executives, and have found that the 
maportance of his executive roles can differ 

; on both the hier- 
archica levd (2g, a chief excoutive officer 
may need to spend more time in his or her 

6 sole than does a division 
) amd the funcional area (eZ. 

executives in 2 labor intensive organization, 
such 2s 2 university, may find thei role as a 
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rewurce allocator to be more significant 
= so age ina — intensive organi- 

, such as a railroad) However, it 
pon according, to analyses of executives 
in beth the public and private sectors, that 
B arte selOT ELeCUVes Engage in activities 

correspons to Mintrberg’s managerial 
role dexcriptions, and hat major role 
functions are similar in both areas.” The 
researchers conclude that this similarity of 
managerial soles between the two sectors 
may exist because “the private sector is 
becoming more like the public sector” due 
to a growing task and environmental com. 
pleaity being experienced by both sectors ” 
But it is important to in mind that sim- 
larity A executive roles does not necessarily 
eae with sisnilarity A executive work 
(discussed in Chapter 3) or the similarity of 
managerial movaiion (discussed earlier in 
this ), both of which a to differ 
dramatically between the public and private 
sector s.4 

Leaders have some impact on all of the 
executive roles Sisted by Mintzberg, 
regardless of whether they are in the public 
or private sector. Mintzberg defines lead- 
eh ok as the hiring, training, motivating, 
evaluating, and Heisei of subordinates, 
and leadership requires that subordinates’ 
needs be integrated with the needs of the 
ON ZADITALOD. 

THE EVOLUTION OF LEADERSHIP 
THEORY 

Scholarship on the nature of leadership can 
te DELS fe as having progressed through 
four distinct phases: the trax period, from 
about 1910 to 1940; the behavior period, 
from 1940 to the late 1960s; the contingency 
transactional approach, trom the mid-1960s 
onward; and the organizational leadershap 
‘we which had its origins in the mid-1960s 

a significant acceleration in the 
"e 1970s. Both the trait and behavior peri- 
ods were distinguished by their focus on the 
individual leader; the contingency/transac- 
tional approach expands the theory's unit of 
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analysis to the leader’s interactions with 
small groups; and the organizational lead- 
ership phase further broadens the scope of 
analysis and deals with the leader and the 
organization as a whole. Table 5-2 (pp. 
136-137) is an attempt to outline the theo- 
ries of leadership that are in the tradition of 
social psychology, and you may wish to refer 
to it in the following discussion. 

The Leader as an Individual, 1910-1965 

Leadership Traits, 1910-1940. In the 
early literature on leadership, the emphasis 
was on who leads and who follows. The unit 
of analysis in this literature is the individual 
member of the organization. Hence, the 

point of much of the research in this phase 
was to identify those unusual features of the 
individual that were associated with “lead- 
ership.” Researchers would compare “lead- 
ers” (as determined by the office they held 
in the organization) with “followers” on 
such dimensions as dominance, sensitivity, 

physical appearance, moodiness, mascu- 
linity, and other traits that were thought to 

relate to leadership. Then the scores of 
leaders and their subordinates on these 
measures would be compared. 

Ralph Stogdill tried in 1948 to make 
some sense of these trait studies, and 
reviewed more than 120 of them in an 
effort to find some sort of pattern. He con- 
cluded that no pattern existed and this con- 
clusion led him to argue that, because 
leadership situations can vary substantially 
from organization to organization, research 
was needed that matched personality traits 
with the characteristics of the organizational 
situation.48 

Leadership Behaviors, 1940-1965. Other 
researchers had come to the same con- 

clusions years earlier, if from different per- 

spectives. In 1939, Kurt Lewin and _ his 

colleagues published their classic study of 
leadership. It was in this study that research 
assistants were trained in three styles of 
leadership: autocratic, democratic, and 

laissez-faire (or virtually no activity by the 
leader). Lewin then loosed his graduate 
assistants on groups of preadolescent boys, 

and began measuring the results the 
assistants gathered. The conclusion that 
Lewin and his colleagues drew was that the 
democratic style of leadership seemed to be 
the most effective. But perhaps the lasting 
importance of this seminal work was that it 
took a behavioral approach to the study of 
leadership.*9 

During the 1950s, leadership theorists 
developed two major clusters of behaviors 
that they believed were useful (if for dif- 
ferent reasons) in providing leadership.°° 
One cluster was that of consideration behaviors 
which related to interpersonal warmth, con- 

cern for the feelings of subordinates, and a 

participative/communicative style of lead- 
ership. This cluster of behaviors also was 
called “socio-emotional,” or “employee-ori- 

ented” behavior. 
The second cluster of behaviors was task 

behaviors. This grouping stressed such 
behaviors as directness, facilitation of goals, 

and obtaining task-related feedback. This 
configuration also was called the “initiation 
of structure,” or “production-oriented” 

behavior. 
As in the trait era, behavioral researchers 

were attempting to find the single best style 
of leadership. They failed. They could not 
determine whether consideration behavior 
or task behavior resulted in such outcomes 
as group productivity and _ satisfaction 
among followers. 

The Leader and the Small Group, 
1965-present 

By the late 1960s, leadership theorists 
were moving away from the individual as 
the object of analysis and began focusing on 
the small group. At least two major 
branches composed this focus, and they 

appeared approximately at the same time. 
One is the “contingency” approach, and the 
other is the “transactional” approach. They 
are complementary and quite interrelated. 



Contingency Approaches. The — con- 
tingency approach to the study of organiza- 
tional leadership reflects mainstream think- 
ing in organization theory generally: 
managers must deal with contingencies that 
can occur as a result of any number of fac- 
tors, such as the organizational environ- 
ment, new _ technologies, or different 

personalities. Fred Fiedler did much of the 
original work in contingency theory. °! 

Fiedler developed a personality measure 
that represented a refinement of the con- 
cepts originated by the _ behaviorists. 
Through a scale that he entitled “the esteem 
for the least preferred co-worker measure,” 
Fiedler categorized individuals as “task 
motivated” or “relationship motivated.” But 
Fiedler went beyond the behaviorists by 
developing a “scale of situational control,” 
which was determined by the degree of trust 
and support that followers accorded their 
leader (or what Fiedler called “leader-mem- 
ber relations”). Fiedler also examined the 
clarity with which goals and procedures for 
accomplishing a group’s task were given (or 
“task structure”) and the degree to which 
the leader had formal authority to punish 
and reward his or her followers (or “posi- 
tion power’). 

Using this framework, Fiedler described 
a “high control” situation as one in which a 
leader had the trust of his or her followers, 

there was a clear task structure, and the 
leader had a high level of power to reward 
and punish. A situation of “moderate con- 
trol”. occurred when the group_ was 
uncooperative, the task structure was 
ambivalent, and the leader’s willingness to 

reward or punish followers was uncertain. A 
“low control” situation was one in which fol- 
lowers were not supportive of the leader, 

the nature of the task was unclear, and the 

leader’s authority to dispense rewards and 
punishments was ambiguous. 

In a high control situation, a task moti- 

vated leader functioned quite well. Task 
motivated leaders were less effective in a 
moderate control situation because they fre- 
quently became anxious and moved, often 
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inappropriately, to a quick solution; typ- 
ically, they were critical and punitive toward 
their followers. In these moderate control 
situations, a relationship motivated leader 
was found to be more effective. In a low 
control situation, which often amounts to a 

crisis situation, the task motivated leader 

once again surfaces as the appropriate 
leader type. Participation by followers and 
consideration of followers by leaders are not 
particularly relevant under these low con- 
trol conditions. Although Fiedler’s con- 
tingency model has been the subject of some 
controversy, at least one review of empirical 
tests (given over the years that used the con- 
tingency model) found that the predictions 
generated by the model were largely accu- 
fate. 

A variation of the contingency model is 
called “normative decision theory.”°? In this 
theory, the concept of “autocratic decision 
making style,” in which a leader makes a 

decision on his or her own without par- 
ticipation by followers, relates (more or less) 
to Fiedler’s task motivated leader. A “con- 
sultative decision making style” is one in 
which the leader makes the decisions, but 

only after consulting with followers; and to 
a lesser degree, it also relates to Fiedler’s 
task motivated leader. The “group oriented 
style” clearly corresponds to Fiedler’s rela- 
tionship oriented leader, and it is one in 

which decision making responsibility 1s 
shared by members of the group. The 
group oriented leadership style also paral- 
lels in concept Lewin’s earlier notion of 
democratic leadership. 

The normative decision theorists relate 
these decision-making styles to the level of 
support that subordinates accord their 
leader and the amount of structured and 
clear information available to the leader. If 
the situation scores highly for both charac- 
teristics, then an autocratic decision-making 

style is the most effective because it is the 
most economical and efficient. But if the 
structure and clarity of the information are 
insufficient, then a consultative style is pre- 
ferred. If the leader lacks support from sub- 
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ordinates, then a participatory group 
decision-making style is the most effective 
until the leader can gain the subordinates’ 
trust. 

A somewhat different perspective on the 
autocratic, consultative, and group oriented 
decision-making styles was taken by Ber- 
nard M. Bass and his colleagues.°* In this 
construct, five decision-making styles were 

developed. The “negotiative” and “direc- 
tive” styles related to Fiedler’s task moti- 
vated leader and to the normative decision 
theorists’ autocratic decision-making style. 
Bass’s “consultative,” “participative,” and 
“delegative” decision-making styles related 
more to Fiedler’s relationship motivated 
leader and to the normative decision 
theorists’ group-oriented decision-making 
style. 

Bass and his colleagues’ contribution in 
this stream of research was the idea that 
leadership decision-making styles did not 
function independently of each other, but 

they did seem to cluster around two dif- 
ferent sets of behaviors that Fiedler called 
“task” and “relationship.” 

Obviously, the contingency model and 
the normative decision theory are quite par- 
allel. But they diverge on the issue of 
whether or not leaders can change their 
personal psychological stripes. On the one 
hand, the normative decision theorists 
appear to assume that a leader can move 
from an autocratic to a group style with little 
effort, if that is what the situation demands. 

Contingency modelists, on the other hand, 
see the task motivated leader and the rela- 
tionship motivated leader as quite basic to 
the concept of self, and for a leader to be 
able to don one persona and forsake the 
other would be difficult at best, and perhaps 
impossible. 

This issue has yet to be resolved, but it 

has some significant implications. For one, if 

the contingency modelists are correct, then 

it is in the best interest of leaders to find 
followers who match their own task or rela- 
tionship motivations. If the normative deci- 
sion theorists are correct, however, then the 

field of leadership training could experi- 

ence a rejuvenation, for if decision-making 
styles can be changed to meet the requisites 
of a particular small-group situation, then 
leaders need only be trained in how to rec- 
ognize various types of situations that occur 
in small groups, and change their behavior 
accordingly. 

Transactional Approaches. A second 
major component of the small-group 
approach to leadership is transactional anal- 
ysis. Unlike the contingency models, which 
concentrate only on the problems confront- 
ing the leader in dealing with a small group, 
transactional approaches also analyze the 
leader’s subordinates and the problems con- 
fronting them. 

The basis of transactional approaches is 
the “vertical dyad linkage theory” 
developed initially by George Graen and his 
colleagues.°> Vertical dyad linkage theory 
emphasizes the relationship of the leader 
with each of his or her individual subordi- 
nates; Graen called this relationship the 

“dyadic linkage.” Each subordinate 
develops a special “exchange relationship” 
with his or her leader; some subordinates 

are considered to be “in group subordi- 
nates,” while others are “out group subordi- 
nates,” who are less trusted by their leaders. 

The vertical dyad linkage notion impli- 
citly relies, as much of leadership theory 
does, on what social psychologists call 
“attribution theory.” Attribution theory deals 
with those rational processes that form the 
basis of people’s judgment of each other. 
One of the major aspects of these interper- 
sonal judgments is the tendency of an 
observer to develop a causal explanation for 
someone else’s behavior. These explana- 
tions will often center on whether the 
behavior was determined by factors that are 
internal to the person being judged, such as 
his or her ability and dedication, or factors 
external to the person, such as outside man- 

agement pressures or “luck.”5® 
Research indicates that when people 

make a judgment about someone else, they 
tend to attribute a person’s behavior to 
internal causes.°’? These judgments are 



highly biased and personal, and often peo- 
ple are judged by others on the basis of cir- 
cumstances over which they have no 
control. Studies indicate that supervisors 
render more negative judgments and focus 
these negative judgments on a subordinate’s 
internal attributes (?.e., poor performance is 
the subordinate’s “own fault”) when the 
negative results of a subordinate’s acts are 
more severe. For example, researchers in 
one study asked nursing supervisors to 
judge a hypothetical situation in which a 
nurse left a railing down on a patient’s bed. 
The researchers found that if, in the hypo- 
thetical situation, the patient fell out of the 
bed, the nursing supervisors gave the nurse 
a much more negative rating than in those 
situations in which the patient did not fall 
out of the bed.58 

Path-goal theory, another permutation of 
the literature on leadership, has evolved in 

part as the result of work in the areas of 
dyadic linkages and attribution theory. 
Path-goal theory deals with the effects that 
leader behavior has on the motivation and 
satisfaction of subordinates, rather than on 

larger issues of decision making and group 
performance. Researchers in this area have 
found that consideration behavior by a 
leader is most effective when a follower’s job 
is distasteful or boring, while structuring or 
task oriented behavior by the leader is most 
effective when a _ subordinate’s job is 
unstructured.°? While studies in the path- 
goal tradition found that subordinates who 
scored relatively high on scales that mea- 
sured intensity of dogmatic _ beliefs 
responded better to leaders who engaged in 
high levels of structuring or task oriented 
behavior, followers who scored relatively 
low on the same scales performed better 
when the leader displayed consideration 
behaviors.©° A similar investigation found 
that subordinates who showed a high need 
for personal growth in their jobs did not like 
a structured, task oriented approach under 
any conditions, even when the task at hand 

was quite unstructured. By contrast, fol- 
lowers who showed relatively low levels of 
need for personal growth did not respond 
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to consideration behaviors on the part of a 

leader; this seemed to be the case because 

these kinds of subordinates were happy in 
what amounted to boring, routine work.®! 

The Leader and the Organization, 
1965-present 

In the late 1970s, after an extended 

hiatus, the problem of leading organizations 

(rather than individuals and small groups) 
began to surface as an object of research. 

Organization theory, perhaps more than 
many of the social sciences, tends to reflect 

its times. In the early years of the twentieth 
century, its focus was on the production line 
and human productivity. Organization the- 
ory was, in many respects, an adjunct of 
American industrialism. 

In the 1930s and 1940s, the field became 

enamored with science and psychology; sci- 
entific “principles” of management were 
constantly being “discovered,” and the field 

of administration busied itself with writing 
the literature that later became known as 
“cow psychology.” (Cow psychology is the dis- 
paraging term that has been applied to 
many studies in human relations on the 
grounds that such research assumes that 
workers in organizations are perceived by 
researchers as being comparable to a herd 
of cows, and “cow psychology” willingly 
provides management with the means of 
moving the “herd” in the direction it 
wishes.) 

From the late 1950s through the early 
1970s, organization theory emphasized such 
concepts as democratic decision making and 
participatory management. In this stream, 

all workers were seen as largely equal—each 
was an individual psychological and social 
actor possessing a unique set of motiva- 
tions—and researchers, as a result of this 

assumption, found the concept of lead- 

ership to be largely passé, and_ possibly 
counterproductive. In_ retrospect, _ this 
emphasis can be seen as a reflection of an 
era in American history in which authority 
and leadership were questioned at all levels 
of society. One consequence, however, of 
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ignoring the area of leadership (and, by 
inference, the notion of power and its exer- 

cise in organizations) was to leave the topic 
of organizational leadership to social psy- 
chologists interested in small group 
behavior. Even today the concept of lead- 
ership is approached by organization the- 
orists with circumspection, and is defined in 

passive terms. For example, leadership is 
“the degree to which the behavior of a 
group member is perceived as an acceptable 
attempt to influence the perceiver. . . .” © 
Or another definition: “the process of lead- 
ership is the use of noncorrosive influence. 

. "63 In the 1980s, however, the disinclina- 
tion of organization theorists to examine the 
phenomenon of organizational leadership 
seems to be in remission. 

Leadership Competencies and the Organi- 
zational Hierarchy. As with most gener- 
alizations, there are exceptions. For 

example, a few organization theorists, most 

of whom were associated with business 
administration, were attempting as early as 
the mid-1960s to link leadership competen- 
cies (z.e., knowledge, abilities, and “traits”) 
with concepts of organization hierarchy.°* 
Perhaps the best known of these efforts is 
The Social Psychology of Organizations, by 
Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn, which first 

appeared in 1966.°° Katz and Kahn argued 
that different levels of the organizational 
hierarchy required different kinds of lead- 
ership talent. At the top, for instance, lead- 

ers were needed to make political and 
strategic decisions of large magnitude, and 
this required a far-ranging knowledge of 
the organization and a stylistic “gift of 
grace.” Middle managers functioned largely 
as lawyers and teachers, interpreting direc- 
tives and explaining them to other members 
of the organization. Here human relations 
skills were paramount. Lower level manag- 
ers dealt with the organization as it existed, 
and required technical knowledge of how it 
worked. Table 5-3 summarizes the basic 
concepts articulated by Katz and Kahn. 

Another attempt to relate hierarchy to 
leadership deals with the leaders’ competen- 

cies in the areas of administration, human 

relations, and technology. This approach is 
quite similar to that of Katz and Kahn’s, and 

it suggests that administrative skills are 
needed more by top-level managers, while 
human relations and technical competencies 
have greater utility for middle- and lower- 
level managers.®° 

Contingency/Transactional Approaches 
and Organizational Leadership. A more 
recent approach undertaken by organiza- 
tion theorists working in the area of lead- 
ership has been to adopt the contingency 
model, originally developed by Fiedler, and 
expand it to the larger organizational set- 
ting. The work by Rosemary Stewart is 
especially useful in this respect.®” She 
describes the kinds of contingencies with 
which leaders must deal in managing large 
organizations. They are the following: 
demands, or what anyone in the job must do 
in order to keep the job—that is, the mini- 
mum description of the manager’s job; con- 
straints, or factors both inside and outside 
the organization that limit what a leader can 
do, such as laws, unions, and technologies; 

and choices, or the opportunities extant for 
leaders in similar jobs to do different work 
and to do it in different ways from their 
colleagues. Demands and constraints may 
limit choices, but if leaders modify existing 

demands and constraints, then new choices 

can be made available. Key choices include 
what Stewart calls “domain choices,” or “the 
area in which the manager gets involved 
and seeks to have an influence,” and “con- 
tact choices,” or the kinds of people with 
whom the leader chooses to interact. The 
significance of Stewart’s work is that she 
moves away from the leader’s relations with 
a small group of subordinates, and expands 
the leader’s role in dealing with outside 
groups, superiors, and organizational actors 

who are on the same hierarchical level as the 
leader. 

A variation of Stewart’s work is provided 
by John R. Schermerhorn, Jr., James G. 
Hunt, and Richard N. Osborn, who have 

developed what they call the “multiple influ- 
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TABLE 5-3 Leadership/Management Function and Ability/Skill Emphases as a Function 
of Organizational Level 

Level or 

Zone of 
Organization 

Type of 
Leadership/Management 

Function or Pattern 

Ability/Skill Emphases 

Cognitive 
(Knowledge Based) 

Affective 
(Attitudinally Based) 

Top Organization: Creations and Total organization/ Charisma: Gift of grace aura 
alterations in strategic and policy external and system 
decisions and organizational control 
design 

Middle Interpolation: Supplementing and —_ Subsystem perspective: Integration of formal role 
“filling out” of top level strategy/ Orientation upward to requirements with face-to- 
policy and organizational design superiors and face interactions: Human 
decision downward to relations skills 

subordinates 

Lower Administration: Use of existing Technical knowledge and Concern with equity in use 
structure understanding of of rewards and sanctions 

policies and rules 

Source: Barbara Kellerman, ed., Leadership: Multidisciplinary Perspectives (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 
1984), p. 122. Adapted from Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn, The Social Psychology of Organizations, 2nd ed. (New 
York: John Wiley, 1978), p. 539. 

ence model of leadership.”®° As with Stew- 
art, an effort is made to conceptually 
capture a broader range of contingencies, 
and thus expand the contingency model 
from the small group to the whole organiza- 
tion. In addition to the subordinate, task, 

and group variables that are dealt with in 
the standard contingency model, Scher- 

merhorn, Hunt, and Osborn mix in the 

organization’s environment, context, and 

structure. Specifically, these new  con- 
tingencies furnished by the multiple influ- 
ence model include environmental complexity, 
which refers to conditions outside the 
organization or work unit; contextual com- 

plexity, which deals with size and technology; 
and structural complexity, which refers to the 
structure of the organization and how 
demanding the requirements for control 
and coordination are. Schermerhorn, Hunt, 

and Osborn relate these contingencies to the 
various leader behaviors that have been 
identified by earlier theorists, such as task 
behaviors and consideration behaviors, but 

they go further by explaining how lead- 

ership influences organizational outcomes, 
and how leaders themselves are influenced 
by organizational contingencies. The multi- 
ple influence model of leadership also uses 
the notions of “required behavior” (which is 
analogous to Stewart's idea of “demands”), 
and “discretionary leadership” (which cor- 
responds to Stewart’s notion of “choices”). 

Resurrecting Max: Charisma and _ the 
Organization. Perhaps the newest area of 
research on leadership by organization the- 
orists represents, in some ways, a return to 
the thinking of Max Weber. Increasingly, 
charisma and symbols are becoming a focus 
of scholarly concern. These efforts have lit- 
tle to do with the contingency model, but try 
to make sense of more mystical topics, such 
as the ability of a leader to transform organ- 
izations through a “gift of grace.”©9 

Some of the more systematic work in this 
area has been written by Robert House. 
Leaders who have charisma, according to 
House, are those “who by force of their per- 
sonal abilities are capable of having a pro- 
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found and extraordinary effect on followers 
. . [and] is usually reserved for leaders who 
by their influence are able to cause followers 
to accomplish outstanding feats.””° House 
lists as characteristics of charismatic leaders 
dominance, self-confidence, and a strong 

conviction in the moral righteousness of his 
or her beliefs. Charismatic leaders exhibit 
behaviors that focus on role modeling, 

image building, goal articulation, con- 
fidence, projection, making demands that 

reflect high expectations, and arousing the 
motivation of followers. The charismatic 
leader creates an organizational culture in 
which symbols, ranging from certain kinds 
of memoranda to certain kinds of carpets, 

play a prominent role. 
The theory of organizational leadership 

is taking new and interesting directions in 
the 1980s. One scholar sums up the situa- 
tion neatly: “We can now look back on over 
seventy years of scientific research on lead- 
ership ...The various theories say much 
the same thing in slightly different ways, 
and advocates engage in quibbling over rel- 
atively minor differences . . . The last twenty 
years of research has reinforced and clar- 
ified certain common threads, and the study 

of leadership stands poised for a thrust into 
a new era of growth.”7! 

If the study of organizational leadership 
“stands poised for a thrust into a new era of 
growth,” then the subjects composing Part 
III, “Public Management,” lost their poise 
some time ago, and are thrusting and grow- 
ing like there is no tomorrow. Systems the- 
ory, management science, the use of 

computers, program evaluation, public bud- 
geting, and public personnel administration 
are highly active fields of study and practice. 
We consider these core concepts of public 
administration next. 

NOTES 

1 William H. Whyte, The Organization Man (New 
York: Simon & Schuster, 1956). 

2 Erving Goffman, “The Characteristics of Total 
Institutions,” in Symposium on Preventive and Social Psy- 

chiatry, sponsored by the Walter Reed Institute of 
Research (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Print- 
ing Office, 1957), pp. 43-84. 

3 Sanford M. Dornbusch, “The Military Academy as 
an Assimilating Institution,” Social Forces, 33 (May 

1955), pp. 316-321. 

4 Charles E. Bidwell and Rebecca S. Vreeland, “Col- 

lege, Education and Moral Orientations: An Organiza- 
tion Approach,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 8 
(September 1963), pp. 166-191. 

5 Theodore M. Newcomb, “Attitude Development 

as a Function of Reference Groups: The Bennington 
Study,” Readings in Social Psychology, 3rd ed., Eleanor E. 

Maccoby, Theodore M. Newcomb, Eugene L. Hartley, 

eds. (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1958), pp. 

265-275. 

6 Robert K. Merton, “Bureaucratic Structure and 

Personality,” Social Forces, 18 (1940), p. 563. 

7 Ivar Berg, “Do Organizations Change People?” 

Individualism and Big Business, Leonard Sayles, ed. (New 
York: McGraw-Hill), p. 62. 

8 See, for example, the following works: Chester I. 

Barnard, The Functions of the Executive (Cambridge, 

Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1938); Herbert A. 

Simon, Administrative Behavior: A Study of Decision-Mak- 
ing Processes in Administration Organizations, 3rd ed. 
(New York: The Free Press, 1976); James G. March 
and Herbert A. Simon, Organizations New York: John 
Wiley, 1958); Richard M. Cyert and James G. March, A 
Behavioral Theory of the Firm (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 
Prentice-Hall, 1963); and James D. Thompson, Organi- 
zations in Action: Social Science Bases of Administrative 
Theory (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967). 

9 Herbert A. Simon, Models of Man, Social and 
Rational (New York: John Wiley, 1957). 

10 Geert Hofstede, “Motivation, Leadership, and 
Organization: Do American Theories Apply Abroad?” 
Organizational Dynamics, 9 (Summer 1980), p. 43. 

11 Harold L. Wilensky, Organizational Intelligence 
(New York: Basic Books, 1967), pp. 110-129. 

12 Michel Crozier, The Bureaucratic Phenomenon Chi- 
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1964). 

13 [bid., p. 223. 
14 Ibid., p. 236. 
‘5 Hofstede, “Motivation, Leadership, and Organi- 

zation,” p. 44. But see also Hofstede’s Culture’s Con- 

sequences: International Differences in Work-Related Values 
(Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1980). 

In “Motivation, Leadership, and Organization,” 

Hofstede observes “The fact that data obtained within 
a single MNC [multinational corporation] have the 
power to uncover the secrets of entire national cultures 
can be understood when it’s known that the respond- 
ents form well-matched samples from their nations: 
They are employed by the same firm. . .; their jobs are 
similar (I consistently compared the same occupations 
across the different countries); and their age categories 
and sex composition were  similar—only _ their 



nationalities differed. Therefore . . . the [only] general 
factor that can account for the differences in the 
answers is national culture” (p. 44). 

16 Tbid., p. 45. 

17 Tbid., p. 49. 

He Youd.) ps 59. 

19 Ibid. A review of international applications of 
(American-originated) organization development (OD) 
techniques—techniques that are predicated on Mas- 
low’s assumptions about human needs—certainly lends 
credence to this conclusion. See Alfred M. Jaeger, 
“Organization Development and National Culture: 
Where’s the Fit?” Academy of Management Review, 11 
(January 1986), pp. 178-190. In fact, “cultural” dif- 
ferences, in Jaeger’s view, have accounted for the 
failure of OD applications within the United States! Jae- 
ger cites studies (pp. 183-184) indicating that OD is 
more successful in Southern California than in New 
England and that many of its operating premises are 
“not natural” in the U.S. State Department. 

2° Hofstede, “Motivation, Leadership, and Organi- 
zation,” p. 58. 

21 [bid., p. 57. 

22 Thid., p. 59. 

23 [bid., pp. 59-60. 

24 [bid., p. 60. 

25 Gordon Tullock, The Politics of Bureaucracy 
(Washington, D.C.: Public Affairs Press, 1965); Alvin 

W. Gouldner, “Cosmopolitans and Locals: Toward an 

Analysis of Latent Social Roles,” Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 2 (December 1957) and 2 (March 1958), pp. 
281-306 and 444-480; Victor A. Thompson, Modern 

Organization (New York: Knopf, 1961); Anthony 

Downs, Inside Bureaucracy (Boston: Little, Brown, 
1967); and Dwaine Marvick, Career Perspectives in a 
Bureaucratic Setting, University of Michigan Govern- 
mental Studies No. 27 (Ann Arbor, Mich.: University 

of Michigan Press, 1954). 

26 See, for example, Jerald Hage and Robert 
Dewar, “Elite Values versus Organizational Structure 

in Predicting Innovation,” Administrative Science Quar- 

terly, 18 (September 1973), pp. 279-290; Jan L. Pierce 
and Andre I. Delbecq, “Organization Structure, Indi- 

vidual Attitudes, and Innovation,” Academy of Manage- 
ment Review, 2 (January 1977), pp. 27-37; Everett M. 
Rogers, Diffusion of Innovation, 3rd ed. (New York: The 

Free Press, 1983); and John R. Kimberly and Michael J. 

Evanisko, “Organizational Innovation: The Influence 

of Individual, Organizational, and Contextual Factors 

on Hospital Adoption of Technological and Admin- 
istrative Innovations,” Academy of Management Journal, 
24 (December 1981), pp. 689-712. 

27 Thomas S. Robertson and Yoram Wind, “Organ- 
izational Cosmopolitanism and Innovativeness,” Acad- 
emy of Management Journal, 26 (June 1983), p. 337. 

28 Downs, Inside Bureaucracy; and Marvick, Career 
Perspectives in a Bureaucratic Setting. 

PEOPLE IN PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS 143 

29 Marvick, Career Perspectives in a Bureaucratic Set- 
ting p. 3. 

30 James F. Guyot, “Government Bureaucrats Are 
Different,” Public Administration Review, 22 (December 

1962), pp. 195-202. 

31 James R. Rawls and Oscar T. Nelson, Jr., 

“Characteristics Associated with Preferences for Cer- 
tain Managerial Positions,” Psychological Reports, 36 
(June 1975), pp. 911-918; and James R. Rawls, Robert 

A. Ulrich, and Oscar T. Nelson, “A Comparison of 
Managers Entering or Reentering the Profit and Non- 
profit Sectors,” Academy of Management Journal, 18 (Sep- 
tember 1975), pp. 616-622. 

32 Hal G. Rainey, “Reward Preferences Among 

Public and Private Managers: In Search of the Service 
Ethic,’American Review of Public Administration, 16 

(Winter 1982), p. 290. 

33 Hal G. Rainey, “Public Agencies and Private 
Firms: Incentive Structures, Goals, and Individual 

Roles,” Administration and Society, 15 (August 1983), pp. 
207-242; and U.S. Office of Personnel Management 

Federal Employee Attitudes (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Goy- 
ernment Printing Office, 1979). , 

34 Hal G. Rainey, Carol Traut, and Barry Blunt, 

“Reward Expectancies and Other Work-Related 
Attitudes in Public and Private Organizations: A 
Review and Extension” (Paper presented at the 1985 
Annual Meeting of the American Political Science 
Association, New Orleans, La., August 29—September 

e985) pag: 

35 See, for example, F. T. Paine, S. J. Carroll, Jr., 

and B. A. Leete, “Need Satisfactions of Managerial Per- 
sonnel in a Government Agency,” Journal of Applied Psy- 
chology, 50 (June 1966), pp. 247—249; J. B. Rhinehart, 
et al., “Comparative Study of Need Satisfaction in Gov- 

ernmental and Business Hierarchies,” Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 53 (June 1969), pp. 230-235; Lyman W. 
Porter and Edward E. Lawler, Managerial Attitudes and 
Performance (Homewood, Ill.: Irwin, 1968); Bruce B. 

Buchanan II, “Government Managers, Business 

Executives, and Organizational Commitment,” Public 

Administration Review, 35 (July-August, 1974), pp. 
339-347; and Rainey, Traut, and Blunt, “Reward 

Expectancies and Other Work-Related Attitudes in 
Public and Private Organizations.” 

56 Hal G. Rainey, “Perceptions of Incentives in 

Business and Government: Implications for Civil Ser- 
vice Reform,” Public Administration Review, 39 (Septem- 
ber—October, 1979), pp. 440-448; and Hal G. Rainey, 

“Reward Expectancies, Role Perceptions, and Job Satis- 
faction Among Government and Business Managers: 
Indications of Commonalities and Differences” (Pro- 
ceedings of the Thirty-Ninth Annual Meeting of the 
Academy of Management, August 1979), pp. 357-361. 

37 James L. Perry and Lyman W. Porter, “Factors 

Affecting the Context for Motivation in Public Organi- 
zations,” Academy of Management Review, 7 (January 
1982), p. 89-98. 



144 PEOPLE IN PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS 

38 Max Weber, From Max Weber, H. H. Gerth and C. 

Wright Mills, eds. (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1946). 

39 James D. Mooney and Alan C. Reiley, The Princi- 
ples of Organization (New York: Harper & Row, 1939). 

40 Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1964). 

41 Philip Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots (Berkeley, 

Calif.: University of California Press, 1949). 

42 As we observe later in this discussion, there was 
another reason why organization theorists were slow to 
study leadership: the disinclination among social scien- 
tists generally from the late 1950s through the early 
1970s to write dispassionately about the use of power 
and authority—phenomena that are conceptually 
inseparable from the phenomenon of leadership. 

Much of the following discussion is based on two 
excellent reviews of the literature on organizational 
leadership: Martin M. Chemers, “Social, Organiza- 

tional, and Cultural Context of Effective Leadership,” 
in Leadership: Multidisciplinary Perspectives, Barbara Kel- 
lerman, ed., (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 
1984), pp. 91-112; and James G. Hunt, “Organiza- 

tional Leadership: The Contingency Paradigm and Its 
Challenges” in zbid., pp. 113-138. 

43 Henry Mintzberg, The Nature of Managerial Work 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1973). 

44 Larry D. Alexander, “The Effect Level in the 

Hierarchy and Functional Area Have on the Extent 
Mintzberg’s Roles Are Required by Managerial Jobs,” 
Academy of Management Proceedings (August 1979), pp. 
186-189. 

45 Alan W. Lau, Arthur R. Newman, and Laurie A. 

Broedling, “The Nature of Managerial Work in the 

Public Sector,” Public Administration Review, 40 (Septem- 

ber—October 1980), p. 519. The researchers studied 
370 top-level (GS 16-18) civilian executives in the U.S. 
Navy, two thirds of whom were in research and 

development. A comparable study of 225 private sector 
executives is Alexander, “The Effect Level in the Hier- 

archy and Functional Area Have on the Extent 
Mintzberg’s Roles Are Required by Managerial Jobs.” 

46 Lau, Newman, and Broedling, Jbid., p. 519. 

47 On work, see, for example Lyman W. Porter and 

John Van Maanen, “Task Accomplishment and the 

Management of Time,” in Managing for Accomplishment, 
Bernard Bass, ed. (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 

1970), pp. 180-192; W. Michael Blumenthal, “Candid 
Reflections of a Businessman in Washington,” Fortune 
(January 29, 1979), pp. 33-49; Herman L. Weiss, “Why 
Business and Government Exchange Executives,” Har- 
vard Business Review, (July-August, 1974), pp. 129-140; 
Donald Rumsfeld, “A Politician Turned Executive Sur- 
veys Both Worlds,” Fortune (September 10, 1979), pp: 

88-94; Hal G. Rainey, Robert W. Backoff, and Charles 

H. Levine, “Comparing Public and Private Organiza- 
tions,” Public Administration Review, 36 (March—April 
1976), pp. 233-244; Frank M. Patitucci, “Government 
Accounting and Financial Reporting: Some Urgent 

Problems,” Public Affairs Report, 18 (June 1977), 
pp. 1-7; David Methé , Jerome Baesel, and David Shul- 
man, “Applying Principles of Corporate Finance in the 
Public Sector,” in Public Management: Public and Private 

Perspectives, James L. Perry and Kenneth L. Kraemer, 

eds. (Palo Alto, Calif.: Mayfield, 1983), pp. 243-255; 

Lee C. Shaw and R. Theodore Clark, Jr., “The Practical 

Differences Between Public and Private Sector Collec- 
tive Bargaining,” UCLA Law Review, 19 (August 1972), 

pp. 867-886; and A. J. Cervantes, “Memoirs of a Busi- 
nessman-Mayor,” Business Week (December 8, 1973), 

pp. 19-20. 
On motivation, see, for example, Joseph W. Whorton 

and John A. Worthley, “A Perspective on the Chal- 
lenge of Public Management: Environmental Paradox 
and Organizational Culture,” Academy of Management 
Review, 6 (July 1981), pp. 357-361; Perry and Porter, 

“Factors Affecting the Context for Motivation in Public 
Organizations”; Bruce B. Buchanan II, “Red Tape and 
the Service Ethic: Some Unexpected Differences 
Between Public and Private Managers,” Administration 
and Society, 6 (February 1975), pp. 423-444; Buchanan, 

“Government Managers, Business Executives, and 
Organizational Commitment’; Guyot, “Government 
Bureaucrats Arve Different”; James R. Rawls, Robert A. 
Ulrich, and Oscar T. Nelson, Jr., “A Comparison of 
Managers Entering or Reentering the Profit and Non- 
profit Sectors,” Academy of Management Journal, 18 (Sep- 

tember 1975), pp. 616-622; J. B. Rinehart, et al., 

“Comparative Study of Need Satisfaction in Govern- 
mental and Business Hierarchies,” Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 53 (June 1969), pp. 230-235; Rainey, “Per- 
ceptions of Incentives in Business and Government’; 
National Center for Productivity and Quality of Work- 
ing Life, Employee Attitudes and Productivity Differences 
Between the Public and Private Sector (Washington, D.C.: 

U.S. Civil Service Commission, 1978); and J. David 
Roessner, “Incentives to Innovate in Public and Private 
Organizations,” Administration and Society, 9 (November 
1977), pp. 341-365. 

48 Ralph M. Stogdill, “Personal Factors Associated 
with Leadership: A Survey of the Literature,” Journal of 
Psychology, 25 (1948), pp. 35-71. 

#9 Kurt Lewin, Ronald Lippitt, and Ralph K. White, 
“Patterns of Aggressive Behavior in Experimentally 
Created Social Climates,” Jowrnal of Social Psychology, 10 
(March 1939), pp. 271-299. 

50 For examples of this literature, see Robert L. 
Kahn and Daniel O. Katz, “Leadership Practices and 

Relation to Productivity and Morale” in Group Dynam- 
ics, Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander, eds. (New 

York: Harper & Row, 1953); and Robert F. Bales and 
Paul E. Slater, “Role Differentiation in Small Decision 

Making Groups,” in Family, Localization, and Interaction 

Processes Yalcott Parsons and Robert F. Bales, eds. (New 

York: The Free Press, 1945). 

51 Fred E. Fiedler, “A Contingency Model of Lead- 

ership Effectiveness” Advances in Experimental Psychol- 
ogy, Vol. 1, Leonard Berkowitz, ed. (New York: 

Academic Press, 1964); and Fred E. Fiedler, A Theory of 



Leadership Effectiveness (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967). 

52 Michael J. Strube and Joseph E. Garcia, “A Meta- 
Analytical Investigation of Fiedler’s Contingency 
Model of Leadership Effectiveness,” Psychological Bul- 
letin, 90 (September 1981), pp. 307-321. 

53 Victor H. Vroom and Paul W. Yetton, Leadership 
and Decision Making (Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of Pitts- 
burgh Press, 1973); and Victor H. Vroom and Arthur 
G. Jago, “On the Validity of the Vroom-Yetton Model,” 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 63 (April 1978), pp. 
151-162. 

54 Bernard M. Bass, et al., “Management Styles 
Associated with Organizational, Task, Personal, and 
Interpersonal Contingencies,” Journal of Applied Psy- 
chology, 60 (June 1975), pp. 720-729. 

55 George Graen and Steven Ginsburgh, “Job Resig- 
nation as a Function of Role Orientation and Leader 
Acceptance: A Longitudinal Investigation of Organiza- 
tional Assimilation,” Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance, 19 (June 1977), pp. 1-17. 

56 Harold H. Kelley, “The Process of Causal 
Attribution,” American Psychologist, 28 (February 1973), 
pp. 107-128. 

57 Edward E. Jones and Keith E. Davis, “From Acts 
to Dispositions,” in Advances in Experimental Social Psy- 
chology, Vol. 2, Leonard Berkowitz, ed.(New York: Aca- 

demic Press, 1965). 

58 Terrance R. Mitchell and Robert E. Wood, 
“Supervisors’ Responses to Subordinate Poor Perfor- 
mance: A Test of an Attributional Model,” Organiza- 

tional Behavior and Human Performance, 25 (February 
1980), pp. 123-138. 

59 Robert J. House, “A Path-Goal Theory of Lead- 
ership,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 16 (September 
1971), pp. 321-338. 

60 Stanley E. Weed, Terrance R. Mitchell, and 

William Moffitt, “Leadership Style, Subordinate’s Per- 
sonality, and Task Type as Predictors of Performance 
and Satisfaction With Supervision,” Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 61 (February 1976), pp. 58-66. 

6! Ricky N. Griffin, “Relationships Among Individ- 
ual, Task Design, and Leader Behavior Variables,” 

Academy of Management Journal, 23 (December 1980), 
pp- 665-683. 

PEOPLE IN PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS 145 

®2 Robert House and Mary Baetz, “Leadership: 
Some Empirical Generalizations and New Research 
Directions,” in Barry Staw, ed., Research in Organiza- 
tional Behavior, Vol. 1 (Greenwood, Conn.: JAI Press, 

1979), 

63 Arthur Jago, “Leadership: Perspectives in The- 
ory and Research,” Management Science, 28 (March 
1982), p. 315. 

64 See, for example, Floyd Mann, “Toward an 

Understanding of the Leadership Role in Formal 

Organizations,” in Leadership and Productivity, Robert 
Dubin, George Homans, Floyd Mann, and Delmar Mil- 

ler, eds. (San Francisco: Chandler, 1965); and Robert 

Katz, “Skills of an Effective Administration,” Harvard 
Business Review, 52 (September—October 1974), pp. 
90-102. 

65 Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social Psy- 
chology of Organizations (New York: John Wiley, 1966), 
and 2nd ed. (New York: John Wiley, 1978). 

66 Mann, “Toward an Understanding of the Lead- 
ership Role in Formal Organizations.” 

67 Rosemary Stewart, Choices for the Manager 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1982). 

68 John R. Schermerhorn, Jr., James G. Hunt, and 

Richard N. Osborn, Managing Organizational Behavior 
(New York: John Wiley, 1982). 

69 Examples of some of this literature include James 
MacGregor Burns, Leadership (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1978); Bernard Bass, Stodgill’s Handbook of Lead- 

ership (New York: The Free Press, 1981); Robert 
Dubin, “Metaphors of Leadership: An Overview” in 
Leadership: The Cutting Edge, James G. Hunt and Lars 
Larson, eds. (Carbondale, Ill.: Southern Illinois Uni- 

versity Press, 1977); and Henry Tosi, “Toward a Para- 

digm Shift in the Study of Leadership,” in Leadership: 

Beyond Establishment Views, James G. Hunt, Uma 
Sekaran, and Chester Schreisheim, eds.,(Carbondale, 
Ill.: Southern Illinois University Press, 1982). 

79 Robert House, “A 1976 Theory of Charismatic 
Leadership,” in Leadership: The Cutting Edge. 

71 Chemers, “The Social, Organizational, and 

Cultural Context of Effective Leadership,” p. 105. 



PART III Public Management 

CHAPTER 

6 

THE SYSTEMS APPROACH 
AND MANAGEMENT SCIENCE 

Public administration always has been con- 
cerned with the techniques of manage- 
ment—what Stephen Bailey has called 
“instrumental theory”! and what political 
scientists occasionally have referred to as the 
field’s predilection for “nuts and bolts.” Like 
any social science, public administration has 

its own corpus of methodologies, and since 
the late 1960s the field’s methods have 
developed in an increasingly separatist and 
unique way. 

There are reasons for this trend. One 
is that government has been in the fore- 
front of management science in recent 
years. Planning-Programming-Budgeting 
received much of its impetus during the 
early 1960s in the Defense Department 
under Robert McNamara. Computer-based 
information storage and retrieval systems 
have been at least partially developed with 
the concentrated sponsorship of the 
National Science Foundation. Systems anal- 
ysis and management science have been 
applied in new ways by the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration. Opera- 
tions Research and the Critical Path Method 
were originated largely as the result of inter- 
est displayed by the U.S. Navy. While the 
talents of business administrators, psycho- 

logists, and scientists have contributed sig- 
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nificantly to the development of new and 
more refined administrative techniques, 

public administrators have been a key ele- 
ment in their evolution. 

A second reason for this trend is that 
public administrationists are aware that the 
central methodologies of the “mother disci- 
pline,” political science, usually are irrele- 

vant to practicing government bureaucrats. 
True, some of the methodologies of political 

science have utility; an acquaintance with 
the rudiments of public opinion polling, for 
example, could be of some use. But it is dif- 

ficult to see what use a public administrator 
would have for such techniques as legislative 
roll call analysis, content analysis, or inter- 

national aggregate data analysis. 
An underlying thesis of this book is that 

an effective public administrator needs to 
learn the languages and symbols of other 
people. By this reasoning, a white admin- 
istrative analyst in the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission would be well 
advised to try to understand the languages, 
symbols, and cultures of blacks and His- 

panics if he or she wishes to be effective. 
Similarly, administrators in the Office of 

Education would benefit both their agency 
and themselves by learning the argot of 
education. 



Equality of opportunity and education 
are fairly particularistic examples, however. 

When we approach the interrelated topics 
of systems theory, management science, 
budgeting, public personnel administration, 
performance assessment, and public policy 
analysis, we are dealing with new languages 
and symbols that all public administrators 
would be well advised to learn. Not to learn 
them, or attempting to ignore them, ren- 
ders public administrators very vulnerable 
indeed. They can be placed in the unenvia- 
ble position of trying to hide their ignorance 
(and probably making fools of themselves in 
the process). They become victims of “snow 
jobs” and jargon by those who are more fac- 
ile in the idiom of the hour. To resurrect an 
old but nonetheless valid cliché, knowledge 
is power. It follows that, while an ability to 
synthesize and generalize always will be vital 
to public administrators, they can ill afford 

to permit administrative power to devolve to 
technical specialists by dint of their own 
ignorance of technologies, languages, and 
symbols. 

This is not to say that every public admin- 
istrator should be as fully steeped in Opera- 
tions Research, systems theory, statistical 
analysis, computer science, or whatever, as 

are the full-time professionals in those 
fields. But the public administrator should 
know at least some of the basics of these 
subjects so that he or she will be able to cut 
through the verbiage of technical analysis 
and recognize the underlying value choices 
that the jargon often obscures. Politics per- 
vades all endeavors, and to recognize the 
politics of expertise requires an understand- 
ing of the languages and the symbols of the 
experts. All too frequently public admin- 
istrators have hidden behind the phrase, 

“We can leave that to the engineers.” They 
can no longer afford to be so flippant, or if 

they are, then public administrators must 
accept the consequences of their having 
taken such a position: the social deficiencies 
that result when “engineering mentalities” 
are placed in positions of political power, 
the dangers of technocracy, the political dis- 
regard for human problems by a new man- 

THE SYSTEMS APPROACH AND MANAGEMENT SCIENCE 147 

agerial elite trained in science but not in 
social science, and—last but not least—the 
undermining of their own usefulness in the 
governmental hierarchy. 

The nuts-and-bolts techniques of public 
administration that we shall consider in Part 
MII are not only sophisticated but increas- 
ingly vital to the efficient and effective man- 
agement of the public sector. As society 
becomes more complex, so must the meth- 
ods used to regulate it also become more 
complex. Indeed, biological, neurological, 

and cybernetic theories support this conten- 
tion. Information theorist W. Ross Ashby’s 
“law of requisite variety” states that reg- 
ulatory mechanisms must equal in complex- 
ity the systems they are designed to control.” 
Thus, the growing sophistication of public 
administration’s traditional hands-on orien- 
tation is hardly surprising in view of the 
country’s growing social and technological 
variety. 

A consideration of the methodologies of 
public administration follows. The emphasis 
accorded systems theory, its permutations, 
and the emerging area of program evalua- 
tion in public administration is unusual but 
needed; it indicates the recent surge of 

intellectual effort by public administra- 
tionists to develop the tools they need to 
cope with the American social ecology. Bud- 
geting and public personnel administration 
also are included in this part. Budgeting is 
perhaps the most traditional administrative 
technique of the field, but treating public 
personnel administration as a methodology 
may strike some readers as novel. Yet, it 
really is a methodology, a technique, an area 
of professionalized expertise, and one 
unique to public administration. Finally, 
these methods have their own politics and 
values, and these facets shall be considered 

throughout the section. 

THE SYSTEMS IDEA 

A system is an entity in which everything 
relates to everything else. To put it another 
way, systems comprise components that 
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work together for the objectives of the 
whole, and the systems approach is merely a 
way of thinking about these components 
and their relationships. 

In an extraordinarily lucid essay on the 
topic, C. West Churchman has noted that 

the management scientist keeps in mind five 
basic considerations when he or she thinks 
about systems:° 

1. The total objectives of the system and, 
relatedly, the measures of performance of the 

system (in a government agency, the perfor- 
mance measure would be level of service per 
dollar of appropriation). 

2. The system’s environment—its fixed constraints 
(in the same example, the environment would 
consist of the clients served by the agency, leg- 
islative relations, relations with other agencies, 

and interest groups, among other factors). 

3. The system’s resources (the dollars and person- 
nel in the agency). 

4. The system’s components, and their activities, 
goals, and performance measures (those sub- 
systems that develop and deliver public pol- 
icies). 

5. The management of the system (the decision 
making that concerns the amount of resources 
to make available to each subsystem). 

Each of these concepts requires some 
hard, analytical thinking. Although, in one 
sense, the systems approach is simply com- 
mon sense made rigorous, successfully ana- 
lyzing a system is not always easy. 

Consider, for example, the first concept, 

that of objectives. As we noted in the pre- 
ceding part on organization theory, deter- 
mining the goals (or the rationality) of a 
system can become complicated. A person 
who proclaims his or her dedication to pub- 
lic service, for instance, yet seems to be 

found more often in private enterprise ear- 
ning money, represents a “system” with two 
different kinds of objectives. His or her 
stated, or official, objective is public service; 
his or her real, or operational, objective is ear- 
ning money. Measuring the performance of 
his or her operational goal would consist of 
counting how much money the person has 
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earned. Such, at least, is the way a manage- 

ment scientist would view the situation. 
In terms of public administration, one 

defines the system according to the problem 
that one wishes to resolve. Often this entails 
considerable coordination among and revi- 
sion of disparate systems that have been 
developed for other kinds of problems. Sen- 
ator Daniel P. Moynihan, when he was 

director of the President’s Urban Affairs 
Council, confronted this dilemma in trying 
to formulate welfare policies for the poor.* 
After considerable analysis, Moynihan and 
his advisers concluded that the “system” of 
welfare worked against its own objective— 
that of making the country’s deprived popu- 
lation less deprived. In fact, Moynihan 
believed that the War on Poverty, the Aid to 

Families with Dependent Children pro- 
gram, the Office of Economic Opportunity, 
and the entire “service-dispensing class” of 
welfare’s big bureaucracy worked far more 
beneficially for the middle class than for the 
lower class. The middle class received the 
jobs spawned by the numerous welfare pro- 
grams, while the lower class paid, at least in 

part, the salaries of the welfare bureaucrats 
with its income taxes. Moreover, the welfare 
programs stigmatized the recipients, in 
Moynihan’s opinion, by reducing their self- 
esteem, increasing their psychological and 
economic dependency on government, and 
encouraging (albeit unwittingly) an attitude 
of outright loathing toward welfare “bums” 
among lower-middle-class whites. Moyni- 
han concluded that a more disastrous piece 
of social engineering could not have been 
designed had one tried. 

To alleviate this situation, Moynihan, in 

effect, redefined the “system” of social 

deprivation in America. He did so by 
including the income tax as a newly recog- 
nized variable in the system and by redefin- 
ing poverty more as a matter of money and 
less as a matter of life style, which had been 
the usual emphasis of the welfare bureau- 
crats and social workers. By redefining 
America’s system of social deprivation to 
include these variables, Moynihan was able 



to see the problem in a new light. He pro- 
posed that the tax structure be so rigged as 
to provide every citizen with a minimum 
annual income. Partly as a result of his anal- 
ysis, those citizens with annual incomes 
under the so-called poverty line were 
exempted from paying any income tax 
whatsoever. Moynihan also proposed a com- 
plicated negative income tax (the Family 
Assistance Plan), which would have had the 
Internal Revenue Service supplementing 
the income of those citizens under the pov- 
erty line so that they would have a guaran- 
teed annual income. 

The negative income tax was a radical 
idea; the systems approach tends to come 
up with politically radical notions on occa- 
sion. A Yugoslav Marxist stated that, were 
the guaranteed annual income to be 
enacted, it might become the most impor- 
tant piece of social legislation in history. 
(Partly because of its radicalism, Moynihan’s 
Family Assistance Plan was defeated twice in 
the Senate, with the help of both parties). 

Nevertheless, the point stands that very 
new and fresh solutions to very old and dis- 
tressing problems can emerge as a result of 
analysis via the systems approach. More- 
over, the example also indicates that any sys- 

tem is inevitably embedded in some larger 
system. Thus, while a system may work 
superbly as a discrete entity, in terms of a 
larger system it may not work at all. This is a 
common problem, for instance, in com- 

puter-based information storage and 
retrieval systems. Occasionally, an informa- 
tion system, by the nature of its program- 

ming, will “define out” variables that can be 
of considerable importance to the organiza- 
tion as a larger system. This situation can 
produce severe organizational dysfunctions. 

This leads us to the Weltanschauung prob- 
lem. Weltanschauung is a German word 
meaning “world view,” or the underlying 
belief structure held by a person about how 
the world works and what makes it go. For 
example, Theory X and Theory Y represent 
two different, partial Weltanschauungen. 
Similarly, the personnel in the U.S. Depart- 
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ment of Commerce may have a different 
Weltanschauwung than the personnel in the 
Department of Labor. The advantage of the 
systems approach is that it forces us to for- 
mally delineate the differences and sim- 
ilarities between world views. To do this aids 
in rationalizing the means and ends in an 
organization. Goals are clarified, means are 
focused, and efficiency and effectiveness are 
improved. 

THE SYSTEMS DEBATE 

The idea of defining the parameters of a 
system and the notion of a Weltanschauung 
lie at the center of the larger debate about 
systems theory generally. While we have 
been discussing the systems approach from 
the viewpoint of the management scientist 
(who obviously favors it), there are other 

points of view and other kinds of analysts 
who question its utility—who, indeed, are 
concerned about its dangers. Churchman 
has categorized these analysts as efficiency 
experts (primarily the scientific manage- 
ment crowd we reviewed in Chapter 3), 

humanists, and antiplanners.° We shall con- 

sider their arguments in turn. 

The Efficiency Approach 

The crux of the notion behind efficiency 
is that there must be one best way to do a 
job. The words a job imply that the overrid- 
ing concern of the efficiency expert is to 
complete a subsystemic task with maximum 
efficiency, and such, in fact, is the case. 

The management scientist has no argu- 
ment with the time-motion expert as far as 
he or she goes. Conflict arises when what is 
good for the subsystem becomes bad for the 
total system. In other words, the manage- 
ment scientist has the broader perspective, 
and the limited rationale of the efficiency 
approach is frequently in direct contradic- 
tion with the more comprehensive ratio- 
nality of the systems approach. When the 
efficiency approach is favored over the sys- 
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tems approach under these circumstances, 
organizational dysfunctions can result. 

Consider Churchman’s example of the 
airport as a case in which the efficiency 
expert’s cost-reduction policy leads to an 
increase in the total cost of the system. The 
objective of the efficiency expert is to reduce 
“wastage” by keeping every piece of equip- 
ment in continual operation; to let an air- 

plane sit idle is “waste” in the efficiency 
expert's terms. Thus the time-motion 
expert will try to schedule an airplane take- 
off and landing every minute (assuming 
such scheduling would be safe) on each air- 
strip; such a schedule would maximize the 
efficient use of airstrips, airplanes, and air- 
port personnel. The subsystem that 
occupies the efficiency expert’s attention in 
this case is the schedule for airplane use of 
each airstrip. 

A problem exists beyond the vision of the 
time-motion expert, however, that will cause 
systemic inefficiency. The efficiency expert 
is assuming that planes are taking off and 
landing every minute, but in reality they are 
taking off and landing every minute on the 
average. It is this situation that concerns the 
management scientist. He or she realizes 
that wind conditions, differences in the 

engines of planes, and so forth cause certain 

delays and speedups, and that, therefore, 

airstrip idleness must be balanced against 
airplane idleness. In the management scien- 
tist’s view, the efficiency expert fails to note 
that one inefficiency in the system must be 
offset by another. Thus, the management 
scientist brings in probability theory and, by 
applying it to the airstrip/airplane mix, con- 
cludes that if the efficiency expert’s one- 
plane-per-minute recommendation were to 
be followed, the waiting line of airplanes on 
each airstrip eventually would increase with- 
out limit. Although the airstrip is being used 
“efficiently,” the waiting-time per plane 
grows increasingly inefficient. As a result, 
the management scientist might suggest the 
construction of a new airstrip, even though 

the existing one is not in use during certain 
times of the day. Probability theory indicates 
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that the efficiency of the total system would 
be improved by such an addition. 

The Humanist Approach 

It is the larger systemic outlook that dis- 
tinguishes the systems analyst, or manage- 
ment scientist, from the time-motion expert. 

With the humanist approach, we get the 
reverse effect. The humanist argues that it 
is the management scientist who is too nar- 
row in his or her definition of “the sys- 
tem”—or any system. At root of this dispute 
is a question of values. This normative 
aspect distinguishes this dispute from the 
fundamental difference between the man- 
agement scientist and the efficiency expert; 

in that case, the difference was one of sys- 

temic size, but both sides agreed that eco- 

nomic efficiency and effectiveness were the 
prime values. 

The humanist suggests that there is more 
to “life” (which is essentially the humanist’s 
“system”) than economics. He or she argues 
for human genius, triumph, despair, and all 

those uniquely human conditions that the 
system of life encompasses. These variables 
can never be included in the management 
scientist's system, and it is, therefore, 

incomplete. 
Robert Boguslaw has extended this argu- 

ment to warn us of the dangers that accom- 
pany the application of the systems 
approach to social problems. He states that 
the management scientists and the systems 
analysts are “the new utopians’—that is, 
they intend to create a theoretically “per- 
fect” world, but one that may define out 

human problems in the process. The new 
utopians are concerned with “people-sub- 
stitutes” that have neither “souls nor stom- 
achs.” Machines will limit human behavior; 

at best, the individual will become a con- 
ditioned, humanoid shell, molded by the 
use of economic and behavorial data, and 

designed to fit ever more tightly with the 
ever rationalizing system being perfected by 
the systems analysts who manage it.© To this 
the management scientist can but reply: “I 



have to analyze on the basis of data that I 
can use.” True, systems analysis works best 
when the data are quantifiable, measurable, 
or weighable, and this condition by itself 
renders economic (and, to a lesser degree, 
behavioral) questions important. Economic 
and behavioral data are more feasible to 
examine, analyze, and reshuffle than are the 

less measurable, more elusive humanistic 
values represented by Boguslaw. In this 
sense, the planner and management scien- 
tist ultimately are concerned with—and lim- 
ited by—what is feasible. It is not that the 
new utopians are necessarily antihumanist; 
rather, they cannot yet quantify those values 
that the humanist would like them to 
include as part of the system. When this is 
tried, the results can be somewhat pathetic. 
For example, a computer-based college 
search service once included “campus 
beauty” as a variable in finding “the right 
college for the right applicant.” Beauty, 
however, was determined by the number of 
trees per acre. That may be one person’s 
definition of beauty, but it is not necessarily 
everyone's. 

The Antiplanning Approach 

There are several variants of the anti- 
_ planning approach; they all represent an 
attitude of repugnance to the notions of 
both systems and analysis. In this aspect, the 
antiplanners differ from the efficiency 
experts and the humanists. The efficiency 
expert values both ideas of systems and 
analysis, but simply goes about it in a more 

|} limited way than the management scientist. 
The humanist also values the concepts of 
systems and analysis, but wants more varia- 
bles, usually nonquantifiable variables, 
included in the process. Not so the antiplan- 
ners, but at least they are easily identified. 
The most common variety is the experien- 
tialist. He or she believes that experience in 
the organization, combined with natural 

ability, native intelligence, and personal 
leadership, beats management science every 
time. This may be true occasionally, but it 
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would be a difficult contention to “prove” 
either way. There are examples in industry 
of “experienced” executives who climbed to 
the top of their corporations (which often 
were characterized by rigid seniority rules), 
only to reject newfangled management sci- 
ence techniques and lead their companies 
into bankruptcy. 

A somewhat more serious version of anti- 
planning is held by the skeptic. The skeptic 
is a relativist who asks if anything is really 
“true.” For instance, do Americans have a 

“better” quality of life now than fifty years 
ago, or vice versa? Is planning “better” than 
antiplanning? Both are worthy questions, 
but they also are sophomoric ones. While 
skepticism suggests good questions, it does 
not provide good answers. Perhaps in time 
answers will be found to these questions, but 
until that day skepticism does not go very 
far as an argument for (or against) plan- 
ning. 

Stull another proponent of antiplanning 
is the determinist. The determinist argues 
that any system is the result of various, often 

unidentifiable, social forces, and it therefore 

follows that decision makers in a system do 
not really make decisions at all, but merely 
ratify the inevitability of determinism as it 
affects their organization. Determinism 
relates to a number of concepts concerning 
decision making in public administration— 
e.g., satisficing, muddling through, dis- 
jointed incrementalism, intuitionism, non- 

decision making, and the “technostructure.” 

Basically these notions argue that systemic 
decision making is not a reality in public 
bureaucracies, and these notions attempt to 

describe the policy-making process as it 
“really” is; incremental, fragmented, unana- 

lytic, limited, and disjointed. 

From this viewpoint, however, deter- 

minism is a statement of fact, not an argu- 

ment against the systems approach. The 
determinist argument thus is not an argu- 
ment against planning (as are the experien- 
tial and skeptical arguments); rather, it 
merely asserts that the systems approach is 
not here yet. This, of course, may change 
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and, while it is a dubious proposition at best 

that human decision makers ever will 
become computers capable of measuring all 
systemic variables, it nonetheless is fair to 
state that many decision makers would like 
to become more analytical in their work. 

MANAGEMENT SCIENCE: 
THE PUBLIC EXPERIENCE 

Although the evolution of management sci- 
ence techniques has been largely associated 
with the business schools, public administra- 
tionists, as we noted, increasingly are adapt- 
ing and developing them to the needs of 
governments. As this process accelerates, 
governments, in turn, have begun adopting 
them. Although we tend to emphasize in 
this part the federal experience with certain 
techniques of management science, they 
clearly are making an impact at the local and 
state level as well; local governments in par- 

TABLE 6-1 

Municipalities, 1976 and 1982 

Technique 

ticular have made significant progress. In 
part, the burgeoning popularity among 
local managers over the techniques of man- 
agement science may have been motivated 
by a number of reports and studies issued 
(especially during the 1970s) on the need 
for more management science at the local 
level.” 

Data gathered by the International City 
Management Association indicate that local 
jurisdictions not only are adopting manage- 
ment science, but they are becoming 

increasingly sophisticated in making judg- 
ments about the utility of selected manage- 
ment science techniques in the public sector. 
Table 6-1 indicates the growth in use of 
selected management tools by municipalities 
from 1976 to 1982. These tools may be cate- 
gorized as falling under five general catego- 
ries: techniques focusing on resource and 
expenditure control, such as Program Bud- 
geting and Zero-Base Budgeting; tech- 
niques used to set broad-based goals and 

Reported Use of Selected Management Science Techniques by 

Percent Reporting Use 

Techniques for Resources and Expenditure Control 

Program, Zero-Base, or Target-Base Budgeting 

Techniques for Achieving Broad-Base Goals and Objectives 

Management by Objectives 

Techniques for Information Provision and Administrative 
Support 

Management Information Systems 
Performance Monitoring 

Techniques for Raising the Level of Efficiency and Effectiveness 

Productivity Improvement 

Techniques Designed to Assure Individual and Group 
Performance 

Management Incentive Program 

Productivity Bargaining 

1976 1982 

50% 77% 

4] 59 

42 67 
28 68 

43 67 

16 48 
10 2a 

Sources: As derived from: Rackham S. Fukuhara, “Productivity Improvement in Cities,” The 
Municipal Year Book, 1977 (Washington, D.C.: International City Management Association, 
1977), pp. 193-200 (for 1976 data); and Theodore H. Poister and Robert P. McGowan, “The 
Use of Management Tools in Municipal Government: A National Survey,” Public Administra- 
tion Review, 44 (May—June 1984), p. 218 (for 1982 data). 

Four hundred four cities are represented in the column for 1976, and 460 municipalities in 
the 1982 column. 



objectives, such as Management by Objec- 
tives; techniques involving the provision of 
information and administrative support 
functions, such as management information 
systems and performance monitoring sys- 
tems; techniques aimed at raising the level 

of efficiency and effectiveness, such as pro- 
ductivity improvement programs; and tech- 
niques that focus on assuring individual and 
group performance, such as incentive pro- 
grams and productivity bargaining. 

As Table 6-1 shows, many of the tech- 
niques sampled in the survey are reported 
to be in use by two thirds or more of the 
municipalities responding, and many have 
shown significantly higher levels of usage by 
cities over the six-year period. The study 
from which the table is derived found that 
population size (cities ranging in population 
from 25,000 to 1 million were surveyed), 
region, and form of government did not 
seem to make any difference as to whether a 
city was a heavy user of modern manage- 
ment science or not. Instead, each technique 
appears to be judged on its own merits and 
suitability, and some techniques are seen by 
the chief executives of the cities that use 
them as more effective and more easily 
implemented than others. Program Budget- 
ing, management information systems, 
Management by Objectives and productivity 
improvement programs are rated as the 
most effective among the _ techniques 
employed. Incentive systems and productiv- 
ity bargaining generally are considered to 
be the least effective. “In each case, striking 

associations between perceived effectiveness 
and pattern of implementation were found, 
with techniques applied in a city-wide basis 
receiving much more favorable ratings” 
than those that were applied only on a selec- 
tive basis, such as in a single department.® 

Management science techniques also are 
enjoying a growing acceptance among state 
administrators. Table 6-2 indicates the use 
of selected management science techniques 
among nearly 850 state administrators in 
ten states. (An effort has been made to make 
Table 6-2 comparable to Table 6-1, 
although the studies did not always use pre- 
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cisely the same categories.) Compared to 
local administrators, state administrators 
surpass municipal managers in their use of 
techniques for achieving broad-based goals 
and objectives, such as the use of Manage- 

ment by Objectives, but they lag behind 
local administrators in their use of tech- 
niques that are used for resource and 
expenditure control, information provision 
and administrative support, improving effi- 
ciency and effectiveness, and _ providing 
incentives for individual and group perfor- 
mance. 

State administrators who use the man- 
agement science techniques listed in Table 
6-2 say that they have garnered the most 
positive results from surveys of clients, man- 
agement information systems, Operations 

Research, professional training, program 
evaluations, job enlargement, the authority 
to reprogram funds, cost benefit analysis, 
performance indicators, Performance Eval- 
uation and Review Technique, productivity 
improvement programs, Management by 
Objectives, flextime, and career executive 

systems. Among the techniques that gar- 
nered the least positive results among state 
administrators were the elimination of civil 
service coverage for middle and upper 
administrators, Zero Base Budgeting, and 

users’ fees.? 
One can argue that neither local nor state 

public administrators have adopted man- 
agement science techniques to the extent 
that they should have but one should place 
the matter in perspective. One survey of the 
use of management science techniques by 
major corporations found that only 60 per- 
cent of management science projects had 
been “completely” or “mostly” implemented 
in the private sector.!° The data indicate, in 
other words, that there are real impedi- 

ments (although not necessarily insuperable 
ones) to the adoption of management sci- 
ence in both the private and public sectors. 
These include a shortage of time, inac- 
cessibility of data, the usual resistance to 

change, a response time—often necessitated 

by management science techniques—that 
take too long to meet management’s needs, 
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and a tendency to oversimplify managerial 
situations by relying solely on quantitative 
data.'! 

Nevertheless, management science tech- 
niques bring with them significant advan- 
tages to organizational decision making, 
including the ability to break down complex 
problems into smaller parts that can be 
more easily analyzed, the increased like- 
lihood of making better decisions because of 
the systematic thought enforced by the use 
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of management science techniques, and the 
ability to assess alternatives more clearly. 
But the limitations include frequent high 
costs, inapplicability to a number of prob- 
lems, poor data bases, and a tendency to 

divorce technique from reality. Manage- 
ment science is most effectively imple- 
mented when top management sponsors it, 
responsibility for the programs is clearly 
assigned, managers have already partici- 
pated in the implementation of manage- 

TABLE 6-2 Reported Use of Selected Management Science Techniques by Ten 

States, 1984 

Technique Percent Reporting Use 

Techniques for Resources and Expenditure Control 
Program Budgeting 41% 
Zero-Base Budgeting 46 
Inspector-General Units in Agencies 23 

Techniques for Achieving Broad-Based Goals and Objectives 
Management by Objectives 66 
Authority to Reprogram Funds 29 

Techniques for Information Provision and Administrative 
Support 

Management Information Systems 60 
Performance Evaluation and Review Technique | 
Peformance Indicators ir 

Techniques for Raising Level of Efficiency and Effectiveness 
Productivity Improvement Program 17 
Cost/Benefit Analysis 50 
Program Evaluation 72 
Surveys of Clients 37 
Operations Research 15 
Project Management 17 

Techniques Designed to Assure Individual and Group 
Performance 

Incentive Programs 
Performance Pay 8 
Career Executive Systems 20 
Less Civil Service Protection for Middle/Upper 
Managers 26 

Job Enlargement 30 
Evening/Saturday Hours 14 
Flextime 58 

Productivity Bargaining 3 
eee eee ee ee 

Source: As derived from: Richard C. Elling, “Of Bandwagons and Bandaids: A Comparative 
Assessment of the Utilization and Efficacy of Management Techniques in State Bureau- 
cracies” (Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Associa- 
tion, Washington, D.C., August-September 1984), Table 7. 

* Percentages are percentage of respondents indicating that a particular management science 
technique was used in their unit or affected their unit. The respondents were 847 middle-to- 
top-level state administrators in Arizona, California, Delaware, Indiana, Michigan, New York, 
South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, and Vermont. 



ment science techniques, the technical 

aspects of management science are not per- 

mitted to dominate decision making, data 

collection is done rapidly, and record keep- 
ing is accurate. ! 

MANAGEMENT SCIENCE: AN OVERVIEW 
OF SELECTED TECHNIQUES 

There is a variety of formats that can be 
used to sort out the various techniques of 
management science. In this section, we use 
our own method, but it is worth keeping in 
mind that all management science tech- 
niques rely on five basic steps: 

1. Diagnosis of the problem, including the identi- 
fication of the problem’s central parts and an 
assessment of whether the application of man- 
agement science techniques will justify the 
costs of applying them to the problem. 

2. Formulation of the problem, or the defining of 
the problem in operational terms, and the 

identification of those variables in the prob- 

lem that are subject to managerial control and 
those that are not. 

3. Model building, or the relating of major ele- 
ments of the problem to each other in terms 
of how the problem is diagnosed and defined. 

4. Analysis of the model, including the combination 
of resources and values that best meet the 
objectives of management. Often, both the 
model and the analysis portion of manage- 
ment science involve computer applications. 

5. Implementation of the findings provided by man- 
agement science; in other words, the manager 
must accept the findings of the specialists of 
management science techniques if these tech- 
niques are to be effective. It helps if line man- 
agers participate in the first four steps of man- 
agement science. One study found that the 
recommendations of management scientists 
were implemented four fifths of the time 
when managers participated in the develop- 
ment of the recommendations, and only two 
fifths of the time when the managers did not 
participate. ! 

Management science is often labeled 
Operations Research (OR); however, in this 

book, we place management science in a 
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somewhat broader perspective so that we 
may not only address Operations Research 
as a separate technique, but may discuss as 
well other methodologies that have been of 
particular utility to public administration. 
We consider these in turn. 

Operations Research 

E. S. Quade has observed that Operations 
Research (and, for that matter, the other 
techniques of management science) differs 
from systems analysis in that it focuses on 
“efficiency problems in which one can max- 
imize some ‘payoff function that clearly 
expresses what one is trying to accomplish,” 
rather than trying to clarify alternative pol- 
icy choices within the system as a whole.!* 
OR, in other words, comes into play only 
after value choices have been made. It is 
used to maximize systemic efficiency and 
effectiveness within the subsystems repre- 
sented by those choices. Our prior example 
of the optimal airstrip/airplane mix problem 
is also an example of how the management 
scientist would apply Operations Research, 
for OR relies on the use of probability the- 
ory, queuing techniques, and mathematical 

model building to allocate and_ utilize 
resources maximally within a designated 
subsystem. 

OR got its start and its name in England, 

primarily during the development of British 
radar in the late 1930s. Later OR was 
brought into the analysis of other kinds of 
war-related problems. In 1940, an early and 
elementary Operations Research analysis of 
British fighter plane losses over France per- 
suaded the English to make the significant 
decision not to send any more fighters to 
France. Soon OR was being applied by the 
Allies in the analysis of bombing runs and 
their effectiveness and in analysing how to 
boost the “kill ratios” in attacks on Nazi sub- 
marines. 

In the submarine analysis, it was simply a 

matter of applying rudimentary probability 
theory. The British were having considera- 
ble difficulty with German U-boats in the 
English Channel. Operations researchers 
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observed that the depth charges of British 
submarine hunters never exploded until 
they had sunk at least thirty-five feet below 
the surface. As Churchman has noted, 

“what is especially interesting about this 
story is that the scientists kept asking stupid 
questions” and in the process they recom- 
mended that the charges be set to go off 
closer to the surface. This was done, and the 

number of destroyed Nazi submarines in 
the English Channel rose significantly. 

Because of these kinds of successes on a 
variety of battlefronts, by 1945 there was no 
major Allied command without an OR 
group of one kind or another. Since World 
War II, OR has been applied to problems of 
bus scheduling, the U.S. Post Office, the 

Department of Defense, waste manage- 
ment, land use, urban planning, highway 
safety, education, agriculture, and even 

birth control. With the advent of computers 
possessing enormous analytical capacities, 
the uses and refinements of Operations 
Research have burgeoned, and its potential 
application to a variety of problems in pub- 
lic administration is almost limitless. 

OR is used most fruitfully in the solution 
of public administration problems that 
repeat themselves. Russell L. Ackoff and 
Patrick Rivett, while noting that there is no 
“one way’ to classify these kinds of manag- 
erial problems, nonetheless provide a useful 
guide. They state that OR may be applied to 
at least eight kinds of problems.!° 

1. Inventory, which involves problems of idle 

resources—most training problems, for exam- 
ple, can be viewed as inventory problems. 

2. Allocation, or finding the optimal mix of 
resources available, jobs to be done, and ways 

to do those jobs—most budget problems are 
problems of allocation. 

3. Queuing, which considers how to get people or 
material through a service facility in the fast- 
est, most efficient, and most effective way pos- 
sible—problems relating to bus stop schedul- 
ing are an example. 

4. Sequencing, which attempts to solve problems 
relating to performance in a queue—for 
example, minimizing the total time needed to 

THE SYSTEMS APPROACH AND MANAGEMENT SCIENCE 

service a priority group of clients waiting in a 
queue. 

5. Routing, or the effort to minimize the distance, 
time, or cost involved between points. “The 
traveling salesperson problem” is the classic 
expression of a routing dilemma, and the 
objective is to find the shortest, most efficient 
route for a salesperson to take between cities. 
It is a simply stated problem, but a difficult 
one to solve: while there are only six possible 
routes between four cities, for eleven cities 
there are 3,700,000 possible paths. 

6. Replacement, which is the attempt to minimize 

the costs of replacing items that degenerate or 
fail with the passage of time—such items may 
include everything from light bulbs to lathes 
to labor wastage. 

7. Competition, or the problems of maximizing 

returns for one decision maker in the face of 
rivalry from other decision makers—in terms 
of public administration, competitive prob- 
lems arise in the area of foreign policy. 

8. Search, which involves the optimal method for 
finding the opportunities and resources 
needed by a decision maker. OR has been 
used to routinize search procedures and 
reduce costs in auditing, geological explora- 
tions, and inspections, among other areas. 

Most OR problems involve mixes of these 
classifications, and operations researchers 
have developed or adapted a number of sta- 
tistical and computer techniques to solve 
them. Inventory problems, for instance, 

often employ the use of matrix algebra (in 
linear programming), the calculus of varia- 
tions (in dynamic programming), and com- 
puter-based simulations for their resolution. 
Mathematical programming also is used in 
the solution of allocation problems, notably 
linear, nonlinear, stochastic, parametric, 

and dynamic programming. Queuing prob- 
lems also require some sophisticated mathe- 
matics, particularly probability theory and 
the use of differential and integral equa- 
tions. Sequencing problems involve simula- 
tion, Performance Evaluation and Review 

Technique (PERT), and the Critical Path 
Method (CPM). Dynamic programming and 
relatively simple calculus often are used for 
replacement problems, and gaming is a 



favored type of simulation used in the anal- 
ysis of competitive problems. We shall con- 
sider PERT, CPM, simulation, and game 

theory in greater detail in this chapter 
because they have been used to a significant 
extent in the solution of public administra- 
tion problems. 

Before continuing this brief review of 
Operations Research, it is worth reempha- 

sizing that OR is “value-free.” That is, it can 

be and virtually has been used for any pur- 
pose. While mail deliveries have been 
speeded by OR, Sir C. P. Snow has observed 
that Sir Winston Churchill used Operations 
Research to optimize the effects of British 
bombing strikes on the civilian population 
of Germany.'® (Churchill wanted revenge. 
Fortunately for the German people, his 
operations researchers overestimated the 
effects of British bombing levels.) 

Similarly, operations researchers were 
asked to calculate the effects that the first 
“firestorm” bombs would have on Tokyo. 
(Unfortunately for the Japanese, and 
because the OR workers neglected to con- 
sider adequately the frailties of Japan’s 
wood-and-paper architecture among other 
variables, operations researchers underesti- 
mated the awesome destruction wrought.) 
Finally, “kill ratios,” “body counts,” “ 

” 66 over- 
kill,” and the other unsavory phrases of the 
more recent Vietnam conflict were derived 
from the concepts of Operations Research. 
Amorality is an inescapable facet of effi- 
ciency, and it is Operations Research that is 
used to maximize efficiency scientifically. 
Thus, it is useful to comprehend some of 

the overlapping techniques of OR and man- 
agement science in order to enhance our 
capability of perceiving the values that 
underlie the argot of administrative tech- 
niques. Path Analysis provides a_ useful 
example. 

Path Analysis 

There are several variations of Path 
Analysis. Performance Evaluation and 
Review Technique is one version that is 
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used to coordinate complex projects; 
another variant is the Decision Tree, which 

is used to clarify policy options. We consider 
both in turn. 

Performance Evaluation and Review 
Technique and the Critical Path Method. 
PERT, CPM, network analysis, or whatever 

it might be called, goes by many names, but 
essentially the same techniques are used 
regardless of title. PERT was developed in 
the late 1950s for the U.S. Navy by the 
Booz, Allen, and Hamilton consulting firm 

as a method of assuring that the incredibly 
complex task of constructing the first Polaris 
missiles and their nuclear submarines would 
be completed on schedule. PERT more than 
fulfilled expectations; the Polaris system was 

completed almost two years ahead of the 
scheduled target date. Since then, PERT has 
been and is used by a variety of government 
agencies (particularly the research-and- 
development oriented agencies) for a vari- 
ety of systems analysis and scheduling pur- 
poses. In fact, it has been reported that the 
Soviet government uses a variant of PERT 
for developing its five-year economic plans. 
All of our military services, the National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration, the 
Federal Aviation Agency, the Nuclear Reg- 
ulatory Commission, and the Office of Man- 

agement and Budget among others, had 
adopted PERT by the early 1960s. 

PERT is an effort to specify for the 
administrator how various parts of a par- 
ticular project interrelate, especially what 
parts of the project must be completed 
before the remaining parts of the project 
can be started. For instance, before we can 

open our front doors for a cocktail party, we 
first must have glasses and liquor. A PERT 
chart not only specifies and clarifies this 
sequence, but gives us the times in which 

each portion of the overall sequence must 
be finished in order to keep the whole pro- 
ject on schedule. In its most sophisticated 
(and computerized) form, a PERT chart can 
give the administrator the time and cost for 
each part of the project; it is simply a matter 
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On Efficiency in Public Administration 

Rudolph Hoess was a Nazi SS captain who, in his own words, 
“personally arranged the gassing of two million persons” during 
a two-and-a-half year period in the Auschwitz concentration 
camp. The following passage concerns Hoess’s feelings about 
being “a good German,” following orders, and being efficient in 
the execution of his duties. It illustrates that value-free 
management science can be used for any purpose. 

So, as Hoess himself has written, ‘‘by the 
will of the Reichsfuhrer SS, Auschwitz 
became the greatest human extermination 
center of all time.’” He considered that 
Himmler’s order was ‘extraordinary and 
monstrous.’”” Nevertheless, the reasons 
behind the extermination program seemed 
to him to be right. He had been given an 
order, and had to carry it out. ““Whether 
this mass extermination of Jews was neces- 
sary or not,” he writes, ‘“was something on 
which | could not allow myself to form an 
opinion, for | lacked the necessary breadth 
of view.’’ Hoess felt that if the Fuhrer him- 
self had given the order for the cold calcu- 
lated murder of millions of innocent men, 
women, and children then it was not for 
him to question its rightness. 

What Hitler or Himmler ordered was 
always right. After all, he wrote, ‘‘Demo- 
cratic England also has a basic national 
concept: ‘My country, right or wrong!’”’ 
and what is more, Hoess really considered 
that was a convincing explanation. More- 
over he thought it strange that ‘outsiders 
simply cannot understand that there was 
not a single SS officer who could disobey 
an order from the Reichsfuhrer SS.’”. . . 

His basic orders, issued in the name of 
the Fuhrer, were sacred. They brooked no 
consideration, no argument, no interpreta- 
tion... . it was not for nothing that during 
training the self-sacrifice of the Japanese for 
their country and their Emperor, who was 
also their god, was held up as a shining 

example to the SS.... Hoess’s own 
account of his misdeeds is not only remark- 
able for what he has described but also for 
the way in which he has written it. The 
Nazis, Hoess among them, were experts in 
the use of euphemisms and when it came to 
killing they never called a spade a spade. 
Special treatment, extermination, liquida- 
tion, elimination, resettlement, and final 
solution were all synonyms for murder, and 
Hoess has added another gem to the collec- 
tion, ‘‘the removal of racial-biological for- 
eign bodies.” ... 

Hoess was a very ordinary little man. He 
would never have been heard of by the 
general public had not fate decreed that he 
was to be, perhaps, the greatest execu- 
tioner of all time. Yet to read about it in his 
autobiography makes it all seem quite ordi- 
nary. He had a job to do and he carried it 
out efficiently. 

Although eventually he appears to have 
realized the enormity of what he did, he 
nevertheless took pride in doing it 
well... . 

Lord Russell of Liverpool, ‘Introduc- 
tion,” Commandant of Auschwitz: The 
Autobiography of Rudolf Hoess, translated 
from the German by Constantine Fitzgib- 
bon (New York: Popular Library, 1959), 
pp. 8-19. English translation copyright © 
ee by George Weidenfield and Nicolson 
Ltd. 
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of developing a formula of the cost per each 
time unit (¢.g., days, hours, whatever). 

Decision Trees. (he purpose of Perfor- 

mance Evaluation and Review Technique is 

one of project coordination. A variation of 
Path Analysis is less concerned with coordi- 
nation and focuses more on decision alter- 

natives. This kind of Path Analysis is called 
the Decision Tree, and it assigns numerical 

values to preferences and to the manager’s 

best judgments regarding the likelihood of 
certain events occurring in the future. 

Let us consider a hypothetical example. 

A city manager wishes to build a park. He or 

she has the option of building a large park 

or a small park. Critical in deciding what 

size of park should be built is his or her 

estimate of the probability that the park will 
be used a great deal or not very much. 

Just as Performance Evaluation and 
Review Technique ultimately rests on the 
average numerical value of some experts’ 
guesses about how long it might take or how 
much it might cost to complete some 

activity, the probabilities used in Decision 

Trees ultimately rest on the best guesses of 
experts about how many people a park 

TABLE 6-3 Decision Tree for a City Park 
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might serve, or the levels of productivity for 
any given project. Thus, for our park pro- 
ject, a city manager, after consulting with 
appropriate experts, might guess that a 
large park has a 60 percent probability of 
being used intensively, and a 40 percent 
probability of being used at relatively low 
levels. By contrast, the manager might guess 
that a small park would have a 30 percent 
chance of being used intensively, and a 90 
percent chance of being used infrequently 
by the public. 

These estimates would be displayed on a 
Decision Tree, as shown in Table 6-3. Note 

that the table also displays the costs of each 
decision and anticipated revenues that 
would result if the assumptions about usage 
were proven valid. Again, the anticipated 
revenues are based on best guesses by the 
manager, and these best guesses about reve- 
nues are then combined with the manager’s 
best guesses about prospective usage. Thus, 

if the manager built a large park that had a 
60 percent chance of being used intensively, 
the annual revenue yield derived from that 
park would be $90,000. If the large park 
were not used intensively, the yield would 
be $32,000 (z.2., $80,000 x .4 = $32,000). 

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 
Fiscal Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 

High Usage Annual Revenue Yield Annual Operating Net Yields (+) 
(probability = .6) Costs or Costs (—) 

Build a $150,000 x .6 = $ 90,000 

large park: +f 
$2 million $ 80,000 x .4 = $ 32,000 

Low usage 
(probability = .4) $112,000 $125,000 — $13,000 

High usage 
(probability = .! 

Build a $75,000 x .3 = $22,500 
small park: + 
$1 million $40,000 x .9 = $36,000 

Low usage 

(probability = .9) $58,500 $75,000 — $16,500 
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At this juncture, the city manager has 
done the following: 

The manager has estimated what it will cost to 
build a large park or a small park. 

The manager has further estimated the prob- 
ability of high or low usage for both a large 
park and a small park. 

A third estimate has been made about how 
much a small park and a large park will yield 
in the way of revenues, and these figures have 
been hedged, in effect, by marrying them up 
with the estimated probability of high or low 
usage for each size of park. 

A likely figure for annual revenues to be 
derived from each size of park has been 
arrived at by adding together the two esti- 
mates (the high usage estimate plus the low 
usage estimate) to obtain a figure that repre- 
sents the city manager’s best bet about what 
the annual revenues for the park will be. 

At this point, a fourth estimate is made by 
the city manager: what it will cost each year 
to maintain and run the park. The dif- 
ference between the estimated annual yield 
and the estimated annual cost becomes the 
net cost or yield for maintaining the park. 
In the case we have used, the city manager 
will recommend to the city council that a 
large park be built on the grounds that it 
would lose less money over time than a small 
park. 

Path Analysis: A Contextual Caveat. Both 
Performance Evaluation and Review Tech- 
nique and the Decision Tree are variations 
of Path Analysis that have utility for the 
administrator. But keep in mind that all the 
arithmetic we have reviewed rests on out-of- 
the-hat estimates—nothing more. While 
Path Analysis is a very valuable tool for clar- 
ifying interdependencies in the system and 
allocating resources accordingly, it nonethe- 
less rests On some person out in the field 
scratching his or her head and taking a shot 
at how much time it might take or how 
much it might cost to complete some 
activity. If the person in the field knows 
what he or she is doing, then those 
optimistic, most likely, and pessimistic esti- 

mates may be superbly accurate. But if the 

person does not know what he or she is 
doing and must rely on guesstimates, no 
amount of algebra is going to help. 

While Path Analysis may succeed in mak- 
ing those initial estimates look very impres- 
sive and scientific to the uninitiated, all the 

projections of Path Analysis go back to some 
people making guesses. At best, those 
guesses may be educated and based on 
experience; at worst, they may be fabricated 
from thin air. While Path Analysis can be 
extremely useful to the public admin- 
istrator, its foundation of guesswork should 
never be obscured by its superstructure of 
techniques. 

Simulations and Games 

Another aspect of systems theory and 
management science involves simulations 
and games. Both are models of variables 
and their behavior in the system, and like 
Path Analysis they attempt to clarify for the 
decision maker how the system works by 
abstracting and simplifying it. 

From War Games to Management 
Games. Modern simulations and games got 
their start in the early war games—chess 
may have been such a war game.!7 

The first true war game was originated in 
1798 in the German state of Schleswig, and 

during the course of the following century 
two forms of the Neue Kniegspiel (as the game 
was called) evolved: the rigid and free. Both 
versions became popular in the Prussian 
military academies and had spread to the 
rest of Europe and to West Point by the end 
of the nineteenth century. 

By World War II, all the major interna- 

tional powers were playing war games, and 
Japan and Germany were becoming 
especially adept. At the Total War Research 
Institute and Naval War College of Imperial 
Japan, Japan’s future actions from 1941 to 
1943 were gamed during a period of days. 
Roles were played by members of the mili- 
tary and government elite, and represented 
the Italo-German Axis, the Soviet Union, 



the United States, England, and various 

eastern powers including Japan, which, it is 
interesting to note, was played as a fragile 
coalition of military, government and indus- 

trial interests. Japan’s military groups 
proved more aggressive than the others in 
this game, winning most of the internal dis- 
putes, and plans for controlling Japan’s con- 
sumer goods in wartime were developed 
during the course of the games that were 
identical to those actually put into effect in 
Japan on December 8, 1941. Similarly, prior 
to Hitler’s ascension to chancellor in 1933, 
the German Reichswehr gamed Germany’s 
future relations with Poland, which was of 
grave concern to the Germans since their 
military strength was limited to 100,000 

troops by the Versailles Treaty. Previously, 
in 1929, Erich von Manstein (later General 
von Manstein) proposed that the standard 
war game be expanded to include a political 
game. The inventiveness of the player rep- 
resenting Poland in alleging German 
provocations dumbfounded the player rep- 
resenting the German Foreign Ministry, 
while the procrastination of the League of 
Nations in coming to Germany’s diplomatic 
defense also was gloomily enlightening. 

By the 1950s similar games and simula- 
tions were being played in the Soviet For- 
eign Office and the U.S. Air Force’s RAND 
Corporation. The U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff 
now have a Joint War Games Agency which 
has developed TEMPER, for “Tech- 

nological, Economic, Military, and Political 

Evaluation Routine,” indicating the broad- 
ened scope of the historic Neue Kriegspiel. 

More recently, the use of games and 

simulations has been extended to a diversity 
of new fields. Herbert A. Simon and 
Richard C. Snyder have used it to refine 
decision-making theory.!® The American 
Management Association developed the 
first popular management game in 1956 
after some of its members discovered the 
use of gaming at the Naval War College, 

and a number of private corporations since 
have developed their own __ variants. 
Sociology, economics, political science, edu- 
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cation, psychology, law, and anthropology 
also have developed simulations. 

Public administration has been using sim- 
ulations peripherally for a number of years. 
The field of organization development 
(described in Chapter 3), in fact, relies on 
the use of person-to-person simulations and 
games in a major way as a means of “democ- 
ratizing” and “opening up” organizations. 
But public administration’s direct use of 
simulations and games has been fairly 
recent, although they now are a standard 
feature at the national conferences of the 
American Society for Public Administra- 
tion. Such games have included the “Health 
Game,” involving role-playing the field of 
providing health services, and “’'m OK— 

You’re OK,” which approaches bureaucratic 
problem-solving through transactional anal- 
ysis. 

As we have observed, simulations and 
games are the playing out of scenarios and 
involve abstraction, simplification, and sub- 

stitution; their advantages are economy, the 

clarification of the phenomena being simu- 
lated, reproducibility, and safety. Beyond 
these features, simulations and games can 
be categorized according to three distinct 
types: simple two-person games, computer 
games, and person-machine games. Each of 
these games has its own kind of usefulness, 
although, as we shall see, person-machine 
games would appear to combine and add to 
the best of both worlds. 

Two-Person Games. Two-person games 
grew out of social science research in small 
group theory. As an area of study, small 
group theory has had a notable impact on 
public administration, and many of its prop- 

ositions have been used by organization the- 
orists in human relations and organization 
development. 

Perhaps the most formal and mathe- 
matical statement of “the games people 
play” in small groups is the two-person 
game as developed by Anatol Rapoport.!9 
Two-person games may be either “zero- 
sum” (one person may win only at the 
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expense of the other) or “non-zero-sum” 
(both players win or both players lose). This 
is not quite so simple as it may sound, 
however, because there are a variety of 
mixes in terms of relative costs and benefits 
that are possible, and calculating the max- 

imum win and minimum loss per player 
often requires the use of some fairly sophis- 
ticated mathematics. Thus, we hear such 

terms used in game theory as “maximin” or 
“minimax” (which mean the same thing) to 
denote these kinds of strategic thinking. As 
Sam Spade put it in The Maltese Falcon, 
“That’s the trick, from my side. . . to make 
my play strong enough so that it ties you up, 
but yet not make you mad enough to bump 
me off against your better judgment.” 

Prisoner’s Dilemma. The classic example 
often used to illustrate how this works is 
provided by “the prisoner’s dilemma,” 

which can be seen as either a zero-sum or 
non-zero-sum two-person game. A_pros- 
ecutor is convinced that two prisoners are 
partners in a crime, but cannot prove the 
guilt of either one on the basis of the exist- 
ing evidence and needs a confession of their 
mutual complicity. To get it, the prosecutor 
separates the prisoners and points out to 
each of them individually that they may con- 
fess or deny the crime. If neither prisoner 
confesses, both will be booked on some 
minor charge. If both prisoners confess, the 
prosecutor will recommend a lighter sen- 
tence. If one prisoner confesses and the 
other does not, the confessor will be freed 

for turning state’s evidence, while the other 
will be prosecuted to the full extent that the 
law allows. 

Thus, each prisoner can get a maximum 
payoff by double-crossing his or her part- 
ner—i.e., by confessing—but only if the 
other prisoner does not also confess; this 

would be a zero-sum game, or one player 
winning at the expense of the other. But if 
both prisoners should elect to double-cross, 

both lose—hence, a non-zero-sum game. If 
both stand fast (7.e¢., if they have adequate 
faith in one another to cooperate with each 
other), then both win something, but each 
wins less than if he or she had been the only 
double-crosser. This, too, is a non-zero-sum 

game. The prisoner’s dilemma can be illus- 
trated more formally by the payoff matrix 
posited in Table 6-4. 

The sub-a’s and sub-b’s next to each 
number in the matrix represent the payoff 
(or lack of it) to Prisoner A and Prisoner B, 
respectively. Each number stands for years 
in prison that the prisoner must face for 
each alternative. For example, if Prisoner A 

confessed everything and Prisoner B denied 
everything, then Prisoner A would get off 
scot-free and Prisoner B would get the book 
thrown at him or her, as Quandrant III 
indicates. Conversely, if both prisoners con- 
fessed everything, each would get five years 
(Quadrant IV), and if both denied every- 
thing, each would get only two years (Quad- 
rant I). 

The Payoff Matrix. We can understand 
how the payoff matrix of prisoner’s 
dilemma becomes useful to practicing pub- 
lic administrators when we cast it into rela- 
tively everyday circumstances. Table 6-5 
indicates how a payoff matrix would be used 
in a more normal situation of public man- 

TABLE 6-4 The Payoff Matrix of Prisoner’s Dilemma 
TT —_ eeraowaSeShn———— 

PRISONER B 

Deny Everything Confess Everything 
————-Oe ea 

Deny I II 
Everything 2a 2b 10a Ob 

PRISONER A 

Confess Ill IV 
Everything Oa 10b 5a 5b a EEE 



agement, Instead of positing the dilemmas 
of Prisoner A and Prisoner B, we use the 
concepts of choice and possible outcomes. 

Once again, imagine that a city was con- 
sidering building a park, and that the city 
had the choice of building a large park or a 
small park. ‘The city manager, after inves- 
ligating the possibilities, would want to 
array his or her choices regarding a large or 
a small park, and match them with the pos- 
sibilities of how frequently the park would 
be used, how much income the city could 
derive from users’ fees, and how much it 
would cost to maintain the park. For exam- 
ple, if a city built a small park that was used 
frequently by many people, the users would 
be unhappy, the users’ fees derived from 
the park would be low, but then the cost of 

maintaining the park presumably would be 
low as well. On the other hand, if a small 

park were used infrequently, its users would 
presumably be happy and the cost would 
remain low, but the income from users’ fees 
also would remain low. With a large park 
and low usage, the users are pleased with 
the park, but costs are high and income 
derived from the park is low. However, with 
high usage of a large park, the users are 
reasonably contented, and income is high, 
offsetting high maintenance costs. 

Table 6-5 shows these possibilities graph- 
ically. It is this kind of clarification that 
game theory has provided the practicing 
public administrator. 

N-Person Games. Game theory grows 
more sophisticated when we talk about 
“non-zero-sum, n-person games’—that is, 

life. With more than two people, the pos- 

THE SYSTEMS APPROACH AND MANAGEMENT SCIENCE 163 

sibility of coalitions, deals, and bargains 

emerges, and our matrix waxes infinitely 
more complex. W. H. Riker*° has done 

some of the theoretical work in this area, but 
Anthony Downs has considered the pos- 

sibilities of non-zero-sum, n-person games 
in terms of organizations and in largely non- 

quantitative language. Downs brings in the 
“size principle” and contrasts it with the 
“information effect.” The size principle 
refers to the desirability of the leader of a 
coalition acquiring only the bare majority 
needed to win. Such a coalition is optimal, 

because any members beyond those needed 
for a winning majority simply make the 
coalition less easily controlled; thus, the 

notion arises of “minimum winning coali- 

tion.” The information effect relates to the 
need for “padding”; that is since informa- 

tion is distorted in organizations, the coali- 

tion leader can never be sure that his or her 

coalition will be big enough to win, so the 
leader accepts the control of adding mem- 

bers to his or her coalition for the sake of 

assuring victory.*! 
These ways of thinking play a large role 

in the newly resurgent field of political 
economy, or public choice. Political econo- 

mists ask, how do we measure what the pol- 

ity wants? How do we determine what 

choice is in the public interest? How do we 

measure that choice and its alternatives? In 

this perspective, public policymaking can be 
viewed as a theory of games, just as the 
choices that the individual makes in terms of 

an organization may be seen as an array of 
zero-sum and non-zero-sum options. Public 
choice is considered in more detail in Chap- 

ter 10. 

TABLE 6-5 A Payoff Matrix in Public Administration 

POSSIBLE OUTCOMES 

Low Usage 

+ Large Happy park users; ( 

a Park 

I 

low income; high costs. 

High Usage 

Happy park users; 
high income; high costs. 

Small Happy park users; E 
$>\ "Fak low income; low costs. 

Unhappy park users; 
low income; low costs. 
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In the last two paragraphs, we have been 
digressing from our original two-person 
game, and instead have been considering 
more complicated situations. This is easy to 
do because the two-person game does not 
take us very far when it comes to developing 
theoretical models that pertain to real life. 
In other words, the chief disadvantage of 
the simple two-person game is just that—it is 
too simple; it cannot handle more than one 
or two propositions at once. 

Computer Games. To simulate more com- 
plex models of society and organizations 
requires the enormous analytical capacities 
of the computer. Computer simulations 
often are used in connection with the prob- 
lems and techniques associated with Opera- 
tions Research. Instead of working with 
problems of human behavior and person- 
ality, computer games deal with the opera- 
tion of large and complicated systems. 
Occasionally, the formal theorems of game 
theory are programmed on a computer, 
such as in considering foreign policy ques- 
tions: If the United States does this, will the 
Common Market do that? Obviously, the 

notions of zero-sum and non-zero-sum 
games play a significant role in such com- 
puter simulations. 

Two-person games and computer games 
both have their uses. A two-person game 
has the great advantage of dealing directly 
with real life situations. Although there are 
elements of artificiality in the laboratory 
approach to people, the techniques of sen- 
sitivity training, T-groups, and role-playing 
nonetheless are more likely to evoke real 
emotions and responses from players simply 
because they deal with real people. In this 
sense, the simulation—the model—gains in 
accuracy and predictive power. 

Unfortunately, human-to-human games 

cannot cope with very complicated models. 
They cannot consider the nonhuman varia- 
bles extant in any administrative system, 
such as office rules or an unanticipated 
urban riot. A computer simulation, how- 
ever, can. The “traveling sales represen- 

tative” simulation, for example, can tell us 
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that there are 3,700,000 different ways to 

travel among eleven cities and the charac- 
teristics of each of them. These variables are 
too rich to be included within the limited 
theoretical confines of a simple person-to- 
person game. On the other hand, a com- 
puter simulation cannot tell us with very 
much accuracy just how human beings 
would react to such data—or, more impor- 
tant, how human and nonhuman variables 

would interact in the total system. Since all 
administrative systems include both kinds of 
components, the ability to model their inter- 
actions becomes a critical task for simula- 
tions, and it is for this task that person- 

machine games have been designed. Per- 
son-machine games represent an attempt to 
combine the best features of human-based 
and machine-based games. 

Person-Machine Games. An example of 
person-machine game is provided by the 
American air defense system. In refining 
this system, a person-machine game was 

used that simulated both the hardware com- 
plex (i.e., radar, interceptor planes, com- 
munications, and so forth) and a team 
whose mission it was to decide whether or 
not to launch the interceptors on the basis of 
receiving and judging incoming signals 
under a variety of conditions. As a result of 
this simulation, the optimal conditions for 
the correct player response were discerned, 
and some of the hardware was modified. 

Person-machine games also have been 
used for sensitizing public policymakers to 
their administrative environments. The 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology has, 
since 1959, conducted such games for high- 

ranking officials in the Departments of 
Defense and State, and a person-machine 
game has been developed at the University 
of North Carolina for training Peace Corp 
volunteers. 

In sum, simulations and games are a 
technique of management science (as well as 
of social science) that can be used to clarify 
the interrelationships of variables in an 
administrative system and to expand the 
awareness of administrators in that system. 



In this orientation, simulations and games 
relate to and overlap with the other variants 
of the systems approach and management 
science. 

Management Science: Some Less 
Numerate (and More Literate) 
Techniques 

We have reviewed several of the more 
significant methods of management science, 
but there are other methods of manage- 
ment science that are less quantitative in 
their approaches. These include Delphi 
exercises, scenarios, and the simple use of 

written guidelines.?* 

Delphi Exercises. Of particular interest 
among the nonquantitative techniques used 
in public administration is the Delphi exer- 
cise. The Delphi exercise relies on two kinds 
of sources of information: representative 
citizens and recognized experts. Originally, 
the Delphi exercise was used as a means of 
forecasting future events and difficulties, 
and it is receiving increasingly widespread 
use among public jurisdictions as a method 
of anticipating potential future problems in 
specific areas of the public interest. Often it 
is used by city governments, for example, to 
forecast future problems that might affect 
comprehensive urban planning. 

The technique of the Delphi exercise is to 
send out series of questionnaires to both 
representative citizen groups and experts in 
a particular field. With each succeeding 
wave of questionnaires (usually about three 
series are sent), the questionnaire itself is 

revised and refined to the point that pol- 
icymakers can pinpoint prospective future 
problems and difficulties that will have to be 
confronted by relevant government policy 
makers. The basic idea is to reconcile the 
opinions of knowledgeable experts with the 
feelings of the public. Typically, these ques- 
tionnaires are answered anonymously and 
evaluated equally, so that organized interest 
groups or strong-willed individuals cannot 
dominate the responses. 
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Scenario Writing. Scenarios received 
much of their initial impetus from the 
Department of Defense in projecting the 
possible outcomes of various battlefield 
strategies. They are, in many respects, an 
informal version of Operations Research in 
that they systematically consider various 
kinds of philosophic, technological, social, 
political, economic, and physical factors, 

and then, by altering the original assump- 
tions about each of those factors, attempt to 
predict possible outcomes. 

The advantage of scenarios is that they 
pressure policymakers into thinking com- 
prehensively and systematically about their 
assumptions (assuming that they have any) 
about the future. Among the more obvious 
areas that are relevant to scenario writing in 
public administration are transportation, 
finance, and housing. 

Written Guidelines. Finally, one of the 
more obvious but often overlooked manage- 
ment techniques of a nonquantitative 
nature is written guidelines. The larger the 
government becomes, the more important it 
is that staff and other administrators 
charged with the gathering of information 
collect and present data in comparable ways 
so that policymakers may view the system 
and its component parts in a consistent 
manner. 

For example, written guidelines can be 
applied to any kind of staff report for- 
warded to policymakers. Typically, these 
reports would be broken down into two 
parts: a preliminary analysis of the problem, 
and an evaluation of the problem, including 
recommendations. ‘The preliminary analysis 
would include problem identification; a 
description of the problem, including the 
current situation and the history of events 
leading up to it; a scope of analysis, includ- 
ing financial, legal, organizational, and 
administrative questions; an assembly of 
facts, again including financial, legal, organ- 
izational, and administrative questions; the 
assumptions used by the person gathering 
the data; and alternative solutions and their 

consequences. The evaluation section of the 
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report would address such issues as public 
relations, or those groups and individuals 

affected by the problem, and alternative 
solutions to the problem; those groups of 
officials or individuals who are affected; 
press relations; alternative courses of action; 
and the action recommended. 

THE COMPUTER: A NEW DAWN 
IN PUBLIC MANAGEMENT? 

An important component of virtually all the 
techniques of management science is elec- 
tronic data processing (EDP), also known as 
automatic data processing (ADP)—in short, 
the computer. 

Computers and Governments 

It is often forgotten that electronic data 
processing originated in the public sector. A 
Census Bureau employee named Herman 
Hollerith invented a punch card and tabula- 
tion machine for use in the 1890 census. 
Today, the federal government owns more 

than 100,000 microcomputers, at least 

16,000 general purpose computers, leases 
more than 1,500 more, and employs more 
than 200,000 full-time computer science 

personnel to run them. It is anticipated that 
by the end of the 1980s the federal govern- 
ment will be spending more than $28 billion 
on its electronic data processing systems.?% 

To assure improved coordination among 
computer systems, Congress in 1980 passed 
the Paperwork Reduction Act, which autho- 
rized the General Services Administration 
to oversee the purchasing of the federal 
government’s data processing and telecom- 
munication equipment. The act empowered 
the National Bureau of Standards in the 
Department of Commerce to provide tech- 
nical advice, created the Office of Informa- 

tion and Regulatory Affairs in the Office of 
Management and Budget to coordinate 
information management, and _ required 

each agency to designate an official to be 
responsible for information management 

and computer science. More recently, the 
General Services Administration has cre- 
ated an Office of Software, in an attempt to 
get all federal agencies to use compatible 
data bases. 

Computers also have made themselves 
felt among the grass-roots governments. By 
the mid-1970s, at least 90 percent of cities 

and counties and all of the states were using 
computers in a systematic way.*4 Most of the 
local uses of computers revolve around the 
areas of finance, utilities, services, personnel 

records, administration office support, and 
law enforcement.?° 

Only 3 percent of American cities and 
counties do not have some sort of computer 
support. Eighty-eight percent have their 
own in-house computer system, as opposed 
to having a joint use arrangement with 
other governments or privatizing their com- 
puter services.2© Ninety-six percent of local 
governments use at least one central system; 
73 percent employ microcomputers; 77 per- 
cent have used some sort of computer for 
five or more years; more than two thirds 
have a technical staff dedicated solely to 
computing; 57 percent of local governments 
have a separate data processing depart- 
ment; and, on the average, the data process- 
ing budget as a percentage of the total 
operating budget of local governments is 
only slightly more than | percent.?7 

Microcomputers clearly are the rage 
among America’s local governments. In 
1982 only 18 percent of local governments 
(and even a smaller percentage of small 
local governments) used microcomputers. 
Three years later, this proportion had rock- 
eted to about 84 percent.?® Fifty percent of 
local government managers are very satis- 
fied with their central computer systems and 
41 percent are very satisfied with their 
microcomputer systems.?9 Indeed, only 
about 5 percent of local government manag- 
ers are dissatisfied with their systems.°° City 
and county administrators believe that their 
biggest problems with both central and 
microcomputer systems center on the 
acquisition of experienced and competent 
technical staff and effective training prob- 



lems; problems relating to hardware and 

software are not seen as major difficulties.3! 

From Data to Decisions 

Increasingly, the literature distinguishes 
between two basic types of information sys- 
tems in public management. The first is the 
management information system (or MIS), 

which is “an interconnected set of pro- 
cedures and mechanisms for data accumula- 
tion storage and retrieval, which is designed 
to convert organizational data into informa- 
tion appropriate for managerial decision 
making.”S? Generally, a management infor- 
mation system summarizes data on such 
items as population, facilities, salaries, ser- 
vices provided, inventories, and employees. 

It provides these data on demand to manag- 
ers. By contrast, a decision support system 
(DSS) is “an interactive computer based sys- 
tem that is structured around analytic deci- 
sion models on a specialized management 
data base directly accessible to managers, 
that can be used to assist management at all 
levels of an organization with decisions 
about unstructured and nonroutinized prob- 
lems.”35 

The key distinction between a manage- 
ment information system and a decision 
support system is that the management 
information system is merely a data base to 
be used by managers, while a decision sup- 
port system provides decision-making 
assistance for unstructured problems and 
the incorporation of modeling techniques 
that are directly accessible to the decision 
maker. In other words, a decision support 
system can be designed to assist in “what if” 
kinds of inquiry, such as projecting possible 
increases in transit costs. 

Clearly, public agencies are moving 
increasingly toward the supplementation of 
management information systems with deci- 
sion support systems. A survey of state 
agencies in Colorado found that 57 percent 
of the agencies indicated that they had a 
decision support system in place. In most 
cases, decision support systems are used pri- 
marily by middle managers, and most of 
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these administrators were quite pleased with 
the usefulness provided by decision support 
systems.°* More innovative governments 
have combined both types of information 
systems and used them to deliver services 
more effectively and efficiently. Wichita 
Falls, Texas, for example, has aggregated 
and stored data for purposes of equalizing 
property taxes, and it has automated its pur- 
chase order processing through the applica- 
tion of computer techniques borrowed from 
both types of systems.?° Fort Lauderdale, 
Florida, by borrowing the Census Bureau’s 

geographic data and combining it with its 
own management information system, was 

able to equalize crew work loads and ensure 
more efficient refuse service in its sanitation 
department.°© Tulsa, Oklahoma, created 
the Tulsa Regional Automated Criminal 
Information System, which allows police 

officers to call in to headquarters on a 
twenty-four-hour-a-day basis to collect in- 
formation on a Car, a person, a stolen vehi- 

cle, a current warrant, or an arrest record.?7 
These examples indicate the several uses 

to which computers may be put in the public 
sector. Kenneth Kraemer and his colleagues 
have categorized these uses on a scale rang- 
ing from basic to sophisticated.® At the bot- 
tom of Kraemer’s pyramid of governmental 
uses of computers is the performance of 
routine and repetitive administrative tasks, 
such as payroll calculations and licensing 
chores. Here is where management infor- 
mation systems are all that is needed. At a 
higher level of sophistication is the use of 
computers for planning and control of 
internal management operations, such as 
scheduling, allocating, and monitoring traf- 
fic control and emergency vehicles. In this 
usage, there is an emphasis on rapid 
response capability. At the top of the pyra- 
mid is the use of computers for strategic 
planning and scheduling, involving such 

techniques as Performance Evaluation and 
Review Technique, which we covered ear- 
lier in this chapter; decision support systems 
also come into play at this level. 

The organizational and human implica- 
tions of EDP, the systems approach, and 
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management science run much deeper, and 

“The Computer” symbolizes the threat of 
these techniques for many people. The con- 
cluding portion of this chapter will consider 
some of the ramifications of technology for 
organizations and decision making. 

TECHNOLOGY, THE PUBLIC 
BUREAUCRACY, AND THE PUBLIC 

Herbert A. Simon has observed that popu- 
lar views on the implications of computers 
and automation for human beings can be 
classified according to “economic” and 
“technological” dimensions, and by “con- 
servative” and “radical” interpretations.°9 
These are shown in Table 6-6. 

Simon considers himself to be a tech- 
nological radical and an economic con- 
servative in his perceptions of computers 
and automation; that is, he foresees 

employment patterns similar to today’s, and 
computers taking over the more mundane 
activities of humanity—in short, the best of 
both worlds. In this view, Simon argues that 

the computer will free people from the dis- 
piriting and deadly routine chores that have 
burdened bureaucracies for too long, and 
computers will release the energies of 
human beings in the direction of more 
fulfilling enterprises. Notably, people no 
longer will have to be clerks and assembly 
line workers; instead they can work in jobs 
involving face-to-face, human-to-human 
interaction. In Simon’s view this will be a far 
more gratifying experience than is possible 
in the unautomated present. Already, in 
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fact, computers (in the form of manage- 

ment information systems, noted earlier) 
have taken over the solving of “well-struc- 
tured problems” (such as sending and col- 
lecting telephone bills). Computers are 
rapidly usurping “ill-structured problems” 
(in the form of decision support systems), 
and they are slowly developing heuristic 
problem-solving techniques for application 
to supervisory duties. 

Moreover, Simon contends, the fears of a 

“technocracy” (a ruling class possessing the 
skills demanded by a_ technologically 
advanced society) developing along with the 
expansion of computers are unfounded. As 
a technological radical, Simon argues that 

computers can be programmed to program 
themselves, thus preventing programmers 
and mathematicians from evolving into a 
powerful elite. He contends that as automa- 
tion progresses, maintenance problems 

decrease. 
Similarly, full employment should ac- 

company automation; and as an argument 
Simon offers an analogy: The horse disap- 
peared because of automation (in the form 
of the automobile), but human beings did 
not; the horse corresponds to the machine, 
but humanity does not. Thus, technology 
will increase real wages and capital per 
worker. In brief, Simon urges that we recog- 
nize the enormous significance of the com- 
puter in forming human kind’s image of 
itself. Galileo and Copernicus showed us 
that human beings are not at the center of 
the universe; Darwin enlightened us with 
the knowledge that humanity is not created 
by God, not especially endowed with soul 

TABLE 6-6 Views on the Human Implications of Computers and Automation 

Economic Technological 
Dimension Dimension 

Radical — A “glut” of goods, widespread Computers can do anything that 
Perceptions unemployment, the rise of a human beings can do, 

technocracy. including thinking. 
Conservative Rising production, full Computers can do only what 

Perceptions employment, with human beings program them 
employment patterns similar 
to today’s. 

to do. 

ee oe ee 



and reason; Freud demonstrated that the 
individual person is not completely rational; 
and the computer will yield us the insight 
that the human race is not uniquely capable 
of thinking, learning, and manipulating its 
environment. 

There is, of course, a less optimistic view 

concerning computers and automation. 
Boguslaw, Jean Meynaud,?° and Jacques 
Ellul,4!. among others, argue that tech- 
nology will dehumanize mankind and possi- 
bly create economic chaos if carried to its 
automated extreme. Boguslaw phrases this 
view particularly succinctly. He suggests 
that “the automation revolution has not led 
to a world of happier and more vital people” 
because a basic tenet of the technological 
value structure is that work is stupid. This 
tenet goes against the grain of traditional 
Western (especially American) thought. 
“For example, fundamental to Max Weber’s 
Protestant Ethic is the notion that hard 
labor—sweat-of-the-brow-type labor—is es- 
sentially a good and desirable thing.” But 
the values of automation and technology 
contradict this historic value, and 

have turned Max Weber’s ethic on its head to 
read, “Hard work is simply a_ temporarily 
unautomated task. It is a necessary evil until we 
get a piece of gear, or a computer large enough, 
or a program checked out well enough to do the 
job economically. Until then, you working stiffs 
can hang around—but, for the long run, we 

really don’t either want or need you.”4? 

This value dissonance—combined with 
the ongoing popular glamorization of sci- 
ence, quantitative techniques, and_ profes- 

sionalism—works to provoke deep-set anxi- 
ety and alienation among workers and man- 
agers alike. Boguslaw wonders what the suc- 
cessor to the Protestant work ethic might be: 

Will the unspoken creed, which once could be 
verbalized as “I may not be a brain but I can 
always make a living with these hands; I am fun- 
damentally the producer,” be replaced by 
another, which when verbalized might say, “All 

these hands (or all this mind) can do is what some 

machine hasn’t yet gotten around to doing. . . . I 
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am the one, in effect, who is doing the exploit- 

ing—why not do it deliberately and sys- 
tematically?”43 

Simon and Boguslaw are sufficiently rep- 
resentative of the two poles of the compu- 
ter / planning / automation / technology / 
humanism / organization / management 
debate. What is worth examining further at 
this juncture are the potential effects of the 
new technologies on the managerial eche- 
lons of organizations, particularly public 
organizations, and there are a few studies 

that have attempted to do this. In them, the 
investigative mission of the authors revolve 
around such questions as: Will middle man- 
agement be displaced by machines? Will top 
management control all variables in the 
organization via computer technologies and 
management science, or will it, too, be dis- 

placed by automation? Will administrators 
generally be alienated by the new machin- 
ery, or will they become “true believers”? 
Will the authority relationships and control- 
ling abilities of administrators be altered by 
the use of computers? It is these kinds of 
concerns that characterize the studies that 
we shall review briefly in terms of the com- 
puter’s impact on authority and control, 

organizational structure, dehumanization 

and alienation, decision making, and the 

special case of government data banks and 
citizen privacy. 

Authority and Control 

A frequent premise of investigators is 
that computers facilitate the concentration 
and centralization of authority in organiza- 
tions. Although empirical findings are 
mixed in this area, the bulk of the research 
tends to support the proposition but with 
some interesting variations.44 A study by 
Thomas L. Whisler of twenty-three large 
insurance companies indicated that where 
computers were introduced in the organiza- 
tion, decision-making loci tended to move 
upward in the hierarchy; indeed, the most 

commonly reported phenomenon in the 
study was the centralizing of control after 



170 

the introduction of computers. Computers 
tended to displace clerks in the companies; 
it was estimated that without EDP, the com- 

panies would have required a 60 percent 
increase in their clerical staff, but only a 9 
percent hike in supervisory personnel, and 
a mere 2 percent increase in managerial 
jobs.4° 

Simon’s observations on the propensity 
of EDP to solve well-structured, ill-struc- 

tured, and supervisory problems in an 

ascending order of rapidity and accuracy 
would seem to be substantiated by Whisler’s 
research. 

From another viewpoint, however, man- 

agers report a decentralization of authority 
attributable to computers, but only in the 
sense that managers are released from rou- 
tine chores and are able to spend more time 
on authoritative decision making. In a study 
of fifty state employment agencies (plus 
agencies in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 

and Washington, D.C.), S. R. Klatzky 

observed a “cascade effect” in terms of 
authority as a result of computers. Com- 
puters created a “vacuum” of activity at the 
managerial levels by freeing these managers 
from many routine jobs; if top-level manag- 
ers then decided to let their authority devolve 
after the introduction of EDP, the resulting 

“new” authority granted to each level of the 
hierarchy could be handled more effectively 
since computers had taken over routine 
tasks.4© Thus, computers, together with a 
decision by top management to decentralize 
their authority, created a “cascade” of 

authority to lower levels that increased the 
mission effectiveness of the organization 
generally. 

The cascade effect can also be seen in a 
study conducted by Donald R. Shaul of fifty- 
three middle managers and fourteen top 
managers in eight companies. Shaul found 
that after EDP had been adopted, 60 per- 

cent of the managers reported an increase 
in planning activities, a “high percentage” 
increased their directing activities, and a 
greater propensity by managers to relin- 
quish certain kinds of authority was 
observed. Of special interest, two thirds of 
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the managers reported less need to bother 

with “controlling” subordinates because the 

computer kept an adequate check on misuse 

of budgetary funds and work time, while 
opportunities for engaging in coordination 
activities increased.*7 

Withington observes in this regard the 
phenomenon of “flickering authority” in 
organizations enabled by the advent of EDP. 
Because the computer frees all managers 
from a plethora of mundane duties and fur- 
nishes them with information that they can 
use more potently than ever before, they 
have more time to develop their ideas and 
more information to substantiate them. And 
authority thus becomes more accessible to 
all managers. In Withington’s words, “The 

effect is that the authority for originating 
and testing ideas for change ‘flickers’ within 
the management structure of the organiza- 
tion. He who has the idea is the one who 
temporarily has the authority to proceed 
with its analysis. .. .” 48 

In a careful empirical analysis of nearly 
1,500 employees in forty-two municipal 
governments, it was found that “greater 
employee control in the work place is 
attributed to the computer as_ the 
employee’s role ascends the organizational 
hierarchy. This is the first empirical con- 
firmation that computer technology enables 
the information elite to reap the greatest 
increases in control within organizations.”*49 

The researchers in this study distin- 
guished four role types of municipal profes- 
sional service workers: managers (or top 
administrators who typically rely on sum- 
maries of information to make decisions), 
staff professionals (data analysts who advise 
managers), “street level bureaucrats” (line 
personnel who directly provide city services 
to citizens), and “desk top bureaucrats” 
(who are extensively involved in processing 
information). Table 6-7 indicates the find- 
ings of this study. 

Staff professionals, for example, experi- 

enced less supervision of their work by oth- 
ers, more influence over others, and an 
increase in time pressure as a consequence 
of the introduction of computers. Staff pro- 



fessionals, in short, were the most likely to 

gain more organizational authority as the 
result of their understanding and use of 
electronic data processing. However, inten- 
sifying time pressures accompanied this 
expansion of their authority. 

Managers also were able to increase their 
influence over others, but found themselves 
to be more closely supervised by others as 
well. However, time pressures on managers 
were reduced by the introduction of com- 
puters. 

The desk top and street level bureaucrats 
lost their influence over others, but beyond 
that commonality, the impact of the com- 
puter on their working roles varied. The 
desk top bureaucrats found that their work 
was less supervised by others, but that time 

pressures increased, while street level 
bureaucrats (or those who dealt with people 
and clients on an ongoing and continual 
basis) found themselves to be more super- 
vised by others, but also under fewer time 
constraints. As Table 6-7 indicates, the com- 
puter affects the control of work in the work 
place on the basis of how pervasive data 
handling is in one’s work and according to 
the level of autonomy that one possesses in 
the organization’s hierarchy. 
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Organizational Structure 

If computers have an effect on the exer- 
cise of authority in organizations, they have 
an equal impact on hierarchical structure. 
Most analysts agree that EDP will pressure 
the hierarchical pyramid to “flatten,” and 
this pressure would appear to be the result 
of increased organizational control made 
possible by computer technology. 

Some two decades ago, John Pfiffner and 
Robert Presthus prophesied in their public 
administration textbook that the hierarchial 
pyramid would not so much flatten as a 
result of the computer as spread into a 
“bell” shape. This, they believed, would 
occur because middle managers would be 
displaced by the new and evolving informa- 
tion technologies.°°- 

Later research supports Pfiffner and 
Presthus’ predictions. Rolf T. Wigand 
points out that a major function of middle 
managers is communication—transmitting 
orders from the top of the pyramid tu the 
bottom, and providing feedback from the 
base to the peak. In large organizations, 
middle managers tend to evolve into an 
“organizational sponge,” retaining and 

eventually squeezing upwards or down- 

TABLE 6-7. Summary of Findings About Relative Impacts of Computing on Control of Work 

Pervasiveness of Data-handling in Work@ 

Low 
Actual Impacts 

Managers + Influence over 
others 

High 

Autonomy High Staff Professionals 
in the 
organization’s 
hierarchy Desk top bureaucrats 

Low 

Actual Impacts 
+ Time pressure 
— Supervision of work by others 

Street level bureaucrats — Influence over 
others 

+ Supervision of work by others 
— Time pressure 

Source: Kenneth L. Kraemer and James N. Danziger, “Computers and Control in the Work Environment,” Public 

Administration Review, 44 (January—February 1984), p. 39. 

aHigh means that data-handling tends to be direct, multi-modal, and continual; low means that data handling 

tends to be indirect, use-oriented (relative to generation and manipulation), and intermittent. 

bImpacts are those effects on control of work attributed to computers. The table indicates those roles which have 

experienced an impact in a significantly different pattern than the roles with which it is contrasted. 
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wards information that is provided them by 
the top or bottom of the hierarchy. The 
“sponge” effect, which is created by middle 
management, is an organizational pathology 
in that information is distorted, delayed, or 

withheld. Computers and new communica- 
tion and information technologies can and 
are slicing through (and slicing out) the 
sponge of middle management, and the 
process is so gradual that often it is not 
noticed. But it does seem to be real; by the 
mid-1980s, unemployment among manag- 
ers and administrators in non-farm indus- 
tries was occasionally reaching levels that 
had not been attained since World War II.°! 

EDP-resultant changes in organizational 
structure present difficulties for public 
administrators. A study by Marshall W. 
Meyer, using data gathered from 254 state, 
county, and city finance departments and 
comptrollers’ offices, found that tensions 
arose between superordinates inexpert in 
EDP and subordinates proficient in com- 
puter science because electronic data pro- 
cessing requirements forced superordinates 
and subordinates to cooperate in ways not 
provided for by the traditional bureaucratic 
structure. If the organization was able to 
adapt to the use of EDP, Meyer found, hori- 
zontal interaction increased and the normal 
vertical interaction of the closed model 
decreased; if, on the other hand, the organi- 

zation was too stultified to change, admin- 

istrative pathologies quickly surfaced.>? In 
this light, Whisler noted a blurring of tradi- 
tional line/staff distinctions in organizations 
as a result of EDP; staff members with com- 

puter skills gained new organizational pres- 
tige.>S 

With the advent of microcomputers, the 
research on the impact of computers on 
organizational structure has moved from a 
consensus that computers tended to cen- 
tralize organizations to a growing opinion 
among researchers that computers promote 
the decentralization of organizations.5* Per- 
haps the best characterization of this 
research, however, is that computers cen- 

tralize some decisions and decentralize oth- 
ers. As two researchers in the area note, 
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computer “technology supports either 

arrangement; which arrangement 1s fol- 

lowed in any particular instance is a func- 
tion of organizational history, management, 

and politics.”°° 

Dehumanization and Alienation 

If clerks are the bureaucrats most often 
displaced by automation, those clerks who 

remain at their work frequently find that 
their jobs become rigidly routinized, and 
occasionally they are transformed into key 
punch operators. Such, at least, was the con- 

clusion of Albert A. Blum in a study of EDP 
and white-collar workers.°® On the other 
hand, the promotion possibilities for those 
clerks remaining are about the same as they 
were prior to the introduction of EDP, and 
Whisler found that, while clerical respon- 
sibilities were not enlarged, salaries went up 

with the increased need for clerical preci- 
sion.>” 

A survey of more than 2,000 secretaries 

conducted in twenty-one major American 
cities found unusually high levels of job sat- 
isfaction among secretaries concerning the 
use of office automation, particularly com- 
puters, especially when those computers 
were microcomputers and word processors. 
Eighty-seven percent felt that office auto- 
mation had had a positive effect on the sec- 
retarial profession, and more than nine out 

of ten stated that secretaries could produce 
a higher volume of work as a result of auto- 
mation, and that office automation allowed 

secretaries to be more efficient. Significant 
majorities of secretaries stated that office 
automation had made their jobs more chal- 
lenging, had allowed them to spend more 
time on more responsible activities, had 
made their jobs more fulfilling, had 
increased their productivity, and in fact, 
had increased the managerial productivity 
of executives.°8 

Older bureaucrats occasionally experi- 
ence a sense of alienation when EDP is 
introduced. Meyer’s findings imply this, but 
a study by H. S. Rhee specifically noted the 
presence of conflict between older 



bureaucratically oriented locals and youn- 
ger professionally oriented cosmopolitans 
over the automation issue.°9 

Generally speaking, research on the 

impact of computers on work life agree that 
job performance improves and the work 
environment is enhanced by the introduc- 
tion of computers.®° In a massive study of 
2,400 people whose jobs had been affected 
by computers, it was found that three quar- 
ters of the respondents believed that com- 
puting had “provided them with a greater 
sense of accomplishment in their work.”®! 

Computers and Decision Making 

One of the more intriguing questions is 
how computers affect not only the quality of 
the working environment, but also the 
quality of the work output itself. One study 
concluded that middle-level managers actu- 
ally appear to make different kinds of deci- 
sions depending upon whether or not they 
are computer literate! Middle-level manag- 
ers familiar with computers tend to make 
their decisions on the basis of computer- 
provided information rather than on infor- 
mation furnished by other sources, such as 
books and journals. Often, however, the 
kind of information provided by computers 
differs from the information gleaned from 
other sources. While it is an open question 
whether the kinds of decisions resulting 
from the use of computer-based informa- 
tion are better or worse than decisions that 
are based on information from _ other 
sources, it nonetheless is of note “that when 

computers are involved, computer literate 
decision makers choose different informa- 
tion than computer novices and that the 
selection of computer information has an 
effect on the outcome of the decision.”©? 

Generally, most investigators seem to 
agree that EDP does not affect top-level 
decision makers very much one way or 
another. Rodney H. Brady, after interview- 

ing more than one hundred top managers 
and examining in detail the decision-mak- 
ing process in more than a dozen large com- 
panies, concluded that the computer has not 
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had much impact on decision making at the 
top.®° On the other hand, EDP has speeded 
the overall decision-making process in 
organizations by making more information 
more readily available to top managers. 
Rhee found that the concern over a com- 
puter-oriented technocratic elite eventually 
displacing top administrators to be a view 
not shared by top administrators them- 
selves; in fact, highest-level decision makers 
did not consider a technical background to 
be a prerequisite for their positions.©* Whis- 
ler reported that the organizational cen- 
tralization accompanying the introduction 
of computers tended to increase the respon- 
siveness and power of the topmost eche- 
lon,®©° while Shaul concluded that middle 
managers, too, believed that their respon- 
sibilities and capabilities had increased after 
the advent of EDP.®° 

Still, one wonders. There have been 

reports in business magazines of “deskless 
offices” in the presidential stratum of “pro- 
gressive” multinational corporations. In 
these poshest of quarters, there are no 

desks, only chairs, lounges, and coffee 

tables. The underlying assumption is that 
the topmost corporate decision makers 
should be only that; he or she should do no 
more than listen, confer, and decide; he or 
she should be relieved of anything resem- 
bling paperwork; the brain is all. Similarly, 
the growing “fetish of the clean desk” refers 
to the propensity of top-level administrators 
to have no more than one sheet of paper on 
their desks at any one time, betokening an 

emphasis on “thought” and decision making 
rather than on “paper shuffling”. The presi- 
dents of private foundations seem to favor 
this clean desk affectation. Continuing this 
line of thinking, a major company once 
introduced a “water bed room” for use by its 
top-level executives (presumably on a one- 
at-a-time basis); the idea is that an executive 
floats, meditates, and ultimately decides 

about the grand issues facing the company. 
Do these developments reflect anything 

other than a desire to make the decision- 
making process more effective and, proba- 

bly, more pretentious? It seems possible, at 
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least, that top executives may be trying to 
manipulate their images (their “drama- 
turgy,” to recall Victor Thompson’s term) in 

such a way as to distinguish their functions 
from the functions of the computer. The 
more they are unlike the computer, the less 
paper they handle. The more they “think,” 
the more essential they become as human 
beings. This, of course, is only speculation, 
but the increasing obsequiousness displayed 
for the decision-making function in organi- 
zations may reflect a subliminal fear over 
the awesome, if as yet unrealized, cognitive 

powers of The Computer. 

Data Banks, Privacy, and Public Policy 

As with other administrators, computers 
and the many overlapping techniques of 
management science have had an impact on 
public administrators. Paul Armer observes 
that governmental use of EDP could facili- 
tate interagency sharing of information, 
reduce expensive duplication of informa- 
tion systems, improve planning, upgrade 
auditing (thus increasing revenues), and 
generally bring about more responsive ser- 
vices to the public. In Armer’s view, EDP 
will increase the pressures for the consolida- 
tion of national, state, and local govern- 

ment, starting only with the consolidation of 
files through information-sharing systems 
but ultimately consolidating and centraliz- 
ing governmental authority as well: cities 
will defer power to counties, counties to 
states, states to regions, and regions to the 
nation.®7 

Nevertheless, Armer desponds that gov- 

ernments are beset by factors that inhibit 
the optimal use of computer-based informa- 
tion storage and retrieval systems. Notable 
in this regard are the unfamiliarity of top- 
level government executives with EDP and 
management science, a lack of qualified per- 
sonnel to perform the necessary kinds of 
systems analysis, the need to rewrite laws in 

order to permit the integration of files and 
information-sharing arrangements, a gen- 
eral lack of coordination among govern- 
ment agencies, the parochialism of many 

agencies, and finally, the popular and 

official fears of invasions of privacy and of a 

1984 variety of technocratic state. 
Armer’s final caveat regarding com- 

puters and government is worth additional 
examination. The computer-and-privacy/ 
computer-and-policy issue is one unique to 
public administration. In 1977, in Whalen v. 

Roe, the Supreme Court recognized for the 
first time the constitutionally protected 
“zone of privacy” of the individual, a con- 
cept that involved the right of people to pre- 
vent others (such as a government agency or 
a private firm) from disclosing personal data 
to the public. However, Congress had rec- 

ognized the value of individual privacy even 
earlier by its passage of the Privacy Act of 
1974, which restricted how federal agencies 
could use and distribute information that 
they had collected about private citizens. 

As late as the mid-1970s, concerns over 

governments misuse of personal data 
seemed somewhat overdrawn. A federal 
study conducted in 1975 found that nearly 
three quarters of the personal data systems 
subject to the provisions of the Privacy Act 
were not even on computers and were com- 
pletely manual!®® By 1985, however, pri- 
vacy concerns were intensifying. The Office 
of Technology Assessment reported that 
twelve cabinet departments and _ thirteen 
independent agencies maintained 539 rec- 
ord systems to which the Privacy Act 
applied, containing more than 3.5 billion 
records. Sixty percent of all these systems 
were fully computerized, and 78 percent of 
those systems that contained files on more 
than a half million people were computer 
based.©9 In fact, about eighty-five federal 
data bases contain some 288 million records 
on 114 million people.7° One’s individual 
Social Security number (which amounts to a 
code that third parties can use to tap into 
computerized information on individuals) is 
available to at least 125 government and pri- 
vate agencies. Some forty states provide 
information to direct mail firms for a fee, 

using information provided by citizens 
when applying for a driver’s license or regis- 
tering a vehicle. And some 10 million cen- 



trally stored records of individual criminal 
histories are available to all state and local 
authorities from the Federal National 
Crime Information Center.7! 

Of even graver concern is the accelerat- 
ing trend among government data banks to 
“mix and match” information on individu- 
als, and at least fifteen federal agencies 

engage in this practice.’ Computer matching 
is the electronic comparison of two or more 
sets or systems of individual personal rec- 
ords. The federal government through such 
legislation as the Deficit Reduction Act of 
1984, the Debt Collection Act of 1982, the 

Federal Managers Financial Integrity Act of 
1982, the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1980, the Social Security Amendments of 
1977, the Food Stamp Amendments of 1977 
and 1980, and other laws, has encouraged 
computer maiching as a means of detecting 
fraud and other criminal activity, abuse of 

the welfare system, and tax evasion, among 
other objectives. These new acts have 
resulted in the creation of such electronic 
dossiers as the Internal Revenue Service’s 
Debtor Master File and the Medicaid Man- 
agement Information System, among other 
federal systems that are extensively engaged 
in computer matching. It appears that the 
number of matches tripled from 1980 to 
1984, and that more than 2 billion separate 
records were exchanged during those four 
years.’> As one observer has noted, “No 
longer is information merely stored and 
retrieved by computer. Now, information is 

routinely collected on computer tapes, used 

within an agency in computer form, 

exchanged with and disclosed to regional 
offices or other agencies in computer form, 
manipulated and analyzed with sophisti- 
cated computer software, and archived on 
computer tapes. These disclosures and 
manipulations are currently performed for 
entire systems of records. . . .””4 

It is little wonder, perhaps, that three- 
quarters of the American public are “very” 
or “somewhat concerned” about threats to 
individual privacy.7° 

In a useful summary of the compu- 
ter-and-privacy/computer-and-policy issue, 
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Alan F. Westin has observed that there are 
at least five kinds of data bank systems 
emerging in American society: statistical sys- 
tems for policy studies, executive systems 
for general administration, systems 
designed to centralize data gathered by 
other agencies, individual agency data-bank 
systems, and mixed _ public/private _ sys- 
tems.’© All these data-bank systems bring 
with them new problems of public policy. If 
we are to learn more about our citizenry in 
order to develop more responsive and effec- 
tive public policies, where do we draw the 
line? At what point does the collection, stor- 
age, retrieval, and sharing of social informa- 
tion become an invasion of the citizen’s 
privacy? Emerging from this fundamental 
dilemma of the government’s use of com- 
puters are delicate political issues: Who will 
control this new technological capacity? Will 
new knowledge of old problems inspire 
brand-new problems in society (as may be 
the case with improved crime statistics, 

which have served to frighten many a for- 
merly complacent citizen)? Where does the 
expertise and planning enabled by the com- 
puter end, and where does democratic 
participation by the public in public pol- 
icymaking begin? 

In any event, it seems unavoidable that 

new knowledge of problems will undermine 
the justifications of past government inac- 
tion in attempting to resolve those prob- 
lems. Knowledge is pressure, with or 

without pressure groups, and the computer 
makes all of us, whether private citizen or 
public bureaucrat, more knowledgeable 
about government, society, and our prob- 
lems. In short, computers, systems analysis, 

and management science may serve not 
merely to centralize the administration of 
government, but to widen the scope of gov- 
ernment activities beyond anything yet envi- 
sioned. 

In this chapter, we have reviewed briefly 
the scientific techniques and political poten- 
tialities of the systems approach, manage- 
ment science, and the implications of 
technology and technique for public admin- 
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istrators, public organizations, and govern- 

ment. In so doing, some arbitrary 
conceptual distinctions and emphases have 
necessarily been made. In reality, systems 
analysis, Performance Evaluation and 
Review Technique, Operations Research, 
Critical Path Method, queuing theory, 

cybernetics, game theory, prisoner’s dilem- 
ma, simulations, computer science, budget- 
ing theory, linear and dynamic program- 
ming, information theory, and all the rest of 

these developments represent variations on 
the same theme: the efforts to clarify deci- 
sion options and to measure program effec- 
tiveness. In reality, the overlappings 
between the techniques and technologies of 
public administration are manifold, just as 
are the overlappings between what is policy 
and what is program, what is politics and 
what is administration, and what is value- 
based and what is fact. 

Many of these techniques have been 
bundled into a package called “program 
evaluation,” which we consider in the next 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER 

a 

PUBLIC PROGRAM EVALUATION 
AND PRODUCTIVITY 

In 1984, the President’s Private Sector Sur- 

vey on Cost Control, known as the Grace 

Commission after its chair, J. Peter Grace, 
released 2,478 recommendations on 784 

issues of federal administration in the form 

of forty-seven reports comprising more 
than 12,000 pages bound in thirty-eight vol- 
umes. The Grace Commission contended 

that, if its recommendations were followed, 

$424.4 billion could be saved in the federal 
budget in three years. The reports repre- 

sented the work of some 2,000 volunteers 

over eighteen months who had_ been 

donated by 859 companies and other organ- 
izations that had contributed about $75 mil- 

lion in cash and services. The work of the 

Grace Commission represented, in the view 

of one observer, “probably the biggest army 
of outside help given the government since 

World War II,” eclipsing in both its scope 
and the number of people involved the 
reports of Roosevelt’s Brownlow Commis- 
sion, Truman’s and _ Eisenhower’s two 

Hoover Commissions, Nixon’s Ash Council, 

and Carter’s Reorganization Project.! 
Shortly after the release of the Grace 

report, J. Peter Grace and columnist Jack 
Anderson cofounded Citizens Against 
Waste, a group backed by a $1 million-a- 

year, tax-free foundation with the purpose 

of promoting a reduction of the federal def- 
icit by implementing the recommendations 
contained in the Grace Report. Members of 
Citizens Against Waste include the chairs of 
the boards of the IBM Corporation and 
Chase Manhattan Bank. Citizens Against 

Waste sponsors nationally televised adver- 
tisements promoting its position, and has 

initiated a petition drive with a goal of 50 
million signatures.? 

Rightly or wrongly, the recommenda- 
tions of the Grace Commission (which are 
reviewed later in this chapter) represent a 
formidable exercise in program evaluation, 

or the effort to assess the efficiency and 
effectiveness of government programs. 

Program evaluation is the positive side of 
public administration, as symbolized by the 

charge to the Grace Commission, in con- 

trast to the negative notion of “cutback 
management,” as represented by Citizens 
Against Waste. Program evaluation is used 

to determine whether or not a public policy 
is working, and whether the policy should 
be expanded, contracted, left alone, or 

eliminated; by contrast, in budget cut- 
ting that is done simply for the purpose 
of reducing government or its deficits, 

questions of program efficacy are often 
irrelevant. 
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THE ROOTS OF EVALUATION RESEARCH 

One of the more exciting developments in 
public administration during the last few 
years has been the intellectual and profes- 
sional evolution of what has come to be 
called program evaluation, evaluation re- 
search, or productivity improvement. 

Although the field is relatively new, its roots 
can be traced back at least as far as the early 
part of this century when Frederick Taylor 
began his time-motion studies, and later 
when Elton Mayo conducted his experi- 
ments (described in Chapter 3) among 
workers at the Western Electric plant.* In 
the 1940s, groundbreaking evaluative re- 
search was conducted on such topics as the 
effects of work relief programs and public 
housing,* and some observers have con- 

tended that Theodore Newcomb’s research 
at Bennington College (reviewed in Chapter 
5) is an early example of evaluative 
research.° It was also during the 1940s that 
the work of the pioneering experimenters 
in organization development (noted in 
Chapter 3) embodied some of the basic the- 
oretical precepts of program evaluation, 
particularly in the initial work by Kurt 
Lewin, Ronald Lippitt, Leon Festinger, and 
Harold Kelley.® 

With the inauguration of Lyndon 
Johnson’s Great Society legislation in the 
1960s, social scientists rediscovered poverty, 
education, and similar domestic issues, and 

evaluation researchers focused on public 
programs in these areas.’ The Office of 
Economic Opportunity (later retitled the 
Community Services Administration in 
1975 and ultimately eliminated in 1981) was 
especially aggressive in encouraging an eval- 
uation research component in its sundry 
projects, and the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 did much to promote 
evaluation research in education. 

PROGRAM EVALUATION’S IMPACT 
ON PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 

Nevertheless, it was only in the 1970s that 

public administrators became aware of and 
started using evaluation research in any 

comprehensive sense. Indeed, as late as 

1971 a leading public administrationist 
could ask, as the title of an editorial in the 

field’s leading journal, “Why Does Public 
Administration Ignore Evaluation?” The 
question was entirely justified; as the edi- 
torialist understated, “our literature, teach- 

ing, and research have not been overtly 
concerned with it,”® and even four years 

later this author could accurately observe 
that “the practice of evaluation in public 
administration remains in its formative 
stages.”9 

A 1970 study of federal evaluation prac- 
tices conducted by the Urban Institute con- 
cluded that “the whole federal machinery 
for making policy and budget decisions suf- 
fers from a crucial weakness; it lacks a com- 
prehensive system for measuring program 
effectiveness.”!° Similarly, program evalua- 
tion efforts at the state and local levels still 
were in their embryonic stages in the early 
1970s. A national survey of all cities and 
counties with more than 50,000 people con- 
ducted in 1971 found that only 38 percent 
of the 354 responding governments had 
some form of program evaluation unit in 
even one agency or more,!! while a poll of 
state governments conducted the following 
year ascertained that only half of the forty- 
two responding states had a full-time pro- 
gram analyst in at least one agency.!* 
Respondents in both surveys displayed a 
strong desire to learn more about program 
evaluation and to implement it more widely. 

Federal Developments 

By the mid-1970s, there were clear signs 
that public administrators in all levels of 
government were determined to use evalua- 
tion research in a significant way. In 1974, 
the Office of Management and Budget cre- 
ated its Evaluation and Program Implemen- 
tation Division, which was specifically 
designed to evaluate federal domestic pro- 
grams,'* and the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of the same year 
directed the Comptroller General, as head 
of the General Accounting Office, to 



“develop and recommend to Congress 
methods for reviewing and evaluation of 
government programs carried on under the 
existing law.”!4 

In 1987, the General Accounting Office 
concluded that, despite a significant decline 
from 1980 to 1984 in the level of federal 
resources available for evaluation research, 
the number of program evaluations pro- 
duced remained about the same as in the 
earlier years, “suggesting continued execu- 
tive branch interest in obtaining evaluation 
information.” !5 

State Progress 

With the federal government setting the 
pace, state governments became more inter- 
ested in improving their productivity. Per- 
haps this interest was tweaked by a federal 
study that appeared in 1978 indicating that 
state governments needed more evaluation 
research but had some significant problems 
in acquiring it.1© A 1980 survey of state gov- 
ernments found that, while most states did 

not have comprehensive, formal productiv- 
ity improvement programs, there nonethe- 
less was considerable interest in program 
evaluation,'!? and another poll discovered 
that by the mid-1980s legislatures in thirty- 
five states had expanded existing agencies 
or had created new ones charged with the 
evaluation of program effectiveness and 
efficiency. 18 

A study conducted in 1984 of all fifty 
states indicated that, while much remained 
to be done in the way of program evalua- 
tion, much progress had been made. Ten 

states had centralized—that is, they were 
responsible for improving productivity in all 
state agencies—productivity improvement 
programs. Most were located in the state 
budget office or department of administra- 
tion and focused on upgrading technology 
(especially computers and word processing 
capabilities) and employee motivation sys- 
tems (notably merit pay, performance 

appraisals, and quality circle programs). 
Other options for improving productivity, 
such as reorganization of the agency, alter- 
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native delivery systems, better operating 
procedures, and training programs, were 
used only sporadically. However, the overall 
assessment of state centralized productivity 
improvement efforts was one of a “lack of 
stability ... an ‘up and down’ pattern.”!9 
The states’ long-term commitment to sys- 
tem-wide productivity enhancement is, at 
present, unclear. 

Local Efforts 

Local efforts to improve productivity 
seem to be more intense than state efforts. 
In 1976 a major study conducted by the 
International City Management Association 
found that local governments were working 
at improving productivity. The survey 
found that 46 percent of the cities had orga- 
nized special staffs to evaluate productivity 
and to identify better methods to improve 
the delivery of services. Most of these staffs 
were located in the cities’ budget offices, and 

338 cities reported that they were using out- 
side resources, as well as their own employ- 
ees, to improve productivity.2° A survey 
conducted in 1982 that was designed to rep- 
licate the 1976 survey found that local gov- 
ernments were continuing to expand their 
usage of new managerial methods designed 
to improve productivity.2! More than two 
thirds of the cities responding had formal 
productivity improvement efforts in 1982, 
although only 29 percent had centralized 
programs covering the entire city.2? (Recall 
that only 20 percent of the states had cen- 
tralized productivity improvement pro- 
grams in 1984.73) Some of the results of 
both surveys are displayed and discussed in 
Chapter 6. 

An analysis based on data collected in the 
1982 survey concentrated on four kinds of 
performance measures used by local gov- 
ernments: workload, or output measures—in 

other words, the amount of work per- 

formed or service provided, such as trash 
collected; unit costs, or efficiency measures— 
that is, the dollar costs per unit of output or 
workload, such as the cost per control hour; 

effectiveness measures, or the extent to which 
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objectives are achieved and needs are met, 
such as the containment of the number of 

commercial burglaries or the reduction of 
substandard housing units; and client or cit- 

izen satisfaction measures, or the extent to 

which clients feel their needs are met, such 
as counting the number of complaints 
received about a program as measured over 
time or conducting citizen surveys. The 
study concluded that the first of these mea- 
sures, that of workload or output measures, 
tends to be used most frequently in all func- 
tional areas of city government. This find- 
ing corresponded to the 1976 study and 
appears to be the case because workload- 
related information can be generated com- 
paratively easily, particularly in contrast 

to the other three types of performance 
measures. 

Police departments tend to use perfor- 

mance measures most frequently and, in 
fact, were rated the highest in terms of 

using workload effectiveness and citizen sat- 
isfaction measures. Other functional areas 
that tend to be heavy users of performance 
measures at the municipal level include 
solid waste disposal and recovery, street 

maintenance, park maintenance, and health 

services. 

One of the debates about using perfor- 
mance measures, as well as other forms of 

program evaluation, is that the results are 
not worth the cost. In other words, setting 

up a government’s information gathering 
capacities and evaluation bureaucracies 1s 

not justified by the kinds of productivity 
improvements that can be accomplished. 
However, municipal administrators seem to 

believe quite the opposite. Chief admin- 
istrative officers of the communities sur- 

veyed in 1982 thought that performance 
measures had made a major contribution in 
the evaluation of program performance and 
in making subsequent budget allocations. 
Perhaps more important, these chief admin- 

istrative officers agreed that performance 
measurement systems had resulted in more 
efficient service delivery, significant cost sav- 

ings, and more effective programs. Sixty- 
one percent of the respondents felt that on 

balance “the positive payoff of the perfor- 
mance measures used in their jurisdictions 
were worth the cost and organizational 
strain of collecting these data. Less than one 
percent felt that it was not.”?+ The larger 
the municipality, the stronger this correla- 
tion was likely to be. 

It is not an easy task for any local 
government to adopt the techniques of per- 
formance evaluation and increased produc- 
tivity; one exhaustive review of the 

literature identified no fewer than thirty- 
seven barriers to increased productivity in 
local governments, ranging from the lack of 

political appeal inherent in the techniques 
themselves to various “performance myths,” 
such as the presumed advantages of certain 
expensive police practices.2° Nevertheless, 
some characteristics of local governments 
have emerged that bear strong relationships 
with the likelihood that a locality will suc- 
cessfully adopt productivity improvement 
measures. These characteristics include a 
participative management style in city gov- 
ernment, a relatively high level of privatiza- 

tion, a local emphasis on economic 
development, department heads who have 
college educations, a comparatively low 
reliance on intergovernmental sources of 
revenue,2® and _ extensive civil service 
reforms in city government, such as the 
decentralization of personnel decision-mak- 
ing authority, the creation of a senior 

executive service, and the elimination of vet- 

erans’ preference in hiring and promot- 
ing.27 

Increased productivity measures, in 
short, seem to associate with governments 
that are interested in improving all kinds of 
management, and the motivations behind 
this kind of activity in the fields of evalua- 
tion research and productivity improve- 
ment by all levels of government appear to 
stem from an underlying disaffection 
among citizens with the disappointing 
results of public programs. As Francis G. 
Caro notes, 

There is every reason for dissatisfaction with the 
current state of intervention on problems of 



health, economic security, education, housing— 
indeed on the entire range of social disorders 
that confront our urban communities. Neither 
the rhetoric of politicians nor the pleas of do- 
gooders of various persuasions are sufficient to 
guide program development. Similarly, neither 
the theories of academicians nor the exaggerated 
statements of efficacy by practitioners are ade- 
quate bases for the support and expansion of 
various human service activities. Evaluation 
research, not a new but nevertheless an increas- 

ingly robust enterprise, can have a major impact 
on social problems.?§ 

WHAT IS PROGRAM EVALUATION? 

True, evaluation research seems to be mak- 

ing a political comeback in governmental 

circles, but what is it? Evaluation research 

has a number of possible definitions,?9 but 
perhaps the most useful one is provided by 
the U.S. General Accounting Office: 

Evaluation and analysis covers a wide range of 
activities designed to support the ongoing deci- 
sion-making process. These activities include 
reviews known as program charting, budget 

examination, management analysis, planning, 
institutional research, program budgeting, sys- 
tems analysis, engineering, economic analysis, 

program evaluation, policy analysis, cost benefit 

analysis, etc.3° 

One review of the literature on the eval- 
uation process noted that the more recent 
attempts to define evaluation reflect “con- 
cern with both information on the outcomes 
of program and judgments regarding the 
desirability or value of programs.”*! 

A final note: It is important to observe in 
defining evaluation research that evaluation 
research differs from basic research. Evalua- 
tion research is a form of applied or “action 
research” because it may contribute to social 
action, but without assessing the effects of 

specific interventions in a program by 
researchers. It is concerned with basic the- 
ory and research design, but its chief func- 
tion is to evaluate comprehensively a 
particular activity and, most important, to 
meet an agency deadline. 
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The Purposes of Program Evaluation 

The emphasis that current definitions of 
evaluation research place on the effec- 
tiveness of programmatic outcomes (and on 
the desirability of even having those pro- 
grams as social policy in the first place) leads 
us to ponder the real purposes of program 

evaluation. At one level, program evalua- 

tion allows policymakers to confront the 
problem of resource allocation.  Pol- 
icymakers obviously must choose from 
among competing social objectives and from 

among competing ways of achieving those 

objectives; moreover, these choices must 

give full consideration to the somewhat 
abstruse principles of justice, equity, and 

political reality. Thus, certain social ques- 

tions can be raised that evaluation research 
often can clarify.32 These policy queries 
include: What is the appropriate level of 

achieving a particular objective? Are there 
choices for reaching that level? What 
resources will be required to attain the pro- 

gram objective? Are there obstacles to the 
implementation of a particular alternative, 
and what would be the costs of attempting 

to overcome the obstacles? And finally, are 

there equity considerations connected with 
the leading alternative? 

If resource allocation questions were the 
only purpose underlying program evalua- 
tion research, they would provide more 
than adequate justification for conducting 
it, but there is a deeper motivation initiating 

program evaluations, a motivation that is 

more political than economic. As one analy- 
sis notes, 

evaluation research can be invoked for a variety 
of purposes, not only as a means of improving 
programs. Sometimes evaluation is undertaken 
to justify or endorse an ongoing program and 
sometimes to investigate or audit the program in 
order to lay blame for failure, abolish it, change 
its leadership, or curtail its activities.33 

Kinds of Program Evaluation 

Analysts have attempted to delineate 
various kinds of evaluation research and to 
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match these techniques with the most suit- 
able types of social programs. Among the 
most basic distinctions in the literature of 
evaluation research is that made between 
summative and formative research.?4 Sum- 
mative evaluation is designed to assess a pro- 
gram’s result after the program has been 
well established. Formative evaluation 1s 
meant to improve a program while it is still 
ongoing and fluid. 

These very basic distinctions have since 
been refined, and a variety of taxonomies 
have been developed by specialists in 
evaluation research. For example, the now- 
defunct Community Services Administra- 
tion distinguished between program impact 
evaluation, which assesses the impact and 
effectiveness of a program; program strategy 

evaluation, which evaluates the program’s 
strategies that are the most effective in 
delivering services; and, finally, program 
monitoring, which assesses the individual 
project in order to determine operational 
efficiency.3> The Urban Institute modified 
these distinctions formulated by the Com- 
munity Services Administration to include 
project ranking, which is an effort to rank the 
relative achievements of local projects.3© 

Conversely, the RAND _ Corporation 
developed a somewhat different series of 
distinctions for the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare (now the Depart- 
ments of Education and Health and Human 
Services). It separated evaluation from com- 
pliance control and capability building. Com- 
pliance control is defined as “monitoring for 
compliance with legislative intent and 
administrative regulations,” while capability 
building is attained through efforts to make 
a program more subject to evaluation tech- 
niques, including “increasing state and local 
decision makers’ ability to carry out their 
own evaluations.”97 

Perhaps the most useful categorization of 
the evaluation literature is that devised by 
Orville F. Poland, in which the schemata of 

effectiveness evaluation, efficiency evalua- 

tion, and eclectic evaluation is offered.38 
Effectiveness evaluation uses controlled 
experiments to determine how well pro- 

grammatic goals have been achieved. Effi- 
ciency evaluation uses cost effectiveness 
approaches to determine what the cost of 
the goals being achieved are. Eclectic evalua- 
tion analyzes a program’s secondary criteria, 
such as its inputs, outputs, and processes, in 
an effort to identify programs needing 
greater attention; it can lead to a better 

understanding of how the program really 
works. 

Effectiveness evaluation, although not an 

easy task, is nonetheless appealing because it 
attempts to identify a program’s real 
achievements. Thus, the achievements are 

especially visible to and appreciated by top 
agency executives and legislators, who have 

the authority to act on the continuations or 
funding of a particular program. Effec- 
tiveness evaluations have the greatest imme- 
diate impact when they are applied to social 
experimental programs or pilot projects. 

Efficiency evaluations are valued by pol- 
icymakers because they measure whether or 
not a program’s resources are being con- 
sumed effectively. Normally, cost-benefit 
analysis and cost-effectiveness measures are 
used to determine a program’s real cost. 
The difference between cost-benefit analysis 
and cost-effectiveness measures is that the 
former attaches a monetary value to pro- 
gram outcomes, while the latter attempts to 
employ broader, more qualitative yardsticks 
of efficiency. As Elizabethann O’Sullivan 
points out, “cost-benefit analysis can require 
a researcher to try to measure the unmea- 
surable; commonly a quantifiable aspect of 
the program’s effects will be used as a sub- 
stitute measure.” She further mentions that 
the earliest calculations of the benefit of sav- 
ing a human life were based on a person’s 
earning potential.°9 In contrast to cost-ben- 
efit analysis, cost-effectiveness measures 

skirt the moral dilemmas of attaching a 
monetary value on program outcomes. This 
admirable effort, however, can make valid- 

ity problems a real issue in cost-effectiveness 
evaluations and, as O’Sullivan observes, 

cost-effectiveness analysis is “particularly 
limited in its ability to handle multiple out- 
comes, especially the combined occurrence 



of desirable and _ undesirable 
quences. 340 

The real advantages of efficiency evalua- 
tions are teased out when they are used in 
conjunction with effectiveness evaluations, 
if for no other reason than efficiency evalua- 
tions can identify a program that is effec- 
tive, even though its cost may be far more 
than is desirable. An agency’s top admin- 
istrators are most likely to find efficiency 
evaluation useful; such cost-related infor- 
mation Can improve program management 
and enhance the presentation of agency 
programs to legislators and the public. 
Because of this dimension, efficiency eval- 
uations appear to be waxing as an increas- 
ingly popular budgetary strategy among 
public administrators. 

Two variants of efficiency evaluation that 
have gained popularity in recent years are 
program monitoring and discrepancy eval- 
uation. Program monitoring is a type of for- 
mative evaluation; it assesses whether the 
target population is being affected, whether 
staff performance matches program objec- 
tives, and whether policies are in accordance 

with preestablished standards and regula- 
tions.*! Discrepancy evaluation often is used 
profitably in conjunction with Management 
by Objectives (MBO). Program achieve- 
ments are compared to a set of standards, 

such as an outline of how a program should 
be managed to accomplish its objectives. 
The technique is not unlike MBO’s attempt 
to define standards centrally — while 
decentralizing how those goals are met.*? 

Finally, Poland’s notion of eclectic evalua- 
tion relies on concepts from a variety of dis- 
ciplines; it is predicated on the premise that, 
with relatively low investments of time and 
money, policymakers can identify program 
weaknesses and assess to some degree the 
impact of program delivery systems. Eclectic 
evaluations investigate input, process, and 

output criteria that are assumed to be associ- 
ated with the program’s effects. O’Sullivan 
describes what is meant by these terms: “For 
example, to study a job training program, 

the number of trainees (input), the content 

of the training program (process), or the 

conse- 
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number of participants placed in jobs (out- 
put) could be measured.”43 Techniques 
favored in eclectic evaluation are needs 
assessment, which identify social indicators 
to develop rankings, and productivity stud- 
ies. Eclectic evaluations are a type of for- 
mative evaluation, and among their 

attractions is that a variety of program par- 
ticipants can become eclectic evaluators; 
agency personnel, outside consultants, and 
academic researchers—all could be suitable 
for conducting an eclectic study. 

THE EVALUATION PROCESS 

As noted, the process of evaluation is far 

from simple, and Figure 7-1 (p. 186) illus- 
trates this process. The chart shows four 
basic fundamentals of the evaluation pro- 
cess: ascertaining decision makers’ needs; 

defining the nature and scope of the prob- 
lem; determining valid objectives; and spec- 
ifying comprehensive measures.*4 Let us 
consider these in turn. 

Four Fundamentals of Program Evaluation 

To determine a decision maker’s needs, 

we first must ask what the decision maker’s per- 

ceptions of the problem are. Is he or she dissat- 
isfied with the effectiveness or the results of 
the program—or with the lack of a pro- 
gram—to meet a particular social mission? 
How will the information brought out by a 
program evaluation be used? When is the 
final report needed? 

Defining the nature and scope of the problem is 

also important, and it is vital that the people 
who are to use the results of the study (in 
other words, the decision makers them- 

selves) understand at least as thoroughly as 
the people responsible for conducting the 
study, the nature and scope of the issues at 
stake. This means that all persons involved 

in the evaluation should be aware of the 
study’s origin, review legislative hearings 

and reports associated with the topic, be 
informed about the history of the program, 
and examine together the past analyses and 
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evaluations of the issue. The General 
Accounting Office (GAO) has noted that 
“there is often a trade-off between the 
breadth of a study and the precision of the 
results.”4° 

Determining valid objectives is a third area 
of importance. To the extent possible, a 
statement of objectives should include a 
complete understanding of the intended 
benefits. It should include how many of 
those benefits are expected to be attained, 

identify possible recipients of adverse con- 
sequences or unintended benefits that can- 
not be avoided, include important qualita- 
tive features (although measuring qualita- 
tive attainments is hardly an easy task), and 
finally, account for multiple objectives that 
may conflict with each other or, conversely, 
be in support of one another. As the GAO 
again notes in this regard, “the importance 
of taking such a comprehensive view of 
objectives cannot be overstated. Over- 
simplified statements (1) will not capture all 
essential aspects of the effects intended, and 
(2) may contain implied conflicting con- 

sequences for groups other than the 
intended beneficiaries (e.g., to eliminate 
hunger or to achieve energy sufficiency).”4° 

The final area of importance is specifying 
comprehensive measures. It should include 
quantifying the extent to which the pro- 
gram’s goals are met—in other words, effec- 

tiveness measures. These comprehensive 
measures should involve capturing qualita- 
tive aspects of the consequences, or those 
intangible measures; quantifying to the degree 

possible unintended consequences, or side 
effect measures; and quantifying as much as 
possible the differences of impact on the 
beneficiaries and the bearers of the cost, or 

what are known as distribution measures. 

Conducting a Program Evaluation 

Once these fundamentals of the evalua- 
tion process are established, certain basic 
steps must be taken to successfully execute a 
program evaluation.4”7 Among the first is 
preparing a detailed study plan. The plan 
should include a clear statement of the 



problem and a careful listing of built-in con- 
straints and assumptions to be used in eval- 
uating the problem. It should state the 
methods to be used and elaborate the 
resources to be committed in the study. It 
should include a report schedule, specified 
procedures for amending the study plan, 
and finally, a time frame for completing the 
major components of the study, including a 
final deadline. 

Next, @ study team should be selected, lines of 
communication established, and appropriate 
methods to conduct the study determined. We 
shall return to the problem of method later, 
but suffice it to note here that in selecting 
appropriate methods the following criteria 
should be used: level of validity (How much 
confidence can a program manager have in 
the results of the study?); relevance (Will the 

results be useful to decision makers?); sig- 
nificance (Will the study results show the 
program manager substantially more than 
can be deducted from direct observation?); 
efficiency (Does the value of the study exceed 
the cost?); and finally, tameliness (Will the 
analytical information be available in time to 
meet program objectives and_ legislative 
schedules?). 

All evaluation plans should specify pro- 
cedures for using the results. In other words, 
the evaluation’s results must be communi- 
cated if they are to have any effect, and this 
means specifying the nature of the reports 
and to whom they are to be made; commu- 

nicating those reports with clarity and with 
conciseness; and following up. The follow- 
up should include interpreting the report to 
decision makers, responding to questions 
that have not been answered by the report, 
and generally helping decision makers 
develop a logical reaction to the report. 

DATA ENVELOPMENT ANALYSIS: 
FINDING THE BOTTOM LINE 
IN PUBLIC MANAGEMENT 

One of the great potential utilities of evalua- 
tion research is that it may enable us to 
determine what the “bottom line” in public 
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administration is. The private sector long 
has had “bottom line” measurements avail- 
able to it, specifically the profit margin. But 

the nonprofit sector does not, and 

researchers in the field of program evalua- 
tion slowly are developing measurement 
techniques that enable them to determine 
their level of efficiency in the delivery of 
public services. 

Efficiency is a term that can have several 
implications. As Roger B. Parks points out, 
“efficiency” often has meaning beyond the 
phrase: “the biggest bang for the buck.” 
Such a definition does not necessarily take 
into account how many resources it takes to 
conduct a program, nor the corresponding 

potential prices of policy outputs. Nor does 
such a definition include other measures 
that might be attached to the value of the 
outputs produced by a public agency, such 
as the degree of importance that citizens 
and clients might attach to those outputs. 

We are not considering these refined def- 
initions here. Instead, we are examining 
what the field of program evaluation com- 
monly calls “technical efficiency,” or the 
attempt to maximize the difference between 
all benefits and all costs in an operation.*§ 

Data Envelopment Analysis is one of the 
more recent techniques being used to mea- 
sure technical efficiency—the “bottom 
line”—of the public sector.*9 In its simplest 
terms, Data Envelopment Analysis estab- 

lishes measurable outputs for a particular 
decision-making unit, such as a government 

agency or a corporation. For example, a 
police department (a “decision-making 
unit”) would have certain obvious kinds of 
outputs, such as number of suspects 
arrested, number of officers assigned to 

patrol, and so forth. These outputs are then 
divided by pertinent inputs. In the case of 
the police department, the pertinent input 
would be the department’s budget. This 
procedure is then done for a number of 
police departments and the results are com- 
pared. Those departments that do not mea- 
sure up to the average performance of the 
other police departments, as determined by 

specific measures, are thus made aware that 
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they are not performing at their potential 
efficiency. 

In an effort to be fair, other factors are 

mixed into these measures of efficiency, 
such as environmental factors over which 
the decision-making unit may have no con- 
trol. In the case of the police department, 
for example, such factors may include the 
percent of population below the poverty 
line, since poor populations are often 
afflicted with higher crime rates. In this 
fashion, the productivity and efficiency of 
decision-making units can be compared on 
the basis of “fairness”; in other words, police 

departments that are working in high crime 
areas, or in areas with large percentages of 
their populations below the poverty line, are 
compared only with those police depart- 
ments that are working in areas afflicted by 
similar levels of crime and impoverishment. 
Or, if these kinds of comparisons are not 
possible (which is not uncommon), then 
those police departments that are in the 
tougher areas are granted advantages— 
“weights” along specific measurement 
areas—that are designed to render them 
comparable to their peers. 

Data Envelopment Analysis has been 
applied with some success to school districts 
and police departments.°° One study of 
police departments which analyzed data 
from a set of 469 municipal police depart- 
ments concluded, by using Data Envelop- 
ment Analysis, that some factors relating to 
department efficiency were more controlla- 
ble than were others. Among those factors 
not at all amenable to control were the pro- 
portion of citizens living below the poverty 
level and the age of the police department 
itself. Factors more subject to control were 
those of utilization of resources, organiza- 
tional structure, and personnel policies. The 
study found that the allocation of resources 
to the patrol division was associated with 
somewhat higher levels of efficiency among 
the more efficient police departments, 
although this relationship was not a strong 
one. However, the relative bureaucratiza- 

tion of the police department (i.e., several 

more hierarchical layers than the average) 
did associate strongly with lower levels of 
efficiency. Among personnel _ policies, 

unionization of the police force had a nega- 
tive association with efficiency, while police 
departments that were unburdened with 
civil service and educational requirements 
showed a bimodal pattern; departments 
without civil service or educational require- 
ments were more likely to be found in the 
lowest and highest quartiles of the efficiency 
distribution of the study.?! 

Our point is not to delve into the details 
of what makes some police departments 
more efficient than others, but rather to 

convey a flavor of how Data Envelopment 
Analysis can work. Data Envelopment Anal- 
ysis may come as Close to any of the program 
evaluation methodologies that we have in 
being able to derive measures of technical 
efficiency for the public sector. 

This review of the nuts and bolts of eval- 
uation research in public administration 
does not delve into the human problems 
encountered in conducting a program eval- 
uation. These problems are scientific and 
technical, administrative and political, and 

moral and ethical. We consider these next. 

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL PROBLEMS 
IN EVALUATION RESEARCH 

As Henry Riecken accurately observes, 

The central scientific problems in evaluation are 
(a) the segregation of treatment effects per se 
from random variation on the one hand and 
from systematic biasing through uncontrolled 
factors that are extraneous to treatment on the 
other hand, and (b) the reliable measurement of 
these effects.52 

Problems of Validity and Measurement 

The first part of the problem, as Riecken 

phrases it, deals essentially with the question 
of validity. Evaluation researchers can use a 
number of methods to assure validity— 



selecting the appropriate experimental 
methods, using a nonrandom comparison 
group method, comparing similar programs 
using time series analysis, and_ similar 
approaches.°3 

The other portion of Riecken’s dilemma 
is that of measurement. Before a program 
evaluator can measure anything, however, 
he or she must identify the objectives of the 
program in a way that permits valid measur- 
ing. Such an identification of program goals 
includes defining the content of the objec- 
tive (in other words, what is to be changed 
by the program), the target of the program, 
the time frame within which the change is 
expected to occur, the number of objectives 
if there are more than one, and finally, the 
extent of the expected effect.°* 

Once objectives are so defined, then dis- 
tinctions can be made among immediate, 
intermediate, and ultimate objectives, and 

measurements can be developed accord- 
ingly. One type of measurement, for exam- 
ple, is input measurement: What are the 
resources allocated by an agency for a par- 
ticular program relative to the services actu- 
ally received by the clients of that program? 
In this case, the resources would be the 

inputs. Original and secondary data also 
need to be measured. As Caro observes, 
“Identification of variables is, of course, 

only a first step in the measurement process. 
Evaluators are often confronted with seri- 
ous obstacles in seeking the valid, reliable, 

and sensitive measures they need.” Caro 
goes on to note that agency records often 
are seriously deficient and the evaluator 
must collect his or her own original and sec- 
ondary data; such data collection “may add 
enormously to the cost of evaluation.”°° 

Caro also notes that the subjects of the 
evaluation (e.g., public administrators) may 
try to redirect their behavior in an effort to 
affect the evaluation’s outcome, and that 

detecting this attempt becomes particularly 
difficult when evaluative criteria and data 
are incomplete. An example of the eval- 
uative problems posed by incomplete data is 
provided by higher education. Who has not 
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heard of the “publish or perish” dictum in 
universities and not wondered if the 
number of a professor’s publications actu- 
ally has anything to do with his or her teach- 
ing abilities? Related to this, do grades 
indicate the real level of learning by a stu- 
dent? 

Problems of Research Design 

A final major problem of a scientific and 
technical nature in evaluation research is 
that of dealing with program research 
design. Caro notes that the design problem 
can be broken down into the components of 
controlled interaction between program 
practitioners, interaction between recipients 

of the program, and the diffuse and unsta- 

ble nature of many programs.°® 
Achieving control over the variables in a 

program for purposes of evaluating that 
program is unusually difficult in an action 
setting. When a control group (that is, a 
group of clients who are deliberately 
excluded from receiving the benefits of a 
particular experimental program designed 
to improve services) is set aside for purposes 
of comparing it with an experimental group 
(a group of clients who do receive the bene- 
fits of a particular program innovation), 
there is often a great deal of social and polit- 
ical pressure to provide the benefits of that 
experiment to both groups. Thus, both the 
program’s administrators and the _pro- 
gram’s clients are reluctant to withhold ser- 
vices from a particular group that might 
benefit from those services, even though the 

evaluation might be ruined by doing so. 
Related to this, self-selection is a problem in 

a program evaluation in an action setting; 

“it is difficult to refuse service to those who 
seek it and provide service to those who 
resist it.”57 

In short, action settings simply inhibit 
evaluators from using a_ well-controlled 
experimental design. However, one of the 

real problems in developing a research 
design for program evaluation is more polit- 
ical than social; hidden motives on the part 
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of the evaluator can interfere with accurate 
measurement. For example, private consul- 
tants, who must make a living by securing 

contracts from public agencies, may prom- 
ise too much in writing their research 
design. Perhaps the most vivid example of 
this in recent years was provided by a pro- 
gram evaluation attempted by the Office of 
Economic Opportunity in 1972, in which 
120 drug treatment centers in six cities were 
evaluated in a study involving interviews 
with 9,000 present and former drug 
abusers. The purpose of the study was to 
assess client characteristics and behavior, 
the delivery system, the relationship of the 
project to the communities themselves, and 
the program’s cost-effectiveness. All of this 
was to be accomplished in thirteen months. 
After seven months of rather grotesque trial 
and error, the project was abandoned. Dur- 
ing that time, the program evaluators (a pri- 
vate consulting firm) had collected data on 
nine treatment centers and 1,270 clients ata 
cost of more than $2 million.>% 

Avoiding such fiascoes as OEO’s abortive 
attempt to evaluate drug abuse treatment 
programs can be enhanced by asking certain 
basic questions about the research design 
itself.°9 Is the research design explicit about 
important constraints in the study? Does it 
use standard evaluation procedures as 
much as possible? Have the evaluators 
adjusted expectations to known data 
reliability and availability? Does the evalua- 
tion rely on opinions as measures only if the 
program is intended to change opinions? 
Does it mandate a clear separation between 
the results of the data collection and analysis 
and the evaluators’ judgments and beliefs? 
Does it specify at least one acceptable mea- 
sure of accomplishment? Does it keep the 
questions relatively few in number? Does it 
establish priorities? And does the design 
require as few formal reports from the eval- 
uators as possible, depending instead on 
frequent and informal contacts? While such 
questions may seem elementary, the sad fact 
is that they are rarely asked in many 
research designs. 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND POLITICAL 
PROBLEMS IN EVALUATION RESEARCH 

A second major problem in conducting eval- 
uation research, apart from the scientific 
and technical ones, is the administrative and 

political difficulties to be surmounted in 
conducting an evaluation. Riecken observes 
that “in comparison with the vast amount of 
scholarly examination of the design and 
measurement features of evaluation, the 

matter of day-to-day execution of these 
tasks has received scant attention.” He fur- 
ther notes that political realities complicate 
evaluation management because evaluation 
“is always undertaken in a context of deci- 
sions about the use of resources and, 

accordingly, has implications for the acquisi- 
tion, distribution and loss of social or politi- 
cal power.”©° 

Who Are the Evaluators? 

To understand the administrative and 
political implications of evaluation research, 

we must first know who the evaluators are. 
Program evaluators play many social roles, 
and the roles they assume affect the ways 
they discharge their responsibilities. In his 
excellent study of policy analysts in the 
federal government, Arnold Meltsner iden- 
tified four separate roles played by program 
evaluators: the entrepreneur, who has excel- 

lent analytical and political skills; the polite- 

cian, who has reasonable political skills but 
who is less impressive in intellectual analy- 
sis; the technician, who has good analytical 
skills but is apolitical; and finally what 
Meltsner calls the pretender, who is weak 
both analytically and politically.6! Similarly, 
K. A. Archebald has observed three roles: 
academics, or evaluation researchers who 

typically are funded by grant monies and 
conduct a study with minimal contact with 
the program’s clients; clinicians, who 
respond only to their own interpersonal 
dynamic and who treat (quite condescen- 
dingly) the client as a patient who needs 
help to cure a sickness; and strategizers, who 



use the management consultant approach 
and who work with clients as if they were 
colleagues. Archebald contends that in an 
evaluation that blends all three evalu- 
ator roles, it is the program’s clients who 
often have the ultimate responsibility for 
decisions regarding research and _ their 
consequences.®? 

Managers against Evaluators? 

Because of the social and political roles 
that program evaluators frequently play, 
tensions can develop between the evaluators 
and the line managers of an agency. As a 
result, it is unfortunately not unusual for 
conflict to erupt between the program man- 
agers and the program’s evaluators, whom 
the managers may see as_ self-anointed 
prophets passing judgment on the manag-, 
ers’ efforts to solve real and long-standing 
social problems. Mutual perceptions aside, 
evaluators often do have different perspec- 
tives, purposes, and values from the on-line 

practitioners. Conflict can occur if the prac- 
titioners feel themselves threatened—and 
objective analysis in and of itself, irrespec- 
tive who is conducting it, often can be per- 
ceived as such a threat. Often, however, 

tensions between evaluators and managers 
result simply from the evaluators’ failure to 
make a clear distinction between the admin- 
istrative and personal qualities of the man- 
agers and the actual effectiveness of the 
treatment they happen to be using. In any 
event, there is an unusually rich empirical 
literature on the interplay of political and 
administrative forces extant among manag- 
ers and evaluators.°% 

As a result of these problems, most 
experts in the field of evaluation agree that 
the evaluation of a program ought to be 
commissioned and sponsored by the highest 
level in an organization that has program 
responsibility, and, on balance, it is prefera- 

ble that the evaluation should be conducted 
by an external agency or by a third-party 
consultant.°4 The commissioning of an eval- 
uation by the uppermost level of an organi- 
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zation and the use of outside evaluators can 
avoid some of the natural strains between 
practitioners and researchers. Notably such 
an approach can avoid those tensions that 
emanate from such diverse values as: spec- 
ificity versus generality (researchers are more 
likely to be interested in long-term problem 
solving, while practitioners are more likely 

to be concerned with solving immediate 
problems); status quo versus change (practic- 
ing administrators, on the one hand, may 

attempt to conceal badly managed _ pro- 
grams and to resist any change that they 
perceive as being potentially disruptive, 

while academic evaluators, on the other 

hand, often claim a superior knowledge of 
human affairs that predisposes them to dra- 
matize the inadequacy of the admin- 
istrators); and finally, academic knowledge ver- 
sus practical experience (because the evaluator 
is, in fact, usually an academic, the practi- 

tioner views him or her as having no “real 
world” experience in or awareness of such 
practical problems as limited budgets and 
personnel resources).°° 

Whereas the general thrust of the evalua- 
tion literature tends to favor the use of out- 
side consultants, arguments can be made for 

either inside or outside evaluators. Conten- 
tions favoring the use of outside consultants 
include: they are more objective; they are 

more likely to question the basic premises of 
the organization; they would be more effec- 

tive mediators because of their objectivity; 

and they are more likely to devote their full 
time to the research problem at hand. Still, 
insiders have certain advantages, too, 
including a more detailed knowledge of the 
organization and the probability that they 
are in a better position to be able to do con- 
tinuing, long-term program evaluation.°® 

ETHICAL AND MORAL PROBLEMS 
IN EVALUATION RESEARCH 

Finally, evaluators should be cognizant of 
some basic ethical and moral problems asso- 
ciated with the conduct of evaluation 
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A Note of Grace and a Case of Reality 
a een 

In the field of public administration, ideology can become mixed 
with reality, and this is particularly true in the areas of program 
evaluation and productivity. An example of ideology being 
mistaken for reality is provided in the following synopsis of the 
final report of the President’s Private Sector Survey on Cost 
Control (the Grace Commission). Conversely an example of 
public management being conducted effectively and without 
ideological bias is furnished by the following case study 
conducted by the American Productivity Center on the City of 
Phoenix, Arizona. 

The Grace Commission’s report was publicly accepted in 1984 
by the president as his program for reducing the federal deficit. 
The Commission argued a commonly held ideology that by 
applying “solid business management’ to the public sector, 
enormous savings could be realized. However, as the analysis 
that follows points out, there are anomalies in applying the 
unadapted techniques of business to the public interest. 

Reality, rather than ideology, is more apparent in the case 
study of the City of Phoenix that follows. Phoenix is known as a 
“star’’ city among public administrators and is one of the most 
effective and efficient urban governments in the country. The city 
has been able to attain this stature by constantly testing for what 
management techniques work and what do not, and by 
monitoring the performance of the programs that it conducts. 
Empiricism replaces ideology. 

Unlike the nominal predecessors of the 
Grace Commission (which, in many ways, 
were not at all its predecessors, since they 
were significantly smaller in both scope 
and number of participants), the Brownwell 
Commission, the Hoover Commissions, the 
Ash Council, and the Carter Reorganization 
Project were composed largely of analysts 
from many walks of life who were inside 
government or who knew a great deal 
about it. Not so with the Grace Commis- 
sion. The Executive Committee of the Presi- 
dent’s Private Sector Survey on Cost 
Control consisted of 161 members, vir- 
tually all of whom were executives in the 
business world. About a fourth headed 
firms listed in the Fortune 500, but also rep- 
resented were executives from about a third 
of the top fifty commercial banks in the 
country, from the nation’s three largest 
insurance firms, and from other similar 
businesses. Only seven of these 161 mem- 

bers of the Executive Committee were from 
occupations that were not businesses, such 
as representatives from universities, labor, 
and the Heritage Foundation. 

The reports themselves are unusually dif- 
ficult to read. None is indexed; they are 
long; and the writing style is arid. Some 
parts of the reports are actually censored. 

The analyses are of mixed quality. An 
example of a constructive analysis is a 
study of correspondence control in the 
Department of Health and Human Ser- 
vices, which found that it took fifty-eight 
days to answer a letter in the Office of the 
Secretary, compared to eighteen days at the 
Pentagon, and nine at a Prudential Insur- 
ance office. An example of a poor analysis 
is the report's criticism of the Department of 
Energy on the grounds that its span of con- 
trol is considerably narrower than that of 
the federal government as a whole. What is 
not mentioned in this critique, however, is 



that the Department uses 90 percent of its 
budget allocations to contract out its 
programs, and greater control is often 
required. 

Recommendations for achieving savings 
meet a similarly mixed fate. For example, 
the final report argues for cheaper packag- 
ing of ammunition for the military, but 
ignores prospective damage in shipping 
that would offset such savings. The report 
also urges that 7,000 small post offices and 
almost two thirds of Social Security district 
and branch offices be closed in order to 
save money. No doubt savings would 
accrue, but at what cost in services? The 
question of government’s obligation to 
provide services is not addressed in this 
instance, and is_ rarely addressed 
throughout the report. 

The final report also contains some seri- 
ous misrepresentations. First, the Commis- 

sion grossly exaggerates the savings it 
claims would be achieved (nearly half a tri- 
llion dollars over three years) if its recom- 

mendations were followed. But as the 
Commission states in the fine print, its pro- 
jected savings are of a ‘‘planning’’ quality 
and not of a ‘‘budget’’ quality, despite the 
fact that the proposed savings are presented 
in the context of the growing national debt. 
Similarly, the figures presented by the Com- 
mission refer not to mere savings but to rev- 
enue increases and accelerations in cash 
flow that the report contends will result if its 
recommendations were implemented; yet, 
faster revenue collections and slower dis- 
bursements are not true ‘‘savings,’’ but 
merely bookkeeping artifices. Most impor- 
tant, however, the potential savings 
claimed by the Commission are really only 
estimates, and not well-grounded projec- 
tions. Many of the recommendations by the 
Commission are of a sort that their financial 
implications simply are not measurable, 
even speculatively. 

A second type of misrepresentation by 
the Grace Commission is its claim that its 
objective was not to change policy, but 
merely to improve efficiency in the federal 
government. Yet, as the General Account- 
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ing Office observed, ‘‘policy-oriented 
issues make up a large portion of the Com- 
mission’s total estimated savings.’” For 
example, the report advocates repeal of the 
Davis-Bacon Act, the Walsh-Healey Act, 
and the Service Contracts Act; it urges the 
Environmental Protection Agency to pro- 
pose new block grant programs to replace 
categorical grants for environmental 
assistance; it proposes that the sale or lease 
of public range lands in ten Western states 
be reevaluated; it supports increased pro- 
duction of plutonium and tritium in three 
nuclear facilities; it suggests that the State 
Department push for a new voting system 
in the United Nations that is weighted for 
relative budgetary contributions to the 
U.N.; and it urges that the president be 
granted an item veto power. While such 
measures may result in greater savings by 
the federal government, they clearly are 
policy changes as well, and the Commis- 
sion had a duty to say so which it did not 
fulfill. 

Many of the proposals of the Grace 
Commission display a_ business-oriented 
prejudice that is not identified in the report. 
Most obvious in this regard is the Commis- 
sion’s Commitment to a privatization phi- 
losophy. As in the report of the second 
Hoover Commission [reviewed in Chapter 
11], it is urged that far more contracts be 
granted to the private sector to conduct and 
implement public programs. Among other 
federal operations slated for privatization 
by the Grace Commission are the Military 
Commissary System, the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve, hydroelectric power plants, 
space shuttle launching services, electronic 
data processing for the Social Security Sys- 
tem, Coast Guard Search and Rescue Oper- 
ations, patient care in small military 
hospitals, operation of the Army’s person- 
nel and payroll system, and municipal 
wastewater treatment. Many of these and 
other suggestions would result in extraordi- 
nary profits for certain industries. 

A similar bias is found in the Grace Com- 
mission’s clear preference for deregulation, 
including the deregulation of nuclear 
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power plants. The Commission also recom- 
mends that more user charges be levied. 
However, user charges should be put on a 
really paying basis, not merely offsetting 
the full costs of providing a service, but 
charging what the market will bear and 
making a profit! Now that is private enter- 
prise! 

It appears that, in some ways, the Presi- 
dent’s Private Sector Survey on Cost Con- 
trol may actually diminish rather than 
enhance the quality of government in the 
United States. For example, the Commis- 
sion proposes that an Office of Federal 
Management be created that would cen- 
tralize virtually all aspects of management 
in the federal government. It is unlikely that 
such an office would attain the alleged 
advantages of ‘‘business-like manage- 
ment,” but certainly such an office would 
give unprecedented power to those in 
charge of it. It is at least debatable whether 
a highly centralized Office of Federal Man- 
agement would be good for the quality of or 
the responsiveness of government. 

The Commission also made allegations 
and proposals that seem purposely 
designed to undermine morale in the 
federal service. J. Peter Grace, the Chair of 
the Commission, for example, continually 
insisted throughout the Commission’s 
deliberations that ‘‘’government is run horri- 
bly,” despite the fact that many of the 
reports provided by his own Commission 
stated otherwise. In fact, the Commission 
admitted that top federal executives were 
inadequately paid compared to their coun- 
terparts in the private sector, and suggested 
raises ranging from 20 to 30 percent. But at 
the lower levels of the federal bureaucracy, 
arguments were made by the Commission 
to significantly reduce pay; in making its 
case, no reference was made to the recom- 
mendation by the Advisory Committee on 
Federal Pay that overall federal salaries 
need to be raised by nearly 22 percent to 
catch up to private sector. The Commission 
also urged significant decreases in the size 
of the federal work force, but with little 
analysis to support such cuts. 

Finally, many of the managerial innova- 
tions urged by the Grace Commission were 

not all that novel; in fact, the General 

Accounting Office has stated that about half 

of the proposals suggested by the Commis- 
sion had already been recommended by 
the GAO but had not been adopted. On the 
other hand, the Office of Management and 
Budget reported a year after the release of 
the Grace Commission’s report that 879 (or 
35 percent) of the Commission’s 2,478 rec- 

ommendations had been enacted by the 
Reagan Administration, at a three-year cost 
savings of $111,882,000. 

In sum, the President’s Private Sector 
Survey on Cost Control has some pluses 
and some minuses. But unlike its predeces- 
sors, not only is the report of the Grace 
Commission far more sweeping in its scope 
and in its recommendations, its members 
were far less representative of people who 
understand government, and who compre- 
hend the obligation mandated by society 
for government to provide services.* 

The City of Phoenix is the ninth largest 
city in the country and employs about 
10,000 people. It is one of the nation’s fast- 
est growing cities, and, in part as a result of 
that growth, the city initiated a comprehen- 
sive plan to improve productivity in the 
early 1970s. At first, Phoenix tried a cen- 
tralized approach that had an _ industrial 
engineering orientation, but this tack even- 

tually proved to be so cumbersome that it 
was phased out. But the initiation of this 
system did begin what observers called a 
“cultural change” in the attitudes of both 
managers and their employees. 

In 1977, another kind of approach was 

*Sources: Derived from Charles T. Goodsell, ‘The 

Grace Commission,’’ Public Administration Review.; 

U.S. General Accounting Office, Compendium of 

GAO’s Views on the Cost Saving Proposals of the 
Grace Commission. Vol. |: Summary of Findings. Vol. 
Il: Individual Issue Analyses. GAO/OCG-85-|. (Wash- 
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, Feb- 
ruary 19, 1985); and Office of Management and Bud- 

get, Management of the United States Government 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1985). 



begun. A Citizens Productivity Advisory 
Committee was appointed to advise the city 
on how to improve municipal productivity, 
and as a result of its recommendations, a 
major effort was made to make departments 
more accountable and employees more 
participatory in decision making. Problem- 
solving work groups were established in 
every area of the city’s business, and the 
results have been successful. An annual 
survey of city employees shows increased 
employee involvement in decision making 
for every year that the program has been in 
operation. 

A similar effort was made to decentralize 
management—in stark contrast to the rec- 
ommendations of the Grace Commission. 
In 1980, the director of management and 
budget assigned twelve to fifteen of his staff 
members to operating departments to 
monitor productivity projects that depart- 
ments undertake each year. By integrating 
these analysts into the operating depart- 
ments, they become a part of the team of 
that department rather than being per- 
ceived as outside ‘‘graders.”’ 

The city also created a Value Manage- 
ment Resource Office, which combined the 
training and development staff with the 
operations analysis staff. This Office func- 
tions as a team of internal consultants who 
use both industrial engineering and 
behavioral science methods to improve 
productivity. Included in its functions are 
surveys of employees and clients, work 
load distribution analyses, the development 
of work output measures, the diagnosis of 
problems, work group development, man- 
agement consultation, conflict resolution, 

customized training, work flow and sched- 
uling, productivity training, and decision- 
making assistance. The Office provides 
some thirty formal training programs for 
city workers affecting about 800 employees 
each year. 

Phoenix city government places a high 
value on training and education. It offers 
tuition reimbursement to any of its employ- 

ees, provided that employees take courses 
that relate to their employment. 
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The city also has initiated a “pay for per- 
formance’’ compensation system that in 
effect is a modified Management by Objec- 
tives system. The system requires all depart- 
ments to establish a plan for achieving their 
objectives and to list productivity 
improvement goals within a particular time 
frame. When these goals are achieved, sal- 
aries are adjusted with increases based on 
inflation rates plus merit increases that are 
closely tied to the attainment of objectives. 

Among the most innovative approaches 
that Phoenix has taken is the application of 
competitive bidding procedures not only 
for private companies but for its own city 
agencies as well. Thus, not only do private 
corporations bid for a city contract, but so 
do other city agencies, a process that has 
resulted in saving the city about $3 million 
a year. The city has found in the area of 
garbage collection, for example, that some 
routes can be conducted less expensively 
by private contractors, but this is not true of 
other routes, which the city handles itself. 
According to one city official, ‘“We learn 
from losing a bid. We are more than willing 
to go after other departments .. . if their 
charges caused our bid to be too high! It’s a 
team effort to cut costs. In theory, unless 
our city government is inherently ineffi- 
cient, we should win the bids.’ 

Other innovations introduced by Phoe- 
nix include a computerized dispatch sys- 
tem for the fire department, rather than a 
radio dispatch system, which has greatly 
improved response rates and information 
available for units at the scene, including 
computer displays of such items as floor 
plans, the presence of handicapped or 
elderly residents, the location of dangerous 
substances, and a variety of other informa- 
tion. 

The city also promotes the use of fees for 
service, or user charges, but without cutting 
into basic services. For example, there is a 
standard monthly fee for garbage pickups, 
but citizens may obtain more frequent ser- 
vice for an additional fee. The water depart- 
ment uses a similar plan by charging a 
higher fee per gallon as consumption 
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increases beyond a baseline point. This 
emphasis on fee for services has forced all 
departments to contain costs. 

The city’s employee suggestion program 
also was significantly upgraded. As a result, 
program participation increased from 100 
employees to 1,000, and documented pro- 
ductivity savings went up from $20,000 per 
year to more than $1,000,000 a year. The 
city has won a number of awards from the 
National Association of Suggestion Sys- 
tems. 

The city also uses management retreats 
in which city management meets off site to 
share information and experiences twice a 
year, and it has created a _ Citizens’ 
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Assistance Office to help residents resolve 

problems relating to city services. 
Phoenix has one of the lowest tax bases 

in the nation and one of the highest service 
levels. So productive is the city that the Jap- 
anese government invited Phoenix’s city 
manager to Tokyo to advise it on how to 
increase productivity. In an age when 
Americans are asking the Japanese how to 
manage, that is a kudo of no mean signifi- 
cance. 

Scurces: As derived from Case Study 38, American 
Productivity Center; Randy Fitzgerald, ‘“We Can 
Lower Local Taxes,” Readers’ Digest; and personal 

conversations with Phoenix managers. 

research. Principal among these are prob- 
lems involving privacy, confidentiality, and 
informed consent. 

The issues of privacy and confidentiality 
are not unique to evaluation research, but 
they do assume a somewhat different tenor 
in this context. In program evaluation pro- 
jects, privacy refers to the state of the indi- 
vidual; confidentiality refers to a state of 
information. Thus, privacy becomes a mat- 
ter between the evaluator and the respond- 
ent. It hinges on the degree to which the 
evaluator’s questions, in and of themselves, 

are perceived by the respondent to be pry- 
ing or embarrassing. Hence, privacy is not a 
matter of who knows the answer, but of 

whether certain kinds of knowledge are 
known to anyone other than the respondent. 
The test of an invasion of privacy is to ask if 
the respondent will voluntarily furnish 
answers under conditions that appear to 
appropriately restrict the use of those 
answers. 

Confidentiality refers to the question of 
whether an investigator’s promise of con- 
fidentiality to a respondent is either suffi- 
cient or necessary. The evaluator’s promise, 
no matter how solemnly given, may not be 
sufficient because, under certain legal situa- 

tions, the investigator must yield the infor- 
mation he or she has collected or go to jail. 

The legal reality is that social science 
research records are not protected under 
statutory law as a privileged communica- 
tion, as are the records of lawyers and 

physicians. 
Central to the ethical issues of privacy 

and confidentiality is the problem of 
informed consent, which refers to whether or 
not a respondent understands what he or 
she is consenting to. Such an understand- 
ing, of course, is particularly important in 
cases of human experimentation, but it also 
has a bearing on program evaluation stud- 
ies. As Riecken observes, 

lawyers have questioned the legality as well as the 
ethicality of experimental design and random 
assignment of participants to treatment for pur- 
poses of program evaluation. The grounds for 
such questioning include the issues of informed 
consent, equal protection, and the statutory (or 
other) authority of the agency to conduct experi- 
mental evaluations.§7 

DOES EVALUATION MATTER? 

We have reviewed a number of difficulties 
regarding program evaluation, but we have 
not asked what Republicans in the White 
House used to call the “big enchilada”—that 
is, is evaluation research used by anyone? 



Carol H. Weiss observes in this connection 
that 

there is a pervasive sense that government 
officials do not pay much attention to the 
research their money is buying. The consensus 
seems to be that most research studies bounce off 
the policy process without making much of a 
dent in the course of events. Support for this 
notion surfaces in many quarters—among social 
scientists, executive branch officials, and mem- 

bers of Congress.®8 

Examples to support Weiss’s assessment 
are plentiful, and perhaps the most notori- 
ous instance of program managers resisting 
program evaluation has occurred over the 
years in elementary and secondary educa- 
tion. Because the education establishment in 
the United States is a highly decentralized 
one, local educators have successfully 
resisted attempts to evaluate such basic pro- 
grams as whether or not pupils are learning 
to read. Under Title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, for 
example, the U.S. Office of Education (now 

the Department of Education) requested 
achievement test data from local school 
officials; the data were wanted both by Con- 
gress (which sought such data as a means of 
reforming education) and federal execu- 
tives (who wanted the data as a management 
tool). Local school officials, however, 

thought these federal attempts at rather 
rudimentary program evaluation to be 
threatening, and, although student scores 

on national tests declined steadily since 1963 
and only began to rise in 1982, local edu- 
cators still have successfully resisted efforts 
by the federal government to find out more 
about student achievement in the nation.®9 

The example of public education indi- 
cates in broad strokes the basic problems to 
be overcome in getting governments to use 
program evaluations. At one level the rea- 
sons why program evaluations are used less 
frequently by policymakers than they might 
be are fairly straightforward. Often the 
research cannot produce results early 
enough to be employed in short-term policy 
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decisions. The evaluator, is after all, often 

only an advisor, and policymakers are 
under no particular obligation to accept the 
evaluator’s recommendations. Disagree- 
ments between evaluators and practitioners 
contribute to the fact that the evaluation is 
not used; occasionally, for instance, admin- 
istrators will claim that the “real goals” of 
the project were not accurately measured.7? 

At a deeper level, however, a lack of use 
of evaluation by policymakers stems from 
the different perceptions held by practi- 
tioners and by evaluators that were 
reviewed earlier. Evaluators generally tend 
to place the most importance on a study, 
and sometimes the demand for an evalua- 
tion is a signal that a program is in trouble. 
Adding to this problem is the probability 
that scarce staff may have to be reallocated 
to compile data (which may not be wanted 
by top administrators in the first place). This 
may lead to complaints by staff that they 
have less time to carry out their assigned 
responsibilities. Thomas V. Bonoma sug- 
gests that the prior relationships between 
the evaluator and administrators whose pro- 
gram is being evaluated largely determine 
the nature of the evaluation that is subse- 
quently conducted, the level of resistance to 

initiating changes recommended by the 
evaluation, and the strategies to be used by 
evaluators in overcoming bureaucratic 
resistance to their findings. Bonoma ranks 
strategies for overcoming administrative 
resistance to organizational changes that are 
recommended by evaluation research along 
a continuum ranging from coercion and 
inducement, to rational persuasion, and 

finally to “consensual cooperation.”7! 
Although the often-observed resistance 

of government executives to initiating rec- 
ommended changes may be frustrating to 
the evaluators, it nonetheless should be rec- 

ognized that the very act of program evalua- 
tion often serves a purpose that is both 
important and unrecognized by social scien- 
tists. Weiss calls this hidden purpose “the 
enlightenment function,” citing as evidence 

for its existence three major studies on the 
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uses of evaluation research that indicate, in 

Weiss’s words, that “some other process is at 

work.”’* This process, according to Weiss, is 

not the conventional wisdom of the social 

researcher which holds that 

to the extent that he departs from the goals and 
assumptions adhered to by policymakers, his 
research will be irrelevant to the “real world” and 
will go unheeded. [Therefore, for maximum 
research utility,] the researcher should accept the 
fundamental goals, priorities, and political con- 

straints of the key decision-making group. He 
should be sensitive to feasibilities and stay within 
the narrow range of low cost, low change policy 
alternatives.7% 

Weiss argues that this perception by the 
evaluation researcher is both cynical and 
naive. The real utility of evaluation 
research, according to Weiss, is that it is a 

form of social criticism and should be 
viewed by social scientists as such. “The 
enlightenment function” of evaluation 
research is based on assumptions that are 
quite at odds with the conventional wisdom 
of the social scientists. The enlightenment 
model 

does not consider value consensus a prerequisite 
for useful research. . . . it implies that research 
need not necessarily be geared to the operating 
feasibilities of today, but that research provides 
the intellectual background of concepts, orienta- 
tions, and empirical generalizations that inform 
policy. As new concepts and data emerge, their 
gradual cumulative effect can be to change the 
conventions policymakers abide by and _ to 
reorder the goals and priorities of the practical 
policy world.74 

The enlightenment model posited by 
Weiss is perhaps the most succinct and 
useful view of the role that program evalua- 
tion plays in modern public administration. 
Although not rigorously scientific, it does 
appeal to the basic precepts of how knowl- 
edge is used (2.e., information theory). In 
this view, evaluation research sensitizes pol- 
icymakers. It opens new options that, over 
time, the policymakers are more likely to 
adopt because of the background data pro- 

vided by an evaluation research project. 
Evaluation research may not be used as 
immediately and radically as the evaluation 
researcher might wish, but in the long run 

program evaluations are employed by pol- 
icymakers, and perhaps on a broader plane 
than evaluation researchers realize. 

Evaluation research is likely to reach in 
the final fifth of the twentieth century the 
position that public administration has 
already reached. In many ways, the current 
intellectual revival of evaluation research 
among public administrationists represents 
a return to the golden era of the 1930s when 
the “principles of public administration” 
paradigm was dominant. Fortunately, eval- 
uation research has sidestepped the intellec- 
tual pitfalls of the “principles” period and 
has simultaneously provided the field of 
public administration with much of its long- 
needed scholarly focus. Like the “princi- 
ples” of yore, evaluation research is a major 
means of demonstrating the legitimacy of 
government. Government has no _ profit 
margin by which it can demonstrate to the 
taxpayers a reason for existing. Instead, 
government must demonstrate more diffi- 
cult concepts to justify itself, such as effi- 
ciency, effectiveness, and social worth in 
carrying out its programs. Evaluation 
research, in its sophisticated but deeply 
rooted appeal to Western beliefs in the sci- 
entific method, may provide one such 

means of demonstration, and, as such, it is 

going to become an increasingly important 
aspect of public management in an age 
when government consumes more eco- 
nomic resources than ever before in history. 

In its effort to demonstrate the efficient 
and effective use of public funds, evaluation 
research provides a graceful introduction to 
our next chapter on the public budget and 
how to use it. 
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CHAPTER 

8 

THE BUDGET: 
CONCEPTS AND PROCESSES 

Of the many variants of systems theory that 
have been applied to problems of public 
administration, budgetary concepts have 
had the longest and most pronounced 
impact on the field. Like the other tech- 
niques reviewed in the preceding chapters, 
the budget represents a technique of admin- 
istrative control that has been extended con- 
ceptually from a negative to a positive (and 
increasingly political) function. 

In this chapter, we shall trace the evolu- 
tion of budgetary concepts in government. 
We shall also consider the impact, or lack of 

it, of budgeting concepts on various levels of 

American government, and the political sig- 

nificance of the budgetary process. 

A HISTORY OF BUDGETARY CONCEPTS 

Bertram Gross and Allen Schick have bro- 
ken down, in slightly differing ways, the 

evolvement of budgetary thinking by public 
officials.! Briefly, the past development of 
the budget can be categorized into six peri- 
ods: (1) traditional, or Line-Item Budget- 
ing, with its control orientation; (2) 
Performance Budgeting (sometimes called 
Program Budgeting), with its management 
orientation; (3) Planning-Programming- 
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Budgeting (PPB), with its economic plan- 
ning orientation; (4) Management by Objec- 
tives (MBO), with its emphasis on budgetary 
decentralization; (5) Zero-Base Budgeting 
(ZBB), with its stress on ranking program 
priorities; and (6) Budgeting-as-Political- 
Management, with its centralizing and legis- 
lative overtones. 

In each of these thrusts, the idea of what 
a budget is, could be, or should be, has 

assumed a different cast. Nevertheless, the 

essential meaning of the word budget has 
remained unaltered. To borrow Aaron 

Wildavsky’s definition, a budget is “a series of 
goals with price tags attached.” 

There are, of course, other and lengthier 

definitions of budget, but Wildavsky’s pithy 
one-liner has the blessed advantage of being 

unmysterious, accurate, and short, so we 

shall rely on it. 

Line-Item Budgeting (1921-1939) 

Most people know what a budget looks 
like. Each line on a sheet of paper has an 
item (for example, pencils, 112) on the left 
side followed by a cost ($5.00) on the right 
side; hence, the traditional budget acquired 
its descriptive title of “line-item,” or 
“objects-of-expenditure.” 



Of course, all governments have always 
had some form of line-item budget. From 
the days of the ancient courts of Egypt, 
Babylon, and China, something was needed 
to keep track of expenses. But in American 
public administration, the refinement of the 
Line-Item Budget was a product of national 
political and reformist pressures. One such 
pressure was the drive to establish a consoli- 
dated “executive budget.” The value behind 
this drive was one of ousting financial cor- 
ruption in government, and the way to 
accomplish this goal was to consolidate pub- 
lic financial management bureaus under the 
chief executive. 

This thrust related to a second pressure, 
which was the administrative integration 
movement. The proponents of admin- 
istrative integration advocated the func- 
tional consolidation of agencies, the 
abandonment of various independent 
boards, the enhancement of the president’s 
appointive and removal powers, and the 
short ballot, among similar reforms 
designed to assure efficiency and coordina- 
tion in government. 

The third pressure was the desire of 
political reformers to build in administrative 
honesty by restricting the discretionary 
powers held by public administrators. Thus, 

innovations such as competitive bidding for 
contracts, centralized purchasing, standard- 

ized accounting procedures, and expen- 

diture audits emerged. All related directly 
to the notion that the budget was a useful 
device for controlling public administrators 
(if in a purely negative way) and ensuring 
morality in government. Among other 
results of these forces, the Budget and 

Accounting Act of 1921 was enacted. This 
act centralized federal budget formation in 
the Bureau of the Budget (BOB), and estab- 
lished the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) as the congressional check on federal 

expenditures. 
The Line-Item Budget rapidly became 

associated with governmental honesty, effi- 

ciency, and less propitiously, inflexibility. In 

1923 Charles G. Dawes, as first director of 

the Bureau of the Budget (now the Office of 
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Management and Budget), wrote: “The 

Bureau of the Budget is concerned only 
with the humbler and routine business of 
government. ...1t is concerned with no 

question of policy, save that of economy and 
efficiency.”* As a result of these very limited 
objectives, the Line-Item Budget empha- 
sized such factors as skilled accountancy, the 

procurement of objects needed to run an 
office or program and their costs, incremen- 

tal policymaking throughout government, 

dispersed responsibility for management 

and planning, and a fiduciary role for the 

budget agency. Technical definitions of 
items were stressed (for example, pencils, 
112, with /-inch erasers, wood, No. 2 grade 

lead, 6” x 14"), and the use of such phrases 

as “watch-dog of the treasury” and “bal- 

anced budget” were common, indicating the 
mentality of this control-oriented stage of 
budgetary thought. 

Gross observes that the Line-Item Bud- 

get covered inputs only, meaning that it dealt 
only with what it took to make a project con- 
tinue—typewriter ribbons, erasers, paper, 

and secretaries.4 Consider two examples, 
paperclips and parks. Under a Line-Item 

Budget, the only policy-related questions 
that a public administrator would be chan- 
neled into asking are: (1) How many paper- 
clips do we need and what will they cost? or 
(2) How many parks do we have and what 
will it cost to maintain them? We shall refer 

again to paperclips and parks as examples 
of how each successive concept of the bud- 

get changed the policy-related questions 
that pertained to them. The point is that the 
budget represents a way of thinking about, 
measuring, and evaluating public policy. 

Performance Budgeting (1940—1960) 

As early as 1913, budget officers dis- 

played a recognition that the budget could 
be used for more than merely controlling 
the public’s fiscal accounts. In that year, the 
Bureau of Municipal Research of New York 
City urged, in its officials’ words, “a classi- 
fication of costs in as many different ways as 
there are stories to be told.” Practically 
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speaking, the bureau developed a threefold 
scheme of classifying expenditures: by 
administrative units, by functions, and by 

items. Such an analysis was an extraor- 
dinarily farsighted concept of the uses of 
the budget, but it was ultimately rejected by 
the city on the ground that inadequate 
accounting information was available. 

Although lone voices were heard 
throughout the 1920s and 1930s advocating 
a budget attuned to government perfor- 
mance as well as objects of expenditure, the 
meaningful shift to this kind of thinking 
came with President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s 
New Deal. A number of historical factors 
influenced this movement. One was the firm 
establishment of the control techniques 
advocated by the line-item budgeteers. With 
the setting up of accurate accounting, pur- 
chasing, and personnel practices, budgeting 
as a concept was released from many of its 
traditional watchdog duties. Second, the 

government was expanding enormously, 

and there emerged a corresponding need to 
centralize and coordinate managerial activ- 
ities more effectively. The budget provided 
the salient tool for systematically coordinat- 
ing government management. Third, gov- 

ernment was increasingly perceived as an 
institution that delivered benefits, and the 
budget in turn was seen as a means by which 
the appropriate managerial delivery systems 
could be measured. With the New Deal, 
these factors congealed. From 1932 to 1940 
federal spending more than doubled. The 
President’s Committee on Administrative 
Management recommended (in the form of 
Luther Gulick’s and Lyndall Urwick’s oft- 
mentioned report of 1937) that the Bureau 
of the Budget shed its control orientation in 
favor of a managerial emphasis, and that 
BOB be used to coordinate federal admin- 
istration under presidential leadership. In 
1939, BOB was transferred from the Trea- 

sury Department to the newly founded 
Executive Office of the President. The 
Bureau’s staff was increased by a factor of 
ten, it developed new methods of statistical 
coordination and budgetary apportion- 
ment, and it increasingly drew its personnel 

from the ranks of public administration 
rather than from accounting. Executive 
Order 8248 officially expressed the new 
managerial role of BOB: 

... to keep the President informed of the pro- 
gress of activities by agencies of the Government 
with respect to work proposed, work actually ini- 

tiated, and work completed, together with the 
relative timing of work between the several agen- 
cies of the Government; all to the end that the 

work programs of the several agencies of the 
executive branch of Government may be coordi- 
nated and that the monies appropriated by the 
Congress may be expended in the most econom- 
ical manner possible to prevent overlapping and 
duplication of effort.® 

The managerial orientation of the bud- 
get was reified by the preeminence of 
administrative management in _ public 
administration and, to a degree, by scientific 

management in business administration. 
This general emphasis was known as “Oper- 
ations and Management” (O & M), and gov- 
ernment bureaucracies, particularly BOB, 

became preoccupied with originating mea- 
sures of work performance and _perfor- 
mance standards. In 1949 the Hoover 
Commission’s report gave this thrust the 
name by which we know it: Performance 
Budgeting. Prior to 1949 Performance Bud- 
geting (which in some circles came to be 
known as Program Budgeting) was called 
“Functional” or “Activity Budgeting.” 
Although the federal government had in 
fact been practicing Performance Budget- 
ing, largely under the aegis of Harold D. 
Smith, director of BOB (1939-1946), the 
Hoover Commission more or less clinched 
its worth by dramatizing the problems that 
the government faced under Line-Item 
Budgeting. The Commission observed that 
the federal budget for fiscal year (FY) 
1949-1950 was 1625 pages long with 
approximately 1.5 million words, and it 
questioned this budget’s utility as a docu- 
ment that facilitated more coordinated and 
effective public management.® In 1950 
President Harry S. Truman sent Congress 



the first full-fledged federal Performance 
Budget. 

In sum, Performance Budgeting covered 
more administrative activities than had the 
traditional line-item budget. Now outputs as 
well as imputs were considered. Budget 
officers saw their mission not only as one of 
precise and controlled accounting, but also 
as the development of activity classifications, 

the description of an agency’s program and 
its performance, and the exploration of 
various kinds of work/cost measurements. 
Administrative, as opposed to accounting, 
skills were stressed; activities of the agency 
were given precedence over the purchase of 
items required to run the office. Manage- 
ment responsibility became newly cen- 
tralized, and although planning responsibil- 
ity remained dispersed, policymaking 
remained incremental. The role of the bud- 
get agency evolved from a fiduciary to an 
efficiency function. 

What did this new role of the budget sig- 
nify for our original examples of paperclips 
and parks? Under a Line-Item Budget, an 
administrator asked only input-related 
questions: How much will it cost next year to 
assure an adequate supply of paperclips for 
the office? How much will it cost next year 
to assume adequate maintenance of the 
parks for the public? Under a Performance 
Budget, an administrator was pushed into 

asking not only input-related questions, but 
output-related questions as well: How many 
papers will be clipped? How many people 
will be served by the parks? In other words, 
the performance of the objects of expenditure 
became important, and as a result of output- 
related queries, we might anticipate admin- 
istrative studies to be generated that would 
survey the average number of papers clip- 
ped per paperclip, or the average number 
of persons visiting each park. In short, how 

did paperclips and parks perform? 

Planning-Programming-Budgeting 
(1961-1970) 

While Performance Budgeting repre- 

sented a step forward in budgetary theory, 
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it did not delve into the deeper levels of 
government. Unquestionably, Performance 
Budgeting made a significant contribution 
in attempting to devise measurements of an 
agency’s effectiveness, and this was to the 
public’s good. But, as one New York state 
legislator exclaimed after looking over his 
state’s performance budget, “Who the hell 

cares how much a pound of laundry costs?”” 
Such data represent needed knowledge, to 

be sure, but ultimately the more important 

issues are: How should funds be allocated 
among various programs? Which programs 
are the most important? After these issues 
are resolved, then we can begin evaluations 
of a program’s performance. 

There were other problems with Perfor- 
mance Budgeting. It was becoming increas- 
ingly subjective. The description of various 
programs that accompanied an agency’s 
budget to the legislature were beginning to 
serve a justificatory function for each 
agency. Also, the management emphasis of 
Performance Budgeting was viewed increas- 
ingly as an impediment to effective public 
planning. Performance Budgeting (like 
Line-Item Budgeting) tended to increase 
the purview and costs of an agency’s pro- 
grams incrementally. This “keep-on- 
truckin’ ” attitude impaired the articulation 
of the single essential question of planning: 
Why? Why do we need this or that pro- 
gram? Instead, Performance Budgeting 
merely stated: We’ve got the program, so 
let’s do it efficiently. 

These concerns eventually led to the dis- 
placement of Performance Budgeting con- 
cepts in government by Planning-Program- 
ming-Budgeting. PPB-related notions had 
their origins in industry. As early as 1924 
General Motors Corporation was using vari- 
ants of PPB, and during World War II the 
Controlled Materials Plan of the War Pro- 
duction Board relied on PPB concepts. By 
the 1950s the U.S. Air Force’s RAND Cor- 
poration began applying systems analysis to 
the evaluation of weapons systems and rec- 
ommended the institution of “program 
packages” as budgeting units in Air Force 
planning. The Air Force rejected the idea, 

> 
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but later found it expeditious to retrench 
when Robert McNamara became Secretary 
of Defense in 1960. 

McNamara had been trained as an 
executive in the confines of Ford Motor 
Company. The Defense establishment that 
he entered was beset by almost cutthroat 
competition between the services, each of 
which was vying for control of as many new 
weapons systems as it could acquire. Each 
service viewed its particular programs not 
only as vital to the defense of the nation, but 
also as essentially the nation’s only defense. 
Hence, each service defined the country’s 
defense problems in ways that suited their 
peculiar capabilities. Combined with the 
competitive milieu of the Pentagon, this 
viewpoint produced a situation in which the 
Air Force was preparing for a brief nuclear 
war (which would be air-centered), and the 
Army was girding for a long conventional 
war (which would be ground-centered). 
Thus, it was contended in 1961 before the 
Senate Subcommittee on National Security 
and International Operations that because 
“the land and tactical air force were being 
planned for different kinds of war, they 
were not ready to fight either.” 

McNamara and his “whiz kids” (a not 
entirely affectionate appellation given the 
McNamara team by the military) shook up 
the services. The whiz kids felt the services 
were autonomous to a possibly dangerous 
point of inefficiency and uncoordination. 
McNamara’s method for reestablishing cen- 
tral control of the military services was sys- 
tems analysis, and the primary expression of 
this analysis was PPB. By 1964, PPB was 
standard operating procedure in_ the 
Defense Department. President Lyndon B. 
Johnson was sufficiently impressed that in 
1965 he ordered PPB to be applied 
throughout the federal government. By 
1967 the Bureau of the Budget had 
instructed the use of PPB in twenty-one 
agencies, with a final goal of thirty-six agen- 
cies. 

What precisely is PPB? Taking its compo- 
nent concepts one by one, PPB involves: 

Planning, which is the defining and choice of 

operational goals of the organization and 
the choice of methods and means to be used 
to achieve those goals over a specified time 
period; Programming, which is the schedul- 

ing and implementation of the particular 
projects designed to fulfill an organization’s 
goals in the most favorable, efficient, and 

effective way possible; and Budgeting, which 
is the price estimate attached to each goal, 
plan, program, and project. By way of 
example, one official goal of the United 
States government is the attainment of the 
people’s welfare. When this goal is made 
operational, a variety of subgoals result. 
One such operational goal is the achievement 
of a certain minimum income level for every 
American family. One plan for achieving 
this operational goal is unemployment 
assistance. A program is distributing welfare 
checks. A project is the setting up and man- 
aging of the various welfare bureaucracies 
in the United States. 

Beyond simple definitions, however, PPB 

represents a systemization of political choice 
in the format of budget formulation. PPB is 
an effort to render decision making by pub- 
lic administrators as rational as possible. 
PPB represents a rapprochement between 
budgeting and planning. Its major charac- 
teristics are listed as follows: 

1. PPB is an effort to integrate budgetary for- 
mulation with Keynesian economic concepts; 
that is, it attempts to consider the effects of 

government spending on the national econ- 
omy. 

2. PPB is an effort to develop and use new infor- 
mational sources and technologies to bring 
more objective and quantitative analysis to 
public policymaking. 

3. PPB is an effort to integrate systems-wide 
planning with budgeting. 

With the preceding characteristics defi- 
ning its basic conceptual form, PPB is also 

associated with budget officers who have 
skills in economic analysis as well as in 
accountancy and administration. The pur- 
poses of various programs become the chief 
concern, as opposed to the objects of expen- 



diture or the activities of the programs. 
Decision making becomes less incremental 
and more systemic throughout the bureauc- 
racy. Management responsibility grows 
more supervisory in nature, while planning 
responsibility becomes increasingly cen- 
tralized. Finally, the budgetary agency is 
seen more than ever before as a policymak- 
ing body—a far cry from Dawes’s statement 
in 1923 about the Budget Bureau being 
concerned with the “humbler and routine 
business of government.” 

Another way of phrasing the preceding 
paragraph is to say that PPB is concerned 
not only with inputs and outputs, but also 
with effects and alternatives. How does this 
broadened conceptual scope of the budget 
affect the questions that we have been ask- 
ing about our original examples of paper- 
clips and parks? With inputs, you recall, we 

ask only: How much will a year’s supply of 
paperclips or a year’s program of park 
maintenance cost? With outputs, we must 

ask: How many papers will our paperclips 
clip, or how many people will visit the 
parks? 

With effects and alternatives, however, 

our budget-related questions become con- 
siderably more sophisticated and penetrat- 
ing. For example, in order to determine the 
effects of our paperclips, we must ask: What 
effect do the clipped papers have on the 
agency and its mission? Does paperclipping 
them facilitate the achievement of agency 
goals? Does the process expedite anything, 
or should paperclips be abandoned as an 
item on the budget? How do we measure 
the effects of the paperclips program on 
agency goals? After determining paperclips’ 
effect on the accomplishment of the 
agency’s mission, we must then ask about 
alternatives. Should we use staples instead? 
Is there an optimal paperclip/staple mix? Do 
other alternatives exist? 

Parks present a similar dilemma. When 
we ask about the effects of parks, we must 
also ask: What are parks really meant to do? 
The answer, of course, is that the purpose 
of parks is to provide recreation to the pub- 
lic—to allow citizens to recreate. Yet, we 
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soon discover that recreation is not much of 

an answer, particularly when we try to mea- 
sure the effects of the park program. It is no 

longer enough to count visitors per day to 

each park—that is, to measure the park’s 
performance, or output. Now we must 
ascertain whether or not each visitor is rec- 

reating in the park—whether he or she is 
having fun. That chore is not only difficult, 

but it may be impossible. For instance, we 
may discover that after midnight the park is 

visited entirely by muggers, rapists, and 

their victims—not an entirely unwarranted 
assumption, given urban crime patterns. 

Under these conditions, we may assume that 

only half of the park’s visitors from mid- 
night to four in the morning—the muggers 
and rapists—are having fun and it is not 
even good, clean fun. The other half of the 

park’s midnight to 4 A.M. population—the 
victims—presumably are not. 

This kind of thinking, which is enabled 

by PPB, also forces us to consider more sys- 
temic questions about parks. We may find 
out that the recreation function of a city 
affects other urban functions, such as crime 

control. If it is discovered that parks corre- 
late positively with crime, we may wish to 
reconsider the utility of parks in light of the 
total urban system. At the very least, the role 
that parks play in the larger urban system 
will be clarified by asking questions about 

the effects of parks, and planning for public 
policy presumably will be made more pre- 
cise, responsive, and rigorous. 

Finally, we can consider alternatives to 

parks. Would public libraries provide more 
opportunities for recreating among the cit- 

izenry, and should monies allocated for 

parks be used instead for libraries? Might 
not many neighborhood miniparks provide 

more effective recreation than a few super- 

parks? These and other alternatives would 

come up for evaluation under a PPB bud- 

get. 
PPB met with mixed welcomes in various 

American governments. Despite President 

Johnson’s executive order in 1965 that PPB 

be adopted by virtually all federal agencies, 
the Rouse Report of 1968 indicated that there 
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was substantial resistance to its implementa- 
tion in many agencies, including the Bureau 
of the Budget.® Much of this recalcitrance 
stemmed from the need for new informa- 
tion that the use of PPB required. A number 
of agencies simply had neither the informa- 
tion nor the ability to acquire it, and they fell 

back on generating largely useless reports as 
a means of bureaucratic compensation. This 
early emphasis by topside on procedures 
fostered some resentment concerning PPB 
in the minds of many federal admin- 
istrators, and the implementation of PPB 

concepts was not aided by the Johnson 
administration’s premature insistence for 
unavailable data. Nevertheless, the Rouse 
Report did indicate some progress. Five of 
the sixteen agencies surveyed (Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare; Agriculture; the Office 

of Economic Opportunity; the Atomic 
Energy Commission; and the Corps of Engi- 

neers—Civil Works) were receiving substan- 
tial support from above in developing 
genuine PPB systems, and one (Commerce) 
was in the process of beginning develop- 
ment. But, as is indicated later, federal pro- 

gress in PPB was undermined after 1968 
with the advent of the Nixon administra- 
tion. 

State and local governments had mixed 
reactions regarding PPB. By 1968, twenty- 

eight states and sixty local governments 
reported that they were in the process of 
implementing PPB and 155 additional 
localities were considering its adoption.9 
Once state and local officials decided that 
they liked PPB, however, other obstacles 

prevented its adoption. The principal hur- 
dles were lack of local resources or lack of 
authority. Also in 1968, seventy-three local 
governments reported that they had 
decided against using PPB largely for those 
reasons.!° New York and California, both 

early proponents of the notion, ultimately 
abandoned it. 

Implementing PPB in American govern- 
ments was unusually controversial. Nev- 
ertheless, its impact on public management 
has perhaps been more profound and ongo- 
ing than any other budgetary concept, so a 

review of its uses and misuses is appropri- 

ate./} 

The Debate Over PPB. PPB’s main advan- 
tage is to sharpen and clarify the policy 
options available to administrative decision 
makers. In this vein, PPB caused many 

agencies to reconsider their missions and 
how they had been defined, with a broader 
range of policies being opened. It also is felt 
that coordination is enhanced by the use of 
PPB because the hard analysis that it forces 
brings out the interrelationships among the 
various programs of the agency. 

Most of PPB’s liabilities revolve around 
its misuse or misinterpretation. One hazard 
is the question of values. PPB cannot make 
value choices; PPB can do no more than 

illuminate those choices, although some 

persons occasionally appear to argue that 
PPB somehow is actually making political 
decisions. This notion relates to the stress 
that PPB places on the use of quantification. 
Sometimes the quantification used by PPB is 
mindless; numbers are tacked onto issues 

purely for the sake of tacking on numbers, 
not because they in any way clarify the 
issues. This is particularly true for agencies 
with social welfare missions. Consider again 
our examples of parks. Assuming that we 
could quantify “fun” in some fashion, is it 

really necessary? Beyond that question, 
however, is it not actually dangerous? For 
example, are we willing to administratively 
define the park pastimes of muggers and 
rapists as “fun” in measuring the effects of 
our park program? 

Indeed, muggers and rapists likely do 
consider their park activities fun, but is it in 
the public interest to include this kind of 
evidence as a justification for the park pro- 
gram? This question, in turn, relates to what 

Anatol Rapoport has called “the seduction 
of technique.”!? Numbers, measurements, 

quantification, and sophisticated meth- 
odologies somehow make any program 
more politically saleable. By this rationale, 
PPB’s use of quantification actually might 
becloud value issues. For example, in an 

effort to justify the city’s park program to 



higher-level decision makers, an unscru- 
pulous bureaucrat might argue that “50 
percent of our midnight to 4 A.M. parkland 
users indicated a 100 percent fulfillment on 
the Likert-type Recreation/Fun Gratifica- 
tion Scale.” While the statement sounds 
positive and “tough-minded,” our bureau- 
crat would not mention that this 50 percent 
was composed wholly of muggers and rap- 
ists, nor indicate how muggers and rapists 
got their “recreation/fun gratifications,” nor 

state that the other half of the park’s users 
(the victims) were rated a zero percentage 
by the same measure. 

For these reasons PPB often seems to be 
used most effectively in organizations cen- 
tered around “hard” technology, such as the 
Department of Defense, which, in fact, has 

never discontinued the PPB systems intro- 
duced by McNamara. Measuring a new air- 
craft’s costs and benefits is considerably 
easier and more accurate than measuring 
the costs and benefits of recreation, and 

those agencies that have missions centering 
on client-member technologies, such as the 
Department of Health and Human Services, 

are less likely to be able to use PPB with 
comparable efficacy. This is not to imply 
that PPB is not useful in the more human- 
istic agencies—any technique that facilitates 
the clarification of choice and responsive 
policymaking has utility anywhere, and PPB 
is such a technique. But its limitations—and 
potential perils—also must be recognized by 
public administrators. 

Another hazard of PPB is its potentially 
“centralizing bias” and the corresponding 
diminution of legislative control over pol- 
icymaking. PPB’s stress on planning, goal- 
clarification, and systematic and scientific 

decision making tends to force decisions 
“up” the hierarchy. Once decision choices 
are clear, the highest appropriate level of 
the bureaucracy is in a rational position to 
make a rational decision. The upper eche- 
lons are less likely with PPB to be removed 
from the problem and hence they are more 
likely to make an optimal decision without 
relying as much on subordinates for input 
into the decision-making process; that input 
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is provided by PPB. Moreover, because PPB 
emphasizes that a knowledge of the entire 
system is desirable before a decision should 
be made, it is increasingly evident that deci- 
sion making becomes centralized for the 
sake of systems analysis and comprehensive 
planning. As with the other techniques of 
management science, PPB assumes that it 

can help make the ideal Weberian omnis- 
cient monocrat a reality. 

It also is felt that a corresponding deem- 
phasis of the legislature’s role in policymak- 
ing could result from the use of PPB. It was 
noted in Senate hearings conducted in 1968 
on the uses and abuses of PPB that agencies 
had not given Congress a full set of the 
internal PPB documents that agency 
bureaucrats had used in making their own 
policy choices, and this practice was seen as 
an undermining of congressional control 
over policymaking. Bureaucrats prefer to 
avoid embarrassing probes whenever possi- 
ble. Although complete intra-agency pro- 
gram-evaluation studies are available to a 
member of Congress on his or her specific 
request (except for national security docu- 
ments), such requests are rare. But this pos- 
sibly genuine diminution of legislative 
control over policymaking is not necessarily 
attributable to PPB. It is attributable to 
bureaucratic secrecy, and this secrecy could 

be significantly cracked open by aggressive 
action on the part of Congress, if Congress 
so desired. Moreover, PPB presumably 
aided in clarifying the issues as they were 
presented in those intra-agency working 
papers that Congress seldom saw, and thus 
PPB could potentially aid in increasing legis- 
lative policymaking control, had Congress 

felt the need to do so. 

The Demise of PPB. In light of the kinds 
of policy questions engendered by PPB, it is 
of note that the Nixon administration 
decided to move steadily away from the pol- 
icy-planning orientation of PPB. In the late 
1960s, for example, then Secretary of 

Defense Melvin Laird spoke of instituting 
“participatory budgeting” in the Depart- 
ment of Defense. By this he meant that the 
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admirals and generals would be able to par- 
ticipate more fully in budget formation, 

although participatory budgeting was seen 
by many outside critics as an attempt 
(ultimately unsuccessful) to dismantle the 
well-controlled and highly centralized PPB 
system established in the Pentagon by 
Robert McNamara. 

Also during this period, President Nixon 

revamped (for virtually the first time since 
its founding in 1939) the Executive Office of 
the President in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the President’s Advisory 
Council on Executive Reorganization (the 
Ash Council). A Domestic Council was 
established as a new unit that in effect 
undercut the programmatic and planning 
responsibilities of the Bureau of the Budget. 
In 1970, the Bureau was retitled the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB), indica- 
ting its mew, managerial orientation. 

Accordingly President Nixon said, “The 
Domestic Council will be primarily con- 
cerned with what we do’”—that is, with policy 
and planning; “the Office of Management 
and Budget will be primarily concerned 
with how we do it and how well we do it”— 
that is, with management and effective- 

ness.!> The effect of this shift has been to 
create additional layers of authority 
between budgeteers and policymakers, and 

to demote the function of the budget exam- 
iner. In 1971 a memorandum to all federal 
agencies from OMB concerning their bud- 
get preparations stated, “Agencies are no 
longer required to submit with their budget 
submissions the multi-year program and 
financing plans, program memoranda and 

special analytical studies ... or the sched- 
ules .. . that require information classified 
according to their program and appropria- 
tion structures.” Schick has written that “by 
these words, PPB became an unthing.”!4 

Management by Objectives (1970-1976) 

With the abandonment of Program-Plan- 

ning-Budgeting by the federal government 

(with the notable exception of the Defense 
Department) and by many state and local 

governments in the late 1960s, budgeteers 

turned to a new concept of budgeting (or, 
more precisely, to a variant of budgeting): 
Management by Objectives. Management by 
Objectives got its start in the private sector, 
and in 1954, Peter Drucker wrote a book 

entitled The Practice of Management, which 

generally is thought to be the first major 
expression of the MBO concept.!? 

Management by Objectives may be defined 
as “a process whereby organizational goals 
and objectives are set through the participa- 
tion of organizational members in terms of 
results expected.”!© With this kind of defini- 
tion, McGregor’s Theory Y becomes an 

important component of the budgetary pro- 
cess. Management by Objectives encourages 
“self-management” and _ decentralization, 
advocates an integrated approach to total 
management, stresses the concept of com- 
munication and_ feedback, encourages 
organization development and change, and 
emphasizes policy research and the support 
of top management. MBO, in short, is an 
attempt to set objectives, track the progress 
of the appropriate program, and evaluate 
its results. Through this process, an organi- 

zation decentralizes by operationalizing its 
objectives and letting the individual manag- 
ers most concerned with the appropriate 
aspects of the program achieve those objec- 
tives in the most effective fashion possible. 

We have seen how PPB was concerned 
with inputs, outputs, effects, and_alter- 
natives as a budgetary posture. By contrast, 
MBO is in many ways a return to the world 
of Performance Budgeting. MBO is con- 
cerned with inputs, outputs, and effects, but 

not necessarily with alternatives. It deals pri- 
marily with agency performance and the 
effectiveness of governmental programs, 
but when it comes to forcing policymakers 
to ask what else—or what other—policies 
the government might try to accomplish a 
particular social mission, then MBO appears 
to be at somewhat of a loss. MBO has a man- 
agerial orientation that stresses, in terms of 
personnel skills, something called “common 

sense.” It is concerned paramountly with 
program effectiveness, and its policymaking 



style is decentralized. In terms of plan- 
ning—and very much unlike PPB—MBO is 
comprehensive in one sense (i.é., it sets 
operational goals centrally), but it allocates 
the implementation of that comprehensive 
planning responsibility to on-line managers. 
Thus, the budgetary agency becomes con- 
cerned chiefly with program effectiveness 
and efficiency, much in the style of Program 
Budgeting of the 1950s. 

In relating MBO to our previous exam- 
ples of paperclips and parks, we do not ask 
what the alternatives to paperclips and 
parks might be in accomplishing the mission 
of the agency. Instead, we merely ask: How 
effective are paperclips in achieving the 
agency’s mission? How effective are parks in 
achieving society’s objectives? We do not 
ask, however, what alternatives there are to 
paperclips or to parks. 

The advantages of an MBO system are 
obvious. It gives those people closest to a 
problem some latitude in dealing with that 
problem, and it simultaneously measures 
their performance according to criteria 
developed by policymakers at the highest 
level. An MBO system that works should 
permit individual initiative and innovation, 

but Management by Objectives is no admin- 
istrative panacea and, like any quantitatively 
based system, MBO can be used to obscure 

efficient and effective management as well 
as to enhance it. 

Even so, MBO has been used in a number 
of governmental contexts, and it is perhaps 

somewhat surprising, given MBO’s empha- 
sis on decentralization and on subordinates’ 
implementing policy, that the federal gov- 
ernment embraced Management by Objec- 
tives in a big way under the Nixon adminis- 
tration—an administration, as we noted in 

Chapter 1, not known for its trust of 

bureaucrats beyond the immediate confines 
of the White House. Frank P. Sherwood and 
William J. Page, Jr., have noted in an article 
on MBO that “the attitude of the Nixon top 
management was one of low trust and con- 
tempt towards civil service.”!7 It was, 
however, partly because of this distrust of 
civil servants that Nixon introduced MBO to 
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government through the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, which he had staffed with 

officials who were closely associated with the 

business community. 
Many federal administrators, as we 

noted, were becoming disillusioned with 
Program-Planning-Budgeting in the early 
1970s, particularly because of what one 
observer called PPB’s “unfortunate associa- 

tion with a passion for uniformity and 
detail,”!® and MBO looked like a flexible 
alternative. In 1975 the Office of Manage- 

ment and Budget issued Circular A-11, 
which required the submission of agency 
objectives with the fiscal year budget esti- 
mates. This, in effect, was a new budgetary 

format, and OMB was implementing an 

MBO concept. Soon afterwards, President 

Gerald Ford endorsed MBO, and the notion 

rapidly was adopted by a number of federal 
agencies. 

As implemented in its short duration in 

the federal government, MBO emphasized 

productivity measurement, program eval- 
uation, and the effort to establish social 
indicators of program effectiveness. As 

Jerry McCaffery points out, 

MBO presents an interesting contrast to PPB. 
The latter is primarily a policy choice mecha- 
nism, operating periodically, with results in dis- 
aggregated down-the-line managerial decisions, 
while MBO could be classified as an admin- 
istrative decision-making mechanism, operating 
continuously, which intermittently aggregates 
data for top level policy choices. In theory, the 
decision flow is opposite—PPB down and MBO 
up. The outstanding difference seems to lie in 
PPB’s ability to compare programs across depart- 
mental lines. But PPB’s weakness was its lack of 
flexibility, whereas MBO has great flexibility in 

system design and application.!9 

It was this flexibility, in contrast to PPB’s 
alleged inflexibility, that made MBO attrac- 
tive to many federal administrators under 
Nixon. 

By 1976, MBO’s last year of preeminence 
in the federal government, 41 percent of 
American cities were using it; six years later, 
59 percent of these municipalities had 
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adopted it, and by 1984 two thirds of 847 
top and mid-level state administrators 
responding to a survey conducted in ten 
representative states said that they were 
using Management by Objectives or that 
their units had been affected by it.2° MBO’s 
popularity among the grass-roots govern- 
ments does not appear to be affected by the 
disfavor of MBO in Washington. 

Zero-Base Budgeting (1976-1980) 

Although President Ford had warmly 
embraced Management by Objectives, a new 
face in the White House brought in a new 
budgeting concept. The new face was 
Jimmy Carter, a nonestablishmentarian 
fresh from Georgia who had had a good 
experience with a concept called Zero-Base 
Budgeting (ZBB) when he was governor. 
Indeed, Carter was the first elected 
executive to introduce ZBB to the public 
sector. Carter, as governor of Georgia, con- 
tended that ZBB was instrumental in mak- 
ing his government more cost-effective, 
noting: 

The services provided by Georgia’s state govern- 
ment are now greatly improved and every tax 
dollar is being stretched farther than ever before. 
There has not been a general statewide tax 
increase during my term. In fact there has been a 
substantial reduction in the ad valorem tax.?! 

Peter Pyhrr, perhaps the proponent most 
often associated with Zero-Base Budgeting, 

has stated that ZBB forced some major real- 
locations of resources in Georgia under the 
aegis of Jimmy Carter. Notably, as gover- 
nor, Carter was allegedly able to reduce 
agency budget requests anywhere from 1 
percent to 15 percent by using ZBB, while 
the corresponding program reduction 
within each agency ranged from no change 
whatever to the total elimination of the 
agency itself.2? Because of this thrust ZBB is 
closely associated with sunset legislation. A 
sunset law provides that, unless the legis- 

lature specifically acts otherwise, public pro- 
grams or agencies are disbanded after a set 

period of time, for example, five to ten 
years. Programs and agencies are reviewed 
periodically by the legislature under this 
threat of termination, with the idea that 

overlapping jurisdictions and _ inefficient 
programs can be eliminated or possibly 
reworked. 

Sunset laws are increasingly popular 
among American governments. The federal 
government has been considering such leg- 
islation since the mid-1970s and more than 
thirty states have enacted such laws. A 
number of criteria must be met in develop- 
ing a workable sunset law, including provi- 

sion for the termination of programs and 
agencies at a set date unless re-created spe- 
cifically by the legislature, the institu- 
tionalization of a program review process, 

the gradual phasing in of sunset legislation 
throughout state and local governments, the 
strengthening of a program evaluation 
capacity in government (in other words, is 
the program really doing the job well, and is 

it doing a job that is still necessary to do?), 
and genuine public participation in the sun- 
set process, among other items. 

Both sunset laws and Zero-Base Budget- 
ing, in essence, mandate that the entire bud- 

get of an agency be reevaluated and that all 
programs be justified periodically. In prac- 
tice, ZBB employs two steps. The first step is 
the development of “decision packages” for 
each agency with each package containing a 
summary analysis of each program within 
the agency. These packages are ranked by 
the agency head in accordance with his or 
her perception of overall agency priorities. 
The second step requires that each decision 
package be evaluated by top management to 
determine whether it is justified for further 
funding. Programs that are considered inef- 
fective or have outgrown their usefulness 
are discarded, modified, or combined with 
programs in other agencies. In short, Zero- 

Base Budgeting gets its name from the fact 
that each year’s budget is computed from a 
hypothetical “zero base.” It asks, what would 

we do with this agency’s funds if they were 
not already committed? To determine such 
options, practitioners of ZBB identify each 



decision unit, analyze each decision unit 

within a decision package, evaluate and 
rank all decision packages to develop the 
appropriations request, and finally prepare 
a detailed operating budget that reflects 
those decision packages approved in the 
budget appropriations. 

When President Carter came to Wash- 
ington, Zero-Base Budgeting came with 

him, and as one high-ranking officer in the 
Office of Management and Budget noted, 
“Never has any management fad so com- 
letely taken over this town.”*4 By mid- 

1977, OMB had issued its Bulletin No. 77-9, 
stating that agencies had to rank their deci- 
sion packages and submit the required doc- 
uments in support of those packages. This 
bulletin was, in effect, the beginning of 

Zero-Base Budgeting in the federal govern- 
ment. Schick, an astute observer of the 
federal budgetary scene, noted that, with 

the introduction of ZBB to Washington, 
agency heads were notably quick to adopt 
the concept. To quote Schick, 

ZBB was introduced quickly and _ painlessly 
because it did not alter the rules of evidence for 
budgeting or the structure for budget choices. 
There is not a single bit of budgetary data unique 
to ZBB. .. . Agency after agency accommodated 
ZBB to its existing budgetary framework. If an 
agency had a program budget, it selected pro- 
grams as decision units; if its budget still was ori- 
ented to organizational lines, these became its 
ZBB categories.?° 

Schick points out that the key to the 
acceptance of ZBB by the bureaucrats in 
Washington rested with the notion of deci- 
sion units and how to rank those decision 
units in terms of establishing priorities for 
budgetary choices. Because of this, an 
agency head was given an unusual oppor- 
tunity to define what a decision unit is, and 

in effect, to fool around with how that deci- 

sion unit is ranked with other units. 
In 1981, the Office of Management and 

Budget officially terminated ZBB. But by 
that time, its popularity had extended to the 
grass-roots governments. As many as half 
the states were using it,2° and at least thirty- 
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five cities (probably considerably more) had 
adopted it.?7 

Does Zero-Base Budgeting work? In a 
useful review of empirical research on the 

experiences of federal, state, and local gov- 

ernments with ZBB, Frank D. Draper and 

Bernard T. Pitsvada concluded that it works 
within narrow limits and certain circum- 
stances.2 

Specifically, it can be said of ZBB: 

Zero-Base Budgeting is by no means as radical 
as its name implies; programs virtually never 
are cut to zero. Typically, government agen- 
cies submit their “cut back” decision packages 
at levels ranging from 75 to 90 percent of last 
year’s budgets. 

ZBB is useful for comparing programs and 
assisting decision makers in deciding which 
ones they want to spend more on and which 
ones they want to spend less on. ZBB cannot 
(as was often touted in the 1970s) identify 
issues, set objectives, or determine alternative 

ways of conducting programs. 

ZBB can coexist on reasonably friendly terms 
with other budgetary concepts and processes. 
It adapts easily. In this sense, ZBB is a mar- 
ginal and incremental budgetary tool, one not 
central to budgeting and management in the 
way that PPB is. 

Program managers clearly feel that they par- 
ticipate more in the budgetary process, and 
communication among all levels of the gov- 
ernment bureaucracy is enhanced when ZBB 
is introduced. These are perhaps the most 
conclusive findings of the research. 

However, unless ZBB is introduced carefully, 

program managers can become parochial in 
their use of it and fail to see larger issues. 

Paperwork increases with ZBB, but its expan- 
sion appears to be controllable. 

Zero-Base Budgeting does not seem to reduce 
government spending by the federal and state 
governments. Expenditures at these levels are 
largely obligated by formula-based public pro- 

ams. However, most local administrators 
believe ZBB to be quite useful in holding 
down costs. 

So what impact would Zero-Base Budget- 
ing have on an agency’s use of paperclips or 
a city’s parks program? For one, a great 
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many more public managers would be talk- 
ing about both topics as the decision-making 
process progressed; ZBB pushes participa- 
tion at all levels, and this is likely for the 
good. But the inputs, outputs, and effects of 

paperclips and parks would be incidental 
considerations; decision makers would be 

concentrating on alternatives. At the agency 
level, for example, the head of the “Office 

of Paper Fastening Technologies” would be 
deciding between paperclips, staples, tape, 
or glue, but at the top level a city manager 

might be choosing between purchasing 
more paperclips or closing more parks. 
These decisions would be formulated as 
decision packages and cast in terms of the 
agency’s or government’s broadly defined 
program or purpose. Ultimately paperclips 
and parks would be rank-ordered in terms 
of their relative usefulness to the govern- 
ment’s overall mission. 

Budgeting-as-Political-Management 
(1981—Present) 

Both MBO and ZBB represented reac- 
tions by public administrators to the rela- 
tively rigid, systemic, and centralized thrusts 

that were attempted under PPB. They also 
were predicated on the assumption—as 
were their predecessors, Line-Item Budget- 
ing and Performance Budgeting, as well as 

PPB—that the federal budget was deter- 
mined each year by the president and Con- 
gress. But there was a growing and discom- 
fiting realization among public officials that 
this was less and less the case. 

By 1981, when Ronald Reagan took 
office, the federal budgetary process no 
longer was driven by congressional or presi- 
dential initiatives, but by formulas, debt 

payments, and previous obligations. As one 
observer has noted, “The federal budget is 

driven by formulas. The figures for budge- 
tary allocations still march across the pages 
of the budget document and each ranks by 
function and by agency, to all appearances 
the result of conscious annual decision. But 
in reality, a large proportion are derived 
from the operation of legislative formulas 

which automatically determine _ their 

amount.”29 
Some of these formulas are tied to the 

growth or shrinkage of a particular type of 
population, and government payments to 
individuals grow or shrink automatically as 
the number of recipients who are eligible 
grows or shrinks; an example is unemploy- 
ment insurance. Other formulas are based 
on the economy and are indexed for infla- 
tion; an example is Social Security. 

The Emergence of the “Uncontrollables,” 
1970-1981. Irrespective of the formula 
used, these programs are called entitlements 

on the logic that a person meeting the 
qualifications of an entitlement program is 
“entitled” to its payments by right. Most 
entitlement programs are based on eco- 
nomic formulas and are linked to inflation. 

Of the federal government’s sixteen major 
entitlement programs, eight are tied to the 
consumer price index and another three are 

partially tied to the index. Together, entitle- 
ments (or “payments to individuals”) add up 
to massive transfers of federal revenues. By 

the end of the 1970s, forty-two percent of 

American households were receiving some 

kind of cash benefit from the federal gov- 

ernment, a figure that included, in part, one 

third of American households that received 

some sort of in-kind benefit, such as health 

care, food stamps, and school lunches.°° 

The entitlement programs constitute the 

bulk—more than half—of a class of federal 

expenditures that federal policymakers 
toward the close of the 1970s were calling 
uncontrollables. ”Relatively uncontrollable 

outlays,” to use the official term, constitute 
nearly three quarters of all federal spend- 
ing.“! The term itself identified what 
federal officials believed to be their prob- 
lem: people no longer controlled the bud- 
get; formulas and other kinds of uncon- 
trollable obligations did. 

Besides payments to individuals (the 
entitlements based on formulas), uncon- 

trollables also include interest on the 

national debt, which is a product of levels of 
deficit spending and current interest rates; 



general revenue sharing; farm price sup- 

ports; contractual and similar obligations 

entered into by the government during the 
previous year; and a variety of open-ended 
programs and fixed costs. After payments to 
individuals, interest on the debt makes up 
the largest portion of uncontrollable spend- 
ing: 19 percent. 

Federal administrators had ample reason 
to view the budget as increasingly un- 
controllable and less subject to human 
policymaking. In 1970, uncontrollables 
accounted for 62 percent of total federal 
outlays. Payments to individuals amounted 
to more than 31 percent of all federal 
expenditures, and debt service payments 
accounted for 7 percent. 

These are impressive proportions. But 
by 1981, when President Reagan walked 
into the White House, “impressive” had 
ballooned to “gigantic”. Uncontrollables ac- 
counted for 70 percent of all federal spend- 
ing, with payments to individuals alone 
amounting to close to half of all federal out- 
lays—nearly 45 percent—and interest on 
the debt constituting more than 10 percent. 

Reagan clearly was determined to begin 
controlling some of the uncontrollables, and 

“the first Reagan year witnessed the striking 
and sudden emergence of OMB to the pos- 
ture of principal executive leader, short of 
the president himself, in policymaking and 
politics.”3? This emergence was made possi- 
ble by the president’s determination to 
reduce taxes and cut expenditures for non- 
defense purposes sharply, and the tenure, 

from 1981 through 1985, of the remarkable 

David Stockman as OMB director. 
Budgeting-as-Political-Management com- 

prises two components: the move toward 
“top-down” budgeting and the orientation 
toward budgeting for legislative advan- 
tage.33 

Component 1: Top-Down Budgeting. 
Top-down budgeting refers to the fact that 
federal budget planning and decision mak- 
ing has become a continual process, man- 
aged by the director of OMB and his or her 
political calculations of the moment. Top- 
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down budgeting reflects the joint deci- 
sions of the director of OMB and the White 
House staff. 

Top-down budgeting is a complete rever- 
sal of the traditional budgeting system in the 
federal government, which was “bottom- 

up.” In other words, in bottom-up budget- 

ing, agencies would send their spending 

requests upward toward the budget director 
and the president. These requests were fil- 
tered through a series of discussions and 
hearings, and planning ceilings for each 

agency were established under the general 
guidance of the director of the Office of 
Management and Budget. Ultimately the 
president approved or disapproved of the 
director’s recommendations, and agency 
heads could appeal the recommendations of 
the director. While this system is still more 
or less in place, it is largely pro forma. The 
real system of budgeting now is from the 
top downwards. 

Top-down budgeting had been rein- 
forced during the Reagan administration by 
the implementation of Stockman’s drive to 
deal with the total budget (aside from 
defense, which President Reagan decreed 

was to be left virtually entirely to the Pen- 
tagon). In a radical departure from pre- 
vious approaches to the budget, which 
amounted to incremental decisions on dis- 
cretionary programs, Stockman succeeded 
in putting on the bargaining table the entire 
federal domestic budget including entitle- 
ments, indexed benefit programs, and all 
the other supposedly “uncontrollable” ex- 
penditures that had never been seriously 
questioned under the budget process. 

A second phenomenon that reinforced 
top-down budgeting was the constant need 
to adjust the overwhelming problem of 
federal deficit spending, which was break- 
ing all previous records and, in the view of 
some, endangering the international econ- 
omy. In an effort to control the deficit dur- 
ing the early 1980s, the director of OMB 
was forced to look far beyond the prospects 
of “trimming fat” in government programs 
and to begin cutting out “muscle and bone.” 
Because it would be highly unlikely for an 
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agency director to take such an approach to 
his or her own programs, only the White 
House and its Office of Management and 
Budget could reasonably be expected to 
make such deep cuts. 

Component 2: Budgeting for Legislative 
Advantage. The second major component 
of Budgeting-as-Political-Management is 
that of budgeting for legislative advantage. 
Many of the authoritarian implications of 
top-down budgeting were mitigated against 
by the process of budgeting for legislative 
advantage, which required that the execu- 
tive branch of the government deal more 
openly with Congress. In the past, admin- 
istrations had left the defense of particular 
programs and the budget requests associ- 
ated with them to the agency directors. With 
the advent of the Reagan administration, 
this was changed overnight. Now OMB was 
accorded the responsibility of defending the 
administration’s budget proposals at each 
congressional subcommittee and committee 
hearing. Ultimately this required that OMB 
develop statements about what was the pres- 
ident’s desired budgetary outcome for every 
committee and subcommittee, since it was 

only at these levels that decisions were really 
made about the ultimate shape of the 
federal budget. 

To present a coherent budgetary docu- 
ment to Congress meant that OMB had to 
reformat the budget into terms that Con- 
gress could comprehend as policy changes. 
On a technical level, this meant that OMB 

budgetary proposals had to be transliterated 
from the traditional accounting categories 
used by the executive branch and into the 
statistical analyses that Congress (and other 
legislatures) use to make budget decisions. 
Operationally, budgeting for legislative 
advantage meant that the top personnel of 
the Office of Management and Budget had 
to maintain a continual presence in Con- 
gress at the subcommittee and committee 
levels. Politically, it meant that the director 

of the Office of Management and Budget 
and the director’s top assistants had to be 
willing to argue against any changes pro- 

posed by Congress in the budget document 
submitted by OMB, and to show how such | 
changes would affect domestic spending. 

Budgeting-as-Political-Management re-_ 
required the Office of Management and 
Budget to make some major internal 
changes. Among them was the development 
of a new budgeting document published by 
OMB that is considerably more sophisti- 
cated as an advocacy paper than previous 
publications by the Office of Management 
and Budget.*4 Stockman also created a leg- 
islative liaison staff and appointed “bill 
trackers” whose primary function is to 
attend every hearing of a congressional 
committee or subcommittee and report on 
what occurs. Prior to 1981, no such staff 

existed in OMB. 
Most significantly, however, Stockman set 

up the Central Budget Management System 
as the focus of his management of the bud- 
get process. The Central Budget Manage- 
ment System is a computer program that 
tracks budgetary decision making in Con- 
gress and projects the implications of alter- 
native decisions along a wide range of 
dimensions. It allows OMB to break down 
the president’s budget into congressional 
committee and subcommittee allocations, 
into functional categories, into agency bud- 
gets, into comparisons with previous resolu- 
tions or the previous year’s budget, and to 
calculate the cost of existing policy under a 
variety of definitions. It allows OMB to keep 
track on a daily basis of all budget decisions 
being made at all levels—from that of a bud- 
get examiner to the White House—in terms 
of budget authority outlays or any other cat- 
egory. The Central Budget Management 
System allows the director to have a “rudder 
in his head showing him the general and 
detailed shape of the budget he wants.”35 

Stockman concluded that he needed 
something like the Central Budget Manage- 
ment System early in 1981 when he dis- 
covered that the ways that congressional 
analysts prepared budget estimates and the 
ways his OMB analysts prepared budget 
estimates resulted in billion dollar dif- 
ferences between the estimates. Thus, tele- 



vision news stories were treating the nation 
to the spectacle of the director of OMB 
appearing before congressional committees 
using a hand calculator to arrive at new bud- 
get estimates in an effort to reconcile OMB 
figures with congressional ones. 

The Central Budget Management Sys- 
tem was designed to change this, and it has. 
Increasingly, OMB is speaking the language 
of the congressional budget process and the 
Central Budget Management System is at 
the heart of its new-found ability to deal 
with Congress. 

Some Consequences of Budgeting-as- 
Political-Management. There are, as with 
any new and controversial approach to the 
budget, at least two different views on the 
consequences of Budgeting-as-Political- 
Management. The traditionalists, at least 
many of them, believe that the old rules 
have disappeared and nothing has replaced 
them. The budgetary process itself is viewed 
as being on the edge of collapse. The old 
budgetary cycles are gone, budgets are 
based on estimates of income and expen- 
ditures that often have little bearing on real- 
ity, and the process itself has become heavily 
politicized, thus reducing the reputation of 
neutrality and integrity that federal bud- 
geteers have long held. 

The other view is more upbeat. The 
Office of Management and Budget is once 
again central to policymaking in_ the 
executive branch. For the first time, the leg- 

islative and executive branches are discuss- 
ing the budget in ways that are mutually 
comprehensible. Greater cohesion and con- 
trol has been found in the budget figures 
themselves because they are more under- 
standable and thus are more open to con- 
structive debate. 

Elements of both perspectives have 
merit, and the following discussion of the 

major consequences of Budgeting-as-Politi- 
cal-Management blend aspects of both 
views.°® 

1. Reinstatement of the president in budgetary 
policy. Perhaps most important, the presi- 
dent has been reinstated in the budgetary 
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(and policymaking) process in a major way. 
The concept of “uncontrollables” no longer 
is accepted. Between the new reconciliation 
process established by Congress in 1974 (to 
be discussed shortly) and the transforma- 
tion of the Office of Management and Bud- 
get under David Stockman, the president is 
in a better position than ever before to make 
policy for the whole of government. 

2. Centralization of the executive budget pro- 
cess. The executive budget process, the bud- 
get’s presentation to Congress, and ensuing 
negotiations over the budget between the 
two branches are now centralized as never 
before, and likely will remain so. This may 

be the most enduring change wrought by 
the Reagan years. It is now the Office of 
Management and Budget, particularly the 
top echelons of that office, that deal directly 
with the committees and subcommittees of 
Congress where the real budgetary deci- 
sions are made. As Hugh Heclo puts it, “No 
president or budget director is likely to want 
to go back to the days when the president’s 
proposal was largely left to the tender mer- 
cies of the spending agencies and the com- 
mittee system.”37 

3. Development of a common language of the 
budget. Budgeting-as-Political- Management 
has provided both the executive branch and 
Congress with a new and more coherent 
way of looking at things. OMB and Con- 
gress increasingly speak in the same 
language when it comes to the budget. Bud- 
get packages are now being voted on by 
members of Congress who have an 
improved knowledge over what the implica- 
tions of their votes might be. This is by no 
means the result of actions by David Stock- 
man and OMB alone, but it is also a con- 

sequence of the impact that the Congres- 
sional Budget Office, established in 1974, 

has had upon members of Congress. 

4. A shift from allocativelincremental budget- 

ing to economic forecasting. Economic as- 

sumptions and the formulas by which 
federal dollars are disbursed under certain 

entitlement programs have changed the 
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budget process from one of annual alloca- 
tions and incrementalism to one in which 
economic assumptions and entitlement for- 
mulas are emphasized. Increasingly, federal 
budgets are developed on the basis of eco- 
nomic projections. Yet who makes these 
projections and what assumptions they use 
in making them often are influenced by 
political factors. 

Moreover, very small adjustments in the 

assumptions underlying economic projec- 
tions can result in huge budgetary dif- 
ferences. “For example, $1 billion can be 

‘saved’ by lowering the forecasts of 
interest rates starting October 1 . . . by less 
than one-half of one percentage point. No 
one can forecast interest rates with anything 
remotely resembling that degree of 
accuracy, and few would notice such a 
change. Faced with the choice of ‘saving’ $1 
billion by cutting Social Security or by a min- 
ute change in economic assumptions, it is 
little wonder that the latter looks so tempt- 
ing.”38 Estimates about economic growth 
yield even more dramatic differences than 
projections of interest rates, and an 
“increase of 1 percentage point in real 
growth [would lower] the deficit by $19 bil- 
lion. . . according to a ‘rule of thumb’ by the 
Congressional Budget Office.”°9 

5. Intensification of conflict. As a result of 
these dynamics, the budget process increas- 
ingly becomes a conflict over whose assump- 
tions will be used in developing the budget. 
Analysts from the Congressional Budget 
Office use one set of assumptions in devel- 
oping their economic projections, while ana- 
lysts from the Office of Management and 
Budget use their own. These assumptions 
can be radically different, or if not radically 
different, can nonetheless exercise radical 

differences in the ultimate budget figures. 
While the new era of Budgeting-as-Political- 
Management has resulted in an increased 
ability of the executive and_ legislative 
branches to communicate with each other, it 

has not resulted in a system in which both 
branches are using the same basic assump- 
tions about the future, and, in the 1980s, the 

differences in economic projections coming 

from the White House and Congress have 

been vast.?° 
Certainly under the Reagan administra- 

tion, the prospect for conflict over these 

assumptions was magnified. The White 
House wanted to cut domestic spending 
while Congress, by and large, wished to pro- 
tect it. Thus, as Naomi Caiden points out, 

the effort to cut budgets did not result in 
“decrementalism, an incrementalism in 

reverse with similar attributes. Rather it 
heightens conflict and destabilizes the bud- 
get process, placing strain on institutions, so 
that new rules begin to emerge, even 

though these may not be wholly satisfactory 
to participants. These rules relate to the 
base for cuts, veracity of the cuts, and a new 

vocabulary of budget cutting.”*! 

6. Emergence of a continuous and flexible 
budget cycle. Flexibility in the budget process 
and continuity of the budget cycle are now 
facts of federal life. The traditional budge- 
tary timetable no longer holds, and “con- 
tinuing resolutions” on the budget and 
special sessions of Congress called each year 
(in an effort to assure that federal employ- 
ees are paid on time) are now the rule. The 
underlying reasons for these changes reflect 
the continuing need to adjust assumptions 
about the economy and the budget’s impact 
on it as the fiscal year progresses. 

7. Political power versus institutional strength 
at OMB. It is probable that OMB will con- 
tinue to be a major factor in any new admin- 
istration’s relationships with Congress, and 

this may well be a lasting legacy of the 
Reagan administration. This increase in 
OMB’s political power in Congress may be 
offset by its declining institutional capacities 
as a policy developer. 

Heclo phrases the irony well: 

The problem of Stockman’s way of doing busi- 
ness isn’t its intent but its effect. It not simply 
depletes the stock of independent ideas from 
below, but undercuts any incentive to replenish 
the stock. The attenuated two-way communica- 
tion between the larger political layers and career 



staff has the same effect of undermining institu- 

tional capacities. As career officials are less 

expected to understand the uses to which their 
information is put in the front office, so they 

become less able, and ultimately less interested, 

in understanding the larger picture. In_ this 

sense, OMB’s political power may have increased 
while its institutional strength has diminished.42 

8. Budgeting prevails over management and 
policy evaluation in OMB. Finally, the Office 
of Management and Budget may be perma- 
nently changed as a partial consequence of 
Budgeting-as-Political-Management. Bud- 
get activities take up the time of about two 
thirds of OMB’s staff, but other functions 
that Congress over the years has mandated 
OMB to manage include: study, coordinate, 

and recommend courses of action on organ- 
ization and management problems; review 
and coordinate the executive branch’s legis- 
lative proposals; review and negotiate pro- 
posed federal regulations and regulatory 
changes; review and coordinate forms and 
other kinds of paperwork in an effort to 
reduce paperwork requirements on the 
public and on government itself; lead and 

coordinate in the development of statistical 
standards throughout the government; lead 
the coordination, standardization, and 

improvement of management practices, 
particularly in financial areas; and improve 
and direct procurement policies, regula- 

tions, procedures, and reforms.*% 

None of these nonbudgetary activities 
will be eliminated, but it appears that the 
budget will become even a more central fact 
of agency life as a consequence of the pat- 
terns established under David Stockman. 
The process of getting the executive 
branch’s budget through Congress will 
become more consuming than ever before, 
and this may occur at the expense of OMB’s 
management function. 

The debate over the relations between 
management and budgeting at OMB has 
been around for some time. It is a difficult 
argument to understand in some respects 
because the terms used in the debate have 
not been adequately defined. For instance, 
the federal government has yet to itemize 
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what the term “management” actually 
encompasses. Individual presidents have, in 

their turn, emphasized or deemphasized the 

role of management in their administra- 

tions; and oftentimes, particularly in recent 

years, OMB has been cast into a competitive 
relationship with the White House staff over 

who will control federal management. In 

addition, the administrative capacities of 

individual agencies in the federal govern- 

ment have improved rather dramatically 

over the years, and the history of enthusi- 
asm with which the Office of Management 
and Budget has imposed burdensome 

paperwork requirements on other federal 
agencies (notably through such techniques 
as PPB, MBO, and ZBB), without producing 

notable or lasting accomplishments in some 
instances, has reduced OMB’s credibility as 
a central management agency for the 
federal government.*# 

In the 1940s, the Office of Management 

and Budget (then the Bureau of the Bud- 
get) was admired more as a central manage- 
ment agency than as a budget agency, and 

this was particularly attributable to its large, 
astute and active Division of Administrative 

Management.*° 
However, the Eisenhower Administra- 

tion’s acceptance in 1952 of the recommen- 
dations by the first Hoover Commission 
resulted in the elimination of the Division of 

Administrative Management, only to be 
replaced by a much smaller Office of Man- 
agement and Organization. A long decline 

in the management function of OMB 

ensued until the advent of the Nixon 

Administration in 1968. But the new 

emphasis on management in OMB by the 
Nixon Administration entailed a critical 

redefinition of what “management” meant: 
“OMB’s ‘management’ role was in effect 

redefined. The issue became the managerial 

control of government rather than manag- 

erial effectiveness.” 4° 
This emphasis on managerial control for 

political purposes declined during the Car- 

ter Administration, but management as a 

concept was not given significant attention 
until the Reagan Administration. And the 
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Reagan Administration gave the notion of 
management perhaps more attention than 
that of any other administration, with the 
possible exception of Franklin Delano Roos- 
evelt’s. Not only did President Reagan set 
up the President’s Private Sector Survey on 
Cost Control (the Grace Commission), 
described in the previous chapter, but in 
1982 he also established the President’s 
Management Improvement Program— 
Reform 88, the President’s Council on 

Integrity and Efficiency, the Cabinet Coun- 
cil on Management and Administration, 
and the President’s Council on Management 
Improvement. All of these programs and 
organizations were notably active in their 
aggressive pursuit of more efficient gover- 
nance, and none of them was particularly 

concerned with the role of the Office of 
Management and Budget in the manage- 
ment of the federal government. In fact, in 

the view of one observer, OMB “lost much 

of its management policy leadership” to 
these initiatives.47 By 1986 there were at 
least five major proposals floating in federal 
executive circles and in Congress that dealt 
with radically upgrading the management 
capacity of the federal government, only 
one of which directly involved OMB.*® 

Thus, it is not merely the introduction 
of Budgeting-as-Political-Management that 
has called into question the management 
capacities of OMB; it is a concern and 

debate of longstanding, and one that Bud- 
geting-as-Political-Management_ has likely 
accelerated. 

Politically Managing Paperclips and 
Parks. What about our ongoing examples 
of paperclips and parks? Budgeting-as- 
Political-Management would push budge- 
teers into taking a perspective that is highly 
political and goal-specific. In the Reagan 
administration that goal was to balance the 
budget by cutting the volume of nondefense 
expenditures so, for the moment, let us use 

that goal in discussing paperclips and parks. 
Under _ Budgeting-as-Political-Manage- 

ment, budgeteers would ask: If paperclips 

and parks were deleted from the budget, 

whose “oxen would be gored?” By how 
much would the total budget be reduced? 
Alternatives to paperclips and parks are not 
really considered, since the overriding 
objective is to cut spending. Similarly, out- 
puts are incidental; it really does not matter 
what a public program is doing, since the 
budgeteers are prepared to cut whatever 
program that the legislature will allow. 
Inputs and effects, by contrast, are very 
much present. But only goal-related (in this 
case, economic) inputs and_ goal-related 
effects seriously interest the budgeteers. 
How much money are we spending on 
paperclips and parks? What will be the 
effect on the deficit if we eliminate them? 
Paperclips and parks are not differentiated 
in any way by budgeteers using Budgeting- 
as-Political-Management other than on the 
basis of the amount of money they con- 
sume-or, more broadly, how they affect the 

achievement of the overall goal. In all like- 
lihood, budgeteers would prefer to cut 
parks rather than paperclips from their 
budgets on the grounds that parks are more 
costly, and they would be quite pleased to 
eliminate both programs if the legislature 
would let them. 

One fact emerges very clearly in Budget- 
ing-as-Political-Management: —_ budgeteers 
and executive policymakers know their 
overriding goal and budget exclusively for 
that goal. As Budgeting-as-Political-Man- 
agement is practiced in Washington, this 
goal is economic: cut the nondefense bud- 
get. But in theory, other goals are equally 
possible. For example, the goal of the 
executive branch might be to provide more 
and better parks. In this case, all other pro- 

grams, such as paperclips, would be slashed 
by as much as the legislature would permit, 
and all savings and revenues would be 
redirected toward parks. 

The point is that for the first time, bud- 

geteers in the central budget office (such as 
OMB) of a government can deal with the 
budget as a whole and use it to advance 
whatever goal they are pursuing. Budget- 



ing-as-Political-Management appears to 
have succeeded where Programming-Plan- 
ning-Budgeting failed. The concept really is 
systemic and centralized; control by the top 
of the bureaucracy really has been achieved. 

In summary, each budgetary form not 
only forces the bureaucrat to ask increas- 
ingly basic questions about the agency’s pro- 
grams, but each form connotes different 
patterns and functions for the whole of gov- 
ernment as well. The principal features of 
and differences between the Line-Item 
Budgeting Performance, Planning-Pro- 
gramming-Budgeting, Management by Ob- 
jectives, Zero-Base Budgeting, and Budget- 
ing-as-Political-Management concepts are 
summarized in Table 8-1 (p. 222). 

THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 

Regardless of what form of budgeting is 
used by a government, the methods 
through which an agency gets money 
remain essentially the same. Those meth- 
ods, according to a critique by the National 
Urban Coalition, are characterized by 
secrecy, by the lack of a comprehensive 
review procedure, and by inadequate deci- 
sion criteria.*9 

Whether or not the National Urban 
Coalition is correct in its assessment, in 1974 
Congress took the unprecedented step of 
revising substantially the budgetary process 
of the United States.°° This revision was the 
Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974, which represented a 

unique effort by Congress to consider total 
federal expenditures and revenues together 
and determine their effects on the economy. 
This meant that Congress was trying to 
focus directly on national budget priorities 
in the light of national goals and the perfor- 
mance of individual policy programs. 

The act brought about budgetary 
reforms that were needed for a number of 
reasons. For example (and somewhat 
incredibly), neither the House of Represen- 
tatives nor the Senate had committees that 
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were charged with reviewing the president’s 
annual budget proposals as a whole. Con- 
sequently, Congress voted only on individ- 
ual portions of the budget, and there was no 

process for reviewing what the total effects 
of such actions could do to the economy. 
Often individual appropriations bills were 
passed by Congress only after a considera- 
ble portion of the fiscal year to which the 
bills applied had already ended. Com- 
pounding this problem were the additional 
difficulties that a one-year time frame for 
the execution of the budget process was 
unrealistic in terms of having any impact on 
the national economy; that a number of 
spending patterns had developed over the 
years which were not subject to the normal 
appropriations process; that the president 
could—and often did—impound funds 
which were appropriated on the basis of his 
own priorities; and that Congress really did 
not have the analytical and staff capacities 
needed to properly analyze the president’s 
budgetary requests and to develop worth- 
while policy alternatives within the context 
of the federal budget. 

The Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act rectified these problems in several ways. 
First, it inaugurated a new institutional 
structure in Congress by establishing for 
each house a budget committee responsible 
for developing overall fiscal priorities 
among major programs. 

Second, the act coordinated decision 

making by requiring that, on two prescribed 
dates every year, Congress must vote 
explicitly on the budget as an entire package 
and on budget priorities; all subsequent 
decisions concerning the budget, m effect, 
must relate to these two votes. To facilitate 
this process, the entire fiscal calendar was 

changed from beginning on July | to start- 
ing on October 1, beginning with fiscal year 
rte 

Third, the act established a timetable for 

scheduling different phases of action by 
Congress on the budget. In effect, the act 
set up a PERT chart for the budgetary pro- 
cess; thus, appropriations bills, for example, 



[e
os
 

ap
im
-u
ra
ys
ds
 

9]
8u
ls
 

& 
Jo
 

JU
DU
UI
EN
Yy
 

po
zi
pe
au
ea
ry
 

PA
IS
SI
IS
SE
 

p
u
 

dT
LU
aI
SA
G 

ej
eo

s 
op
IM
-w
ai
sd
s 

oY
) 

T9
ay
II
Ny
 

Ao
ua
se
 

10
 

we
s8
o0
id
 

ss
0q
 

[B
OS
 

ap
tm
-w
ay
sd
s 

ay
y 

01
 

JU
RA
ZJ
AI
 

aS
pa
yM
ou
y 

pu
e 

sa
ne
ur
p.
s0
09
 

‘f
eo
nt
og
 

sp
aq
jo
 

oy
to
ad
s-
je
os
8 pu
e 

si
nd
ur
 

sy
1a
ds
-j
eo
g 

[e
oS
 

ap
rm
-u
ra
ys
ds
 

‘a
]8
ur
s 

& 
jo

 
Ju
sw
uT
en
e 

pu
e 

jo
mU
OD
 

u
o
n
e
z
n
u
o
n
d
 

Ao
tj
og
 

p
e
z
i
p
e
a
u
s
.
9
q
 

As
oy
ed
to
na
ed
 

pu
e 

eq
uo
ur
a1
9u
T 

Ao
ua

se
 Io
 

w
e
i
8
0
i
d
 

jo
 

as
od
in
g 

Su
tu
ue
yd
 

pu
e 

J
u
o
W
a
s
e
u
R
y
y
 

SO
AN
RU
II
IT
Y 

Su
ry
eu
r 

uO
Is
ID
aq
q 

AQ
uo
TY
ya
 

pu
re
 

SS
UI
AT
II
IF
FO
 

w
e
I
s
o
1
g
 

po
mo
oy
ye
 

n
q
 

‘
Q
a
t
s
u
d
y
o
i
d
u
o
y
 

p
y
Z
z
t
y
e
y
U
u
s
0
9
q
 

SS
OU
IA
TI
AT
JO
 

w
e
I
s
o
l
g
 

_a
8u
as
 

uO
UI
WO
D,
, 

[e
lo
se
ue
yy
 

si
oa

yy
o 

pu
e 

‘s
in
dq
no
 

‘s
yn
du
y J
u
s
w
a
s
e
u
e
y
y
 

Aa
tf
og
 

[
e
q
u
a
 

o1
u9
3s
AS
 

An
ua
se
 

jo
 

sa
so

di
ng

 

su
ru
ue
yd
 

pu
e 

so
rm
ou
ol
g 

so
an

eu
so

yy
e 

p
u
e
 

‘s
}d
aj
sJ
o 

‘s
in
dq
no
 

‘s
jn
du
y 

Su
lu
ur
lg
 

Ao
ua
to
yy
y 

passadsiq 

[e
qU

sW
Id

.1
9U

T 

A
o
u
a
s
e
 

JO
 

S
O
N
I
A
N
I
Y
 

Ju
os
ua
se
uR
ry
y 

si
nd

jn
o 

pu
e 

si
nd
uy
 q
u
g
u
a
s
e
u
e
y
y
 

Aa
ti
do
sd
 

ye
os
ty
 

qu
as
qe
 

Aj
as
ie
T 

[
P
I
U
 

S
W
 

I
D
U
T
 

sa
in
yi
pu
ad
xa
 

Jo
 

sy
al
qo
 

s
u
n
u
n
o
d
y
 

sinduy 

j
o
m
u
o
g
 

(1
ua
sa
d—
T9
6 

1)
 

J
u
I
M
a
s
D
U
D
 

IW
 

10
91
91
]0
 

(0
86
 

I-
LL
61
) 

dd
Z 

(9
L6
I-
O0
L6
1)
 

O
I
N
 

(6
96
1-
09
61
) 

Id
d 

s
}
d
a
o
u
0
D
 

A
u
v
j
a
s
p
n
g
 

u
s
a
m
j
a
g
 

SI
DU
BI
IJ
JI
G.
 

DU
WI
OS
 

(6
S6
1-
6£
61
) 

aU
DU
LO
 

JL
T 

(6
£6
I1
-1
Z6
1)
 

wa
yy
-a
uU
rT
 

Ao
ua
se
 

jaspnq 

SOM 

Od 

Aj
yi
qi
su
od
sa
1 

Su
ru

ue
lg

 

a
y
s
 

s
u
r
y
e
u
t
A
o
o
g
 

uO
ne
UL
IO
JU
I 

E
n
e
)
 

ST
[P

IS
 

[
P
U
U
O
S
I
O
g
 

ad
oo
sg
 

Uu
ON
ne
IU
II
O 

o1
se
g 

IANIDI LT 

L-
8 

4
1
a
V
L
 

222 



cannot be considered by either house until 
authorizations have been passed and the 
first concurrent budget resolution has been 
adopted. Similarly, Congress is not allowed 
to adjourn under the act until it has ironed 
out all differences on budgetary matters. 

Fourth, the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act improved bud- 
getary control across the board. For exam- 
ple, those patterns of spending that had 
developed which were not subject to the 
regular appropriations process (known as 
“backdoor spending”) were largely wiped 
out, and the president’s capacity for 
impounding funds appropriated by Con- 
gress was stringently limited under the act. 

Finally, the act established a Congres- 
sional Budget Office to improve Congress’s 
analytical base and required it to make five- 
year projections of the budget, thus assur- 
ing a greater degree of economic planning 
for the nation. 

The act has been considered a success by 
most observers, although in the view of 
some it has not accomplished all of the far- 
reaching reforms originally envisioned. 
Nevertheless, the House and Senate budget 
committees have been established and are 
working (sometimes smoothly), the Con- 
gressional Budget Office has proven to be 
quite successful, and overall fiscal targets 
have been developed (although they are 
rarely met). Figure 8-1 illustrates the struc- 
ture of the new federal budgetary process as 
prescribed by the Congressional Budget 
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974. 

Although understanding the process in 
its formal aspects is necessary, it is impor- 
tant to realize that the essence of the budge- 
tary process is political. Aaron Wildavsky, 

Richard F. Fenno, Jr., and Jesse Burkhead, 

among others, have addressed what it 
means for a budgeteer to be a politician in 
securing an agency’s funding, and a review 
of some of their thinking on the topic is 
worthwhile.5! Although they broach the 
federal budgetary process almost exclu- 
sively, the same basic rules apply to state and 
local governments as well. Politics requires 
the use of strategies and the politics of the 
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budgetary process is no exception. As Wild- 
avsky observes in his classic essay on the 
topic: 

What really counts in helping an agency get the 
appropriations it desires? Long service in Wash- 
ington has convinced high agency officials that 
some things count a great deal and others only a 
little. Although they are well aware of the desir- 
ability of having technical data to support their 
requests, budget officials commonly derogate the 
importance of the formal aspects of their work as 
a means of securing appropriations. . . . But, as 
several informants put it in almost identical 
words, “It’s not what’s in your estimates but how 
good a politician you are that matters.”52 

STRATEGIES FOR BUDGETARY SUCCESS 

To be a good budgetary politician requires 
the use of “ubiquitous” and “contingent” 
strategies.°> Ubiquitous strategies are per- 
vasive in nature and are required on a con- 
tinuing basis by any agency. They are 
designed to build outside confidence in the 
agency and to add to its clientele. Con- 
tingent strategies are more particular, and 
depend on _ circumstances. They are 
designed to take advantage of unusual 
opportunities presented to the agency for 
the sake of defending or expanding its base. 
Both budgetary strategies are categorized in 
the following sections. 

Ubiquitous Strategies 

(1) Find, Serve, and Use a Clientele for the 

Services You Perform. The thought here is 
that an agency, when threatened, mobilizes 

its clientele. A case in point is the former 
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO). 
When the office was budgetarily emascu- 
lated under the Nixon administration, vari- 

ous organizations representing the poor 
rose to its defense, fighting a remarkable 
rearguard action in the courts in an effort to 
preserve OEO. Although OEO can _ be 
faulted on other strategy counts, the office 
unquestionably had found and used a clien- 
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tele. A number of observers felt that OEO 
had politicized and organized “the forgot- 
ten fifth” in this country to a point where 
the poor could adequately fend for them- 
selves when it came to passing and imple- 
menting federal legislation, with or without 
the help of OEO. 

(2) Establish Confidence in the Mind of the 
Reviewer That You Can Carry Out the Com- 
plicated Program (Which He or She Seldom 
Understands) Efficiently and _ Effec- 
tively. Here, the key notion is that if legis- 
lators believe in your abilities, you can get 
just about anything you want. Exemplary in 
this regard is the National Science Founda- 
tion (NSF), founded in 1950. An early fear 

held by a number of citizens was that NSF 
would become an _ all-powerful “science 
czar” of the United States. Through the 
strategic use of a low administrative profile, 
academic trappings, and tactics which cap- 
italized on a popular romanticism con- 
cerning science, the Foundation not only 
eliminated this worry but eventually was 
operating in a budgetary environment that 
permitted an awesome degree of latitude; 
namely, that science could and should be 

_ funded solely for the sake of science, and 

that fellow-scientists could and _ should 
decide who among them should be awarded 
NSF grants. 

The Foundation’s premise—that science 
should be funded according to what hap- 
pened to interest scientists rather than for 
the achievement of larger social goals— 
ultimately (in the late 1960s) came under 
some hard questioning in Congress. But for 
many years NSF enjoyed an impressive 
degree of budgetary success despite a vir- 
tual absence of accountability in terms of 
what it did with the money. 

(3) Attempt to Capitalize on the Fragmen- 
tary Budgetary Review Process. A notable 
example of this strategy is provided by the 
Air Force. Throughout most of the 1950s, 
the Air Force practiced “phased buying.” 
This meant that the Air Force bought parts 
for a larger number of weapons than its 

appropriations request indicated it intended 
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to purchase. As a result, Congress and the 
president were left with little choice but to 
authorize the purchase of the remaining 
parts if any of the weapons were to be 
useful. For many years, this questionable 
use of the fragmentary review process 
worked handsomely, but in 1957, after a 
public furor arose, Secretary of Defense 
Charles Wilson ended the practice. 

Contingent Strategies 

(1) Guard against Cuts in the Old Pro- 
grams. ‘There are a number of ways for an 
agency to do this. A favorite strategy is to 
cut the most popular program that the 
agency has, on the logic that citizen com- 
plaints will get back to congressmen more 
speedily. Thus, the National Institutes of 
Health have been known to start a dental 
research program by cutting research in 
heart disease, cancer, and mental illness in 

its proposed budget. Because of constituent 
pressure, Congress restored these funds 
and approved the whole package. 

(2) Attempt to Inch Ahead with Old Pro- 
grams. It is always easier to get new appro- 
priations if they are made to look like old 
programs. A favored device for accomplish- 
ing this is the numbers game. The National 
Institutes of Health, for example, have long 
engaged in this strategy by reducing the 
number of their research grants (“Look! 
We're economizing!”), but increasing their 
size (thus inching ahead). 

(3) Adding New Programs. The final con- 
tiigent strategy used by budgetary officers 
is the incremental addition of new pro- 
grams. Because the new and novel often are 
distrusted by those empowered to distribute 
money, every effort is made in the agency to 
make its new program look as old as possi- 
ble. Variants of this strategy include the 
contention that the new program is only 
temporary, that it is exceedingly small and 
thus hardly worth examination, that it is 

merely a logical continuation of an old pro- 
gram, that it is an attempt to reduce some 
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On the Financing of Government 
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In the following passage, a public adminstrator discussed how 
bureaucrats decide how to spend money. While satirical, his 
point is not entirely fictional. 

In spite of evidence to the contrary, the 
System isn’t free. There are dollars that are 
attached and because of this, many 
tyrocrats impede Program progress by their 
reluctance to spend the huge sums neces- 
sary to finalize a Program. So inhibiting, 
sometimes, is this feeling that by the time 
the money is requested, the Project for 
which it is intended is no longer required. 

However, spending will come naturally 
and easily once it is understood that there 
are really two entirely different kinds of 
legal tender in use by the System! One 
counts; one doesn’t. 

The first type of money is the day-to-day 
or ‘‘real’’ kind that everybody uses to pay 
the bills. This type is rare, and always in 
short supply when needed most. 

The other type is the tender used for 
bureaucratting; i.e., Money of Unspecified 
Denomination, or MUD. 

MUD is produced by a special process. 
Real Money is sent to governments in the 
form of taxes and is immediately machine 
processed to remove all the amount marks 
from both sides. Then when Bureaucracy 
wants to buy something, the proper number 
of blanks are selected and appropriate 
amount marks reinserted until there is 
enough to cover costs and still keep the pile 
to a manageable size. Since there are enor- 
mous amounts involved, the basic counting 
unit is the million, which Bureaucracy calls 
a megabuck. Below one megabuck, in the 
petty cash range, the unit is the thou or the 
Ke oe: 

Once the money is put through the 
marks remover, any connection it had with 
its original owner is severed. With the last 
trace of value removed, and all pecuniary 
restraints with it, the Bureaucrat is free to 

function with maximum efficiency. That is, 

he can charge ahead to the extent that he is 

not delayed by a mispricked conscience or 
the tight-fistedness associated with “real” 
money. 

For example, the head of a large govern- 
ment agency sent an aide to see to the print- 

ing of a sizable Report. In the interest of 
haste, it was taken to a private firm with the 
request that it be finished ‘‘by Friday morn- 
ing. We need it for distribution.” The 
printer pointed out some difficulties and a 
number of needed corrections, and told the 

aide that it couldn’t be finished until the 
following Monday without spending a for- 
tune for overtime. The aide, being totally 
uninhibited, replied, ‘To hell with the 
expense. The boss wants this on Friday, 
and money is no object!’’ Thanks to the 
aide’s decision, the report—exploring the 
methods whereby the Agency could save 
money—was available for study on Friday 
as planned. 

The advantages of effortless spending are 
clear and the MUD theory can be substanti- 
ated to promote it. A piece of hard evi- 
dence became available in the early 1960s 
when the United States wanted to borrow 
500 megabucks from the International 
Monetary Fund to strengthen the dollar 
which was under heavy attack by foreign 
interests. The loan was approved, of 
course, since we are the heaviest contrib- 
utor to the IMF. And were it not for the two 
different types of money, we would have 
been in the impossible position of borrow- 
ing Our Own money. 

John Kidner, The Kidner Report: How to Operate in a 

Bureaucracy at 2 Horsepower (Washington, D.C.: 
Acropolis Books, Ltd., 1974), pp. 107-109. 
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sort of backlog in the agency, and that it will 
save money. 

On the other hand, an agency occasion- 
ally will try to make the program look as 
new and “with-it” as possible. This variant 
also has its uses. A favored strategy is chris- 
tening the new program with an inspiring 
title—for example, the “War on Poverty,” 
“Polaris,” “Titan,” and “Mission 66” (which 
was a park improvement program). Sales- 
manship is not neglected, yet congressmen, 
on occasion, have been irritated by the use 
of “Peter Rabbit” presentation—simple 
graphs, fancy brochures, and lots and lots of 
pictures. Salesmanship often is used in con- 
junction with the recognition of some new 
crisis. Witness the effects of such drama-rid- 
den salesmanship on a member of one 
appropriations committee: 

A week ago, Mr. Chairman, after this hearing 

about cancer, I went home and checked all the 
little skin flecks and felt for bumps and bruises. I 

lay awake that night and could have convinced 
myself I had cancer. And then more recently I 
lay awake listening to my heart after hearing the 
heart-trouble talk. . . . And here I am listening to 
all this mental health talk . . . and I wonder what 

I am going to dream about tonight.54 

If the foregoing strategy review sounds 
cynical, it is. To be cynical, however, is not 

necessarily to be scrofulous. Bureaucrats-as- 
politicians are capable of using cynical 
means for the sake of noble ends, and this 

phenomenon is well exemplified by the bud- 
getary process. 

An alternative always is possible, 
however. Cynical means can be used to 
attain cynical ends. As an administrative 
technique, the budget has its own combina- 

tion of means and ends, methods and val- 

ues. The ways in which these variables are 
interrelated by administrators are in essence 
political and affect programs and people. 

So it is, too, with another management 

technique, public personnel administration. 

Like budgeting, public personnel admin- 

istration is draped with the trappings of 

professionalism, technology, and expertse, 
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but it is also a system of values and politics. 
We consider this subject in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 

9 

MANAGING HUMAN RESOURCES 
IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR 

It is our purpose in this chapter to review 
four public personnel systems, to trace the 
development of the profession of human 
resource management in the public sector, 

to sketch the nuts and bolts of public per- 
sonnel administration, and to consider some 

value dilemmas in the field. The traditional 
field of public personnel administration has 
expanded its conceptual boundaries and is 
increasingly called “human resource man- 
agement’; it concerns both the management 
of and the policymaking for people and 
positions in the government bureaucracy. It 
long has been a mainstay in the field of pub- 
lic administration; its scholars historically 
have seen themselves as grappling with 
“people problems” and wrestling with the 
stuff of politics and the public interest. In 
recent years, however, public personnel 
administration has undergone some serious 
questioning of its basic intellectual premises 
and has been buffeted by new developments 
in the public merit systems. Many public 
administrationists now favor dealing with 
“people problems” within the conceptual 
framework of organization theory, and the 
whole notion of “merit” has received new 
and bizarre meanings, at least in the opinion 

of numerous public personnel practitioners 
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and academicians. While this chapter does 
not represent an attempt to “straighten 
things out” in the field, we shall consider 

some of the difficulties and challenges con- 
fronting public personnel administration. 

PUBLIC PERSONNEL SYSTEMS 

Frederick C. Mosher observed that there 
are at least four broad types of personnel 
systems functioning concurrently in Amer- 
ican government: the political executive sys- 
tem, the general civil service, the profes- 
sional career systems, and the collective sys- 
tem.' Often, every one of these personnel 
systems can be found within the same 
agency. 

The Political Executive System 

“Political executives” are those public 
officials appointed to an office without ten- 
ure, who have significant policy-making 

powers, and who are outside the civil service 

system. The number of these positions avail- 
able at the federal level is growing, and they 
have been called “the true nexus between 
politics and administration.” It is believed 
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that there are about 3,000 political executive 
positions in the federal government,? and 
uncounted thousands at the state and local 

level. Contrast this number to the roughly 

100 political appointees available to each of 
the prime ministers of Britain, France, and 
West Germany.* 

A Growing Number of Political Execu- 
tives. The number of political executives in 
the United States “is not fixed and varies 
depending on who does the counting and 
how positions are defined. What is 
important is the trend toward more political 
appointees for each presidential administra- 
tion. The direction of this trend is not in 
dispute.”° The trend is that the number of 
political executives is growing. 

An Emphasis on Intellect. As a group of 
men and women in the public employ, polit- 

ical executives exhibit certain systemic tend- 
encies. Most notably, perhaps, is_ the 
growing emphasis on_ intellect—partisan 
political experience seems to be of declining 
importance in the selection process. This is 
not to imply that partisan sympathies and 
willingness to be a “team player” are not 
vital considerations in the appointment pro- 
cess, but it appears to be increasingly recog- 
nized that, in the words of President John F. 
Kennedy, “you can’t beat brains.” At the 

assistant secretary and deputy agency 
administrator level, Dean E. Mann and 

Jameson W. Doig found that 90 percent of 
this group in the Kennedy administration 
were college graduates, a figure that has 
risen with every administration since that of 
Franklin D. Roosevelt.© At the federal 
administrative level just below that of 
assistant secretary, a study by W. Lloyd 
Warner and others revealed that the politi- 
cal appointees in this group had more for- 
mal education than their counterparts in the 
military, civil service, and Foreign Service.’ 
Education in the social sciences is increas- 
ingly represented among political execu- 
tives, while the ratio of lawyers in this group 
(at least in the lower echelons) is only about 

25 percent and is declining. Of 108 assistant 
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secretaries intensively studied by Mann and 
Doig, only 30 percent were appointed on 

the basis of a particular specialization, and 

the remainder because of “general experi- 

ence.”8 
At the cabinet level, educations in law 

dominate. Nearly half of the secretarial and 

deputy secretarial appointments from 1952 
to 1980 had law degrees; the next highest 

field of study represented at this level was 
economics.® Still, in the longer view, law is 

declining as the predominantly represented 

field at the top of the federal hierarchy, in 

contrast to the nineteenth century, when 

lawyers (a profession virtually synonymous 
with politics at that time) held around 90 
percent of the cabinet-level appointments. !° 

A Decline in Traditional Partisanship. 
There also is a declining emphasis on par- 
tisanship in the political executive personnel 
system. One indication of this is that even 
when a presidential appointee is a member 
of the president’s party, this common politi- 
cal loyalty appears to account for very little 
in securing the appointment. Mann and 
Doig concluded that a mere 10 percent of 
their sample of 108 assistant secretaries 
were appointed primarily by dint of “service 
to party.”!! A more recent study found that 
the proportion of top level presidential 
appointees who were affiliated with the 
president’s party has never exceeded 70 
percent since 1960, and has dipped as low as 
56 percent.!? Contrast this percentage with 
the 90 percent of the government’s top ech- 
elon appointees who were Democrats or 
closely affiliated with the president’s party 
in Franklin Roosevelt’s administration. !3 

A Decline in Governmental Experience. If 
partisanship is in decline in making presi- 
dential appointments, so is the practice of 
appointing people to top-level federal jobs 
who have had experience in government. 
From 1933 to 1961, eighty percent of the 
cabinet and subcabinet political appointees 
had had some professional experience at 
the national level, and a third had devoted a 
major portion of their careers to the federal 
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service.!4 Yet studies of more recent presi- 
dential appointees indicate that these ratios 
are declining, and declining rather pre- 
cipitously. About half of all cabinet secre- 
taries appointed since 1953 have served 
only one to two years—hardly adequate 
time to begin comprehending the complex- 
ities of the federal system that they are sup- 
posed to manage.!> From 1953 to 1976, 
more than half of the eighty-seven people 
who served in the cabinet (forty-six of them) 
had served less than half of a single presi- 
dential term. The Carter cabinet 
(1976-1980) was somewhat more stable, but 

not much. Three years into his administra- 
tion, Carter fired four of his thirteen cabinet 

secretaries in a single-shot “blood bath,” and 

shortly thereafter his Secretary of State 
resigned. Similarly, at the close of Ronald 
Reagan’s first term (1980-1984), only three 
of his thirteen original cabinet appointees 
remained. The remainder had resigned vol- 
untarily or had been pressured to do so. 

Another study found that 69 percent of 
presidential appointees and 40 percent of 
noncareer supergrade appointees had 
fewer than two years of government experi- 
ence when in office.!© From 1960 to 1973, 

nearly two thirds of the cabinet’s under- 
secretaries and almost four fifths of the 
assistant secretaries had worked fewer than 
two years for the same supervisor.!” Fewer 
than half of the federal executives occupy- 
ing these two echelons served for more than 
two years, and a fifth of them served for less 
than a year.!® 

The Rise of the White House “Loyalty 
Tests.”” Both partisan fealty and govern- 
mental experience are qualifications of 
diminishing import in the political executive 
system. But loyalty to the occupant of the 
White House (including, it appears, loyalty 
to the president’s ideology) is another mat- 
ter, and it is clear that recent presidents 

have placed considerable stock in control- 
ling the appointment of political executives. 

This is new. When Mann and Doig con- 
ducted their study of assistant secretaries in 
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1965, they concluded that the appointment 
of these men and women was “a highly cen- 
tralized and personalized process revolving 
around the respective department and 
agency heads,” and when a rare difference 
of opinion arose between the secretary and 
the White House staff over a candidate, “the 

secretary generally won.”!9 
This condition had begun to alter as 

early as the 1950s,?° but President Ronald 
Reagan culminated the reversal and ren- 
dered White House control over the politi- 
cal executive system complete. To quote the 
Director of the Presidential Personnel 
Office under Reagan: “We handled all the 
appointments: boards, commissions, Sched- 

ule C’s, ambassadorships, judgeships. . . . If 

you are going to run the government, 

you've got to control the people that come 
into, It. 3* 

No one can dispute the desirability of a 
democratically elected chief executive estab- 
lishing his or her control over the policy- 
making and policy-executing apparatus of 
the executive branch, and appointing loy- 
alists in key positions is an important means 
of establishing this control. But there are 
problems. For one, establishing the kind of 
pervasive, centralized control over the polit- 
ical appointee system exemplified by the 
Reagan White House is simply very difficult 
to achieve. One former Presidential Person- 
nel Assistant, who was notorious for his 

belief in the necessity of the president con- 
trolling the appointment process, later 
admitted, “If you try to do everything, I’m 
not so sure you can succeed. It’s an awfully 
difficult job just to handle the prestdential 
appointees. ... if you try to do too much, 
you may be diluted to the point where 
you're not as effective.”22 

It is at least arguable that attempts to cen- 
tralize all 3,000 presidential appointments 
in the White House, as was done in the 
Reagan Administration, can result in some 

appointees of questionable quality. Because 
of some of Reagan’s appointees, the “sleaze 
factor” in his administration became a 
recurrent target of the press, and perhaps 
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with some justification. In Reagan’s first 
term (1981-1984), 2,579 federal officials 
and individuals who did not hold public 
office were prosecuted—that is, were 
indicted, convicted, or awaiting trial—for 
corruption of the federal government. 
Compare this figure to the total number of 
prosecutions for public corruption during 
the preceding eight years (1972-1980): 
1,694. Almost one third more people were 

prosecuted for corruption of the federal 
government during the first four years of 
the Reagan Administration than were pros- 
ecuted during the preceding eight years, 
and 62 percent more people were convicted 
of federal corruption during Reagan’s first 
term than in the previous eight years!?> 
Whether these prosecutions and convictions 
for corruption can be attributed to the way 
presidential appointments were made by 
the Reagan White House is impossible to 
judge (the argument could be advanced, 
after all, that more convictions for federal 

corruption in the Reagan Administration 
are attributable to Reagan’s prosecutorial 
zeal), but there does seem to be some sub- 
stance to the press’s charge of “sleaze” 
among some of Reagan’s top admin- 
istrators. 

Perhaps more fundamental, it is unclear 
that White House dominance of the Reagan 
stripe over the political executive system is 
needed to achieve complete bureaucratic 
responsiveness to presidential policy. A sur- 
vey of all presidential appointees who 
served from 1964 to 1984 found that they 
believed strongly in both the competence 
and responsiveness of the career civil ser- 
vice; depending upon the administration, 
92 percent to 77 percent of the presidential 
appointees stated that career federal 
employees were competent or very compe- 
tent, and 89 percent to 78 percent said they 
were responsive or very responsive.?+ Sim- 
ilar views seem to be held by White House 
staffers, who are typically the most keen to 

establish presidential control over the stand- 

ing bureaucracy, and the “evidence is over- 

whelming that experienced _ political 
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appointees, regardless of administration, 
party, or ideology, believe that career 
executives are both competent and respon- 
sive. "25 

Political Executives at the Grass Roots. 
In contrast to developments over the past 
three decades at the federal level, the politi- 
cal executive system of public personnel 
administration at the state level appears to 
be tilting more in favor of career admin- 
istrators. But the state systems vary greatly 
in their pervasiveness; for example, the gov- 

ernor of Oregon controls fewer than a 
dozen patronage jobs, while the governors 
of Illinois and New York have the power to 
make thousands of such appointments. Of 
importance, however, the majority of these 
positions in such states as Illinois and New 
York are well below the executive level, with 

clerical and lower positions typically going 
to party loyalists. Moreover, research consis- 
tently indicates that the quality of state 
administrators, particularly at the top levels, 

has been increasing steadily for at least the 
past twenty years.2© 

What is true for the states is even more in 
evidence among local governments. More 
than a third of all cities and towns (and 
more than half of all cities with more than 
25,000 people) use a council-manager form 
of government, in which all appointive pow- 
ers rest not with the mayor, but with a pro- 
fessional city manager who reports directly 
to the city council.2” But even in mayor- 
council cities (which account for 54 percent 
of all forms of municipal government?®) less 
than 46 percent of the mayors may appoint 
four or more major administrators, and in 

13 percent of all mayor-council cities the 
mayor is denied the power to make any 
major appointments!?9 And, as in the states, 
the professionalism of career public admin- 
istrators in local governments clearly is on 
the rise—and in any case, professionalism 
has traditionally been quite high in local 
governments.°° 

Unlike the federal government, 
grass-roots governments, it seems, 

the 

are 
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increasingly comfortable with a _ public 
personnel system that accords significant 
policy-making authority to career civil 
servants—and at the expense of political 
appointees. 

The Civil Service System 

The general civil service system com- 
prises those white-collar, generally non- 
professional, career personnel who have 
tenure and who are administered according 
to traditional civil service practices. Its over- 
riding characteristic is the emphasis that is 

placed on the position: its description of 
duties, responsibilities, requirements, quali- 

fications, and so on. As a public personnel 
system, the civil service has been the historic 

locus of public administration and, of 

course, public personnel administration. We 

shall concentrate more amply on the civil 
service later in this chapter; it is sufficient to 
observe for the moment that the civil service 

values the notions of “neutrality,” “merit,” 

and being removed from “politics.” 

Professional Career Systems 

The various career systems of the public 
service are made up of white-collar person- 
nel, generally professionals and paraprofes- 
sionals, who are tenured in a de facto (7.e., in 

actuality) if not always in a de jure (i.e., ina 
legal) sense. The system’s principal feature 
is the emphasis that is placed on the person, 
rather than on the position, as in the civil 
service system. In a career system an indi- 
vidual’s career is administered in a planned 
manner; he or she is expected to advance 
upward through several hierarchical posi- 
tions in which he or she can use his or 
her professional expertise in increasingly 
responsible and effective ways. As with the 
civil service system, we shall examine career 
systems more fully in the following sections 
of this chapter. It is sufficient for now to 
note that career systems place high value on 
the concepts of “professionalism,” “spe- 
cialization,” and “expertise,” and that their 
rise in the public service has had a profound 

and disquieting impact on the more tradi- 

tional civil service system. 

The Collective System 

The collective public personnel system 

refers to the problems of collective bargain- 
ing by and unionization of government 
employees. It comprises primarily blue-col- 
lar workers (with growing influxes of white- 

collar workers from the civil service and 
career personnel systems) whose jobs are 
administered via agreements between man- 
agement and workers. The collective system 
is more an “issue” in public personnel 
administration than a “system,” so we shall 
treat it in more detail later in the chapter. 

The four public personnel systems that 
have been described represent fundamental 
value differences in the practice of public 
personnel administration. What we shall do 
now, therefore, is briefly trace the evolution 

of public personnel administration in the 
United States, stressing the kinds of values 
represented by proponents of these systems. 
In this regard we shall concentrate 
especially on the thinking that underlies the 
civil service and career systems, since the 
concepts that these systems represent have 
historically had the greatest impact on pub- 
lic personnel administration. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF AMERICAN 
PUBLIC PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION 

The evolution of American public person- 
nel administration can be divided into seven 
phases: the guardian period with a relatively 
high sense of administrative ethics; the 

unmitigated “spoils” period; the reform 
period; the scientific management period 
with its concern for efficiency; the ad- 
ministrative management period with its 
emphasis on political executives versus 
career executives; the professional period, 
which witnessed a huge influx into govern- 
ment of highly educated and socialized per- 
sonnel from a wide spectrum of differing 
professional backgrounds; and our present 
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period of professional public administra- 
tion, which weds the values of profession- 

alism and management in the public service. 
None of these periods, of course, is as dis- 
crete in time and as clear-cut in definition as 
the following review may imply. 

Phase 1: 
The Guardian Period, 1789-1829 

Mosher calls the guardian period “gov- 
ernment by gentlemen,”*! and it corre- 
sponds principally to George Washington’s 
influential administration as __ president. 
Washington set the moral tone of the early 
federal bureaucracy by appointing men to 
office who were reputed to be persons of 
character as well as competence. Character 
was synonymous with merit, and merit dur- 
ing the administrations of Washington, 
John Adams, and Thomas Jefferson meant 
a respected family background, a high 
degree of formal education, and substantial 

loyalty to the president—in short, being a 
member of the establishment. Sidney H. 
Aronson’s statistical analysis of the early 
public service in the United States shows 
that it was of a highly elitist nature, with 
roughly 65 percent of the highest level 
appointees being drawn from the landed 
gentry, merchant, and professional clas- 
Kea 

Moreover, the early public service was 
highly political. While ability and integrity 
were valued, it did not hurt to be a “team 
player.” Aronson’s analysis indicates that of 
the eighty-seven major political appoint- 
ments made by Adams, sixty were new 
appointments. In other words, more than 

two thirds of Washington’s original appoint- 
ments to top-level positions were tossed out 
by the new administration. Similarly, of the 
ninety-two top appointments made by Jef- 

ferson, seventy-three were original appoint- 

ments; stated another way, four fifths of 

Jefferson’s top administrators were team 

players.33 Nevertheless, the notions of 

character, ethical conduct, and public trust 

commanded considerable respect and these 

attributes were important in making 
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appointments to the public service during 
the first half-century of the American 

experiment. 

Phase 2: 
The Spoils Period, 1829-1883 

With the inauguration of Andrew Jack- 
son as president in 1829, the United States 

government was put on a paying basis. That 
is, the government (and the taxpayers) paid 
the party that won. The period acquired its 
name from a remark made in 1832, 

attributed to Senator William L. Marcy of 
New York that American politicians “see 
nothing wrong in the rule that to the victor 
belong the spoils of the enemy.’34+ The 
rationale underlying the spoils system was 
that if presidents were to emerge, like Jack- 
son, from the class that earned its own liy- 
ing, then politics had to be made to pay. 
And history indicates that it did. 

Although Jackson symbolizes the ascen- 
sion of the spoils system in the public 
bureaucracy, a more accurate assessment is 
that Jackson simply fostered the democra- 
tization of the public service. The percen- 
tage of top administrators appointed by his 
predecessor, John Quincy Adams, that Jack- 
son removed so that he could appoint his 
own people to top posts was very similar to 
the percentage removed by Jefferson. For 
Jefferson, approximately 80 percent were 

original appointments, and for Jackson the 
figure was closer to 90 percent.3> Nev- 
ertheless, Jackson likely started the process 
of making the public service a system 
redolent of bribes and graft. Power was 
transferred from one group (the gentry) to 
another (political parties), but never to the 
people as a whole. 

Phase 3: 
The Reform Period, 1883-1906 

The corrupt excesses of the spoils system 
during this period eventually resulted in a 
reform movement determined to rid gov- 
ernment of those bureaucrats who owed 
their office to no more than party hack- 
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work. From 1865 to 1883, a small group of 
intellectual idealists agitated for thor- 
oughgoing reform of the entire public per- 
sonnel system. Notable in this respect were 
George William Curtis, Carl Schurz, 
Richard Henry Dana, and Thomas Jenckes. 
Largely as a result of their efforts, the New 
York Civil Service Reform Association, the 

nation’s first, was founded in 1877. In 1881 
thirteen associations modeled after the New 
York group merged to form the National 
Civil Service Reform League, later known as 

the National Civil Service League. British 
concepts of merit in the public service were 
of considerable interest to the civil service 
reform movement, and Dorman B. Eaton’s 

report to President Rutherford B. Hayes 
(the administration of 1877-1881) on the 
English civil service (published as a book in 
1879) enhanced the movement’s influ- 
ence.2® The assassination of President 
James A. Garfield by a mentally ill, dissatis- 

fied office seeker in 1881 effectively assured 
national legislation of civil service reform. 
In 1883 Congress passed the Civil Service 
Act (the Pendleton Act), which created a 
bipartisan Civil Service Commission (which 
was replaced in 1978 by the Office of Per- 
sonnel Management and the Merit Systems 
Protection Board) responsible to the presi- 
dent and charged with the duty of filling 
government positions by a process of open, 
competitive examinations. 

Although the Civil Service Act had been 
influenced by the British system of public 
service (notably the principles of competi- 
tive examinations and a “neutral” civil ser- 
vice that was to be free from partisan 
pressures), the Senate inserted some major 
provisos into the Act that were uniquely 
American in character. One such clause was 
that the Senators required civil service 
examinations to be “practical in character.” 
While talented essayists of an academic sort 
might be nice to have floating around in the 
federal bureaucracy, it was far more impor- 
tant that the bureaucrat be able to do his or 
her job. This requisite provided the basis for 
a detailed system of position classification 

several years later; to be able to administer 
“practical” entrance tests, one first had to 

know what the job was all about. 
Second, the Senate omitted the require- 

ment that an applicant could enter the 
federal service only at the lowest grade. This 
permitted an “open” civil service with “lat- 
eral entry” as a possibility for all admin- 
istrators (for example, A GS-13 level official 
in the Commerce Department could 
execute a “lateral arabesque” into a GS-13 
position in the Transportation Department 
if he or she so desired). 

Third, no special tracks were laid 

between the public service and the univer- 
sities, unlike the situation in Great Britain. 

Indeed, initially it was preferred that the 
service be as highly “democratic” in 
character as possible. Only in 1905 did the 
Civil Service Commission first observe that 
“the greatest defect in the Federal Service is 
the lack of opportunity for ambitious, well- 
educated young men,” and only in the 
1930s was a major effort begun to upgrade 
the educational level of the national 
bureaucracy.>7 

Finally, the Pendleton Act set up no spe- 
cial “administrative class,” no “permanent 

undersecretaries,” contrary to the practice 
in Britain and Western Europe generally. 
Thus, the idea of political neutrality was not 
upheld at the potential expense of social 
responsiveness; instead the top bureaucratic 
echelon was occupied by political executives. 

The crusade for reform of the public ser- 
vice had three dominant characteristics. 
First, the reform movement had been nega- 
tive. That is, the reformists wanted to do 

away with the spoils system and its attendant 
evils. Second, the movement had been 

highly moral in tone. In Mosher’s words, 

It associated what we now refer to as personnel 
administration with morality, with a connotation 
of “goodness” vs. “badness,” quite apart from the 
purposes for which people were employed or the 
nature of the responsibilities they would carry.38 

Third, and not too emphatically, the 
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reform movement had been concerned with 
efficiency in government, and the reformers 
believed that the merit system would help 
assure “more efficient” (2.e., less corrupt) 
practices. These characteristics, combined 
with the antielitist sympathies of the Civil 
Service Act itself, acted to create what 
Mosher has called a period of “government 
by the good”; ethics and egalitarianism were 
prized.°9 Managerial effectiveness, how- 
ever, Was an incidental consideration at best. 

There were two lasting effects from this 
phase of moral rectitude. The first was its 
influence on the study of public administra- 
tion. Only four years after the passage of 
the Pendleton Act, Woodrow Wilson wrote 
his seminal essay on “The Study of Admin- 
istration” (recall Chapter 2). The moral tone 
of Wilson’s article reflected the mental set of 
the reform period, and it has been a con- 
tinuing undercurrent in the study of public 
administration. Wilson, an ardent reformer 

and later a president of the Civil Service 
Reform League, facilitated the expansion of 

an ethical sense of public duty beyond the 
conceptual confines of the civil service and 
into the entire intellectual terrain of public 
administration. Relatedly, the old politics/ 
administration dichotomy, long favored as 
an academic focus in the field of public 
administration, received much of its initial 

legitimacy and acceptance as a result of the 
thinking that dominated the reform period 
of public personnel administration. “Pol- 
itics’ was “bad” in the civil service, and 

“administration” was “good.” Frank Good- 
now’s Politics and Administration, published in 

1900, both reflected and strengthened the 

prevalent intellectual view that administra- 
tion not only was different from politics, but 

also was somehow better. 
The second effect of the reform period 

related more to the practice of public 
administration: The continuing indepen- 

dence of the Civil Service Commission was 

fostered, and its use as a model in the 

reform of state and local governments was 

encouraged. The Commission evolved into 

a buffer against political pressure brought 
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on by both Congress and the president. In 
this development during the reform period, 
not only was morality increasingly identified 
with public personnel administration, but 

public personnel administration as a field 
was gradually disassociated from the sub- 
stantive and managerial functions of gov- 
ernment. To put it far too crassly, but 
clearly: the bureaucrats responsible for get- 
ting a job done and the bureaucrats respon- 
sible for keeping government moral became 
increasingly distinct entities. 

Phase 4: 
The Scientific Management Period, 
1906-1937 

Increasingly, the academic field of public 
administration was being influenced by 
developments in business administration, 

which then was dominated by the time- 
motion, scientific management school rep- 

resented by Frederick Taylor and by Frank 
and Lillian Gilbreth (recall Chapter 3). The 
ultimate value of this period was effi- 
ciency—in other words, doing the job with 
the least resources. The values, concepts, 

and structure of the civil service were most 
compatible with the notion of efficiency. 
During the reform period, efficiency had 
been associated with morality and lack of 
corruption. Efficiency also was “neutral,” 
another traditional value of the civil service 
and public personnel administration. Thus, 
a somewhat inconsistent but soothing amal- 
gam of beliefs emerged that packed good- 
ness, merit, morality, neutrality, efficiency, 

and science into one conceptual lump. Of 
these values, efficiency came to represent 
the best of the rest, a value “more equal” 

than the others—what “good” public per- 
sonnel administration was all about. 

The drive for scientific management in 
government began at the local level, largely 
because American government was concen- 
trated at this level at the beginning of the 
twentieth century. In 1902, aside from the 

national defense budget, nearly 75 percent 
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of public expenditures were at the local 
level. Moreover, because the functions of 

local governments at that time were mostly 
to provide routine, physical services (¢.g., 

garbage collection, fire protection, water 
supplies, and so forth), local government 

tasks often were receptive to improved effi- 
ciency via the techniques of scientific man- 
agement. Scientific management generated 
a concern in governments for such topics as 
planning, specialization, quantitative mea- 

surements, standardization, and the discov- 

ery of the “one best way” to perform a duty. 
Instrumental in inaugurating the scien- 

tific management period of public person- 
nel administration was the founding in 1906 
of the New York Bureau of Municipal 
Research. Mentioned in the preceding 
chapter for its advanced thinking on budge- 
tary concepts, the Bureau was the prototype 
of numerous bureaus that later sprang up in 
cities throughout the country, most of them 
endowed with philanthropic funds and 
offering gratis their not-always-appreciated 
services to local officials. 

The municipal bureaus provided the 
linkage between the techniques and values 
of scientific management and the public 
sector. Their staffs were enthusiastic devel- 
opers of quantitatively oriented and 
detailed job descriptions, productivity mea- 

surements, training programs, examina- 
tions keyed to job-related abilities, and effi- 

ciency ratings. Science and technique were 
stressed, particularly in the field of testing 
applicants for employment qualifications. 

There were some notable effects of the 
scientific management period in public per- 
sonnel administration, both intellectual 

and practical. The intellectual effect was to 
strengthen the politics/administration di- 
chotomy, already popular as a partial result 
of the reform period, in the study of public 
administration. Public personnel admin- 
istration was where the quantitative action 
was in public administration, and “hard- 
nosed” public administration largely meant 
the application of scientific management for 
the sake of governmental efficiency. 

The practical effects of the scientific 

management period were to widen the 
scope of the merit system in the federal gov- 
ernment and to aid in the development of 
the city manager profession in the United 
States. Because of the considerable effort 
expended on the development of job 
descriptions, tests, and measurements, the 

informational basis for position classifica- 
tion was broadened significantly. Once a 
thoroughgoing system of position classifica- 
tion was capable of being implemented, it 
was only a matter of time before the civil 
service system extended its control to the 
public personnel system. This it did. 
Although civil service regulations applied to 
less than 46 percent of the federal govern- 
ment’s nonmilitary employees in 1900, by 
1930 almost 80 percent of these employees 
were under its auspices. Much of this expan- 
sion can be attributed to the focus of the 
civil service system on the position as 
opposed to the person, and the success of 
scientific management in rendering many 
public positions quantifiable, measurable, 

and susceptible to classification. 
During the scientific management peri- 

od, the city manager profession received its 
initial impetus. The justification of the city 
manager idea reflected the politics/admin- 
istration dichotomy in public administration 
as it was enhanced by scientific manage- 
ment; namely, that the city manager would 
administer the policy formed by the city 
council in an expert, scientific, and efficient 

fashion. The first genuine city manager 
plan was adopted in this country in 1914, 
and the early literature on the topic almost 
exclusively related to the notion of the “pro- 
fessional manager,” removed from, unre- 

sponsive to, and, indeed, contemptuous of 
local politics. Proposals were even made 
during this period to have for each state a 
manager, who would be an administrative 
counterweight to the political/policymaking 
governor. Indeed, although its stance has 
been modified substantially in recent years, 
the International City Management Associa- 
tion remains a relative bastion of belief that 
public administration is separable from pol- 
tics. 
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Phase 5: 
The Administrative Management Period, 
1937-1955 

The advent of the New Deal in 1932 
brought with it a new view of the role of 

government—that the public sphere should 

be active, aggressive, and positive in the rec- 
tification of public problems. This attitude 

was reflected in public personnel admin- 
istration. “Management” became the new 

goal of public personnel administration, 

and although it never displaced efficiency as 
a major value of the public service, the con- 

cept of management waxed and worked in 

tandem with efficiency. 

The objective of management implied 
that there was something more to public 
personnel administration than mere effi- 
ciency. In reality—and more _ broadly— 
the traditional politics/administration di- 
chotomy that had provided the essence of 
the field’s focus was being questioned. 
Increasingly, people in the public service 

were perceived as having a political and pol- 
icymaking role as well as an administrative 

function, and “management” served as a 

convenient code word with which to express 
this new dimension. 

The benchmark for the advent of the 

administrative management period is the 
report of President Roosevelt’s Committee 
on Administrative Management (known as 
the Brownlow Committee) in 1937.49 The 
clear thrust of the Brownlow Committee’s 

report was one of centralizing the powers 
and responsibilities of the president: agency 
functions should be consolidated, lines of 

authority and communication should be 
clarified, and the president’s administrative 

authority should be enhanced. Although 
the Committee favored extension of the civil 

service system “upward, outward, and 

downward,” it nonetheless was critical of the 

Civil Service Commission’s past attitudes as 

encouraging a narrow, specialized, and 

technically oriented breed of public 

bureaucrat. Generalism, too, was a clear 

value of the Brownlow Committee. Not only 

did the Committee’s predilection for gener- 
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alist public administrators challenge the civil 
service system’s long-standing emphasis on 
the position as the basis for personnel 
administration, but it blurred the distinction 
between politics and administration that 
dominated the whole of public administra- 
tion as well. Although the Committee 
rationalized the __ politics/administration 
dichotomy as valid, it hardly dwelled on it, 

and considered far more thoroughly those 
“positions which are actually policy-deter- 
mining... .” 

A series of executive orders beginning in 
1938 on public personnel administration 
(notably Roosevelt’s order of that year 
requiring the establishment of profession- 
ally staffed personnel offices in each major 
agency), the first Hoover Commission 
(1949), and the development of “little 
Hoover commissions” in the states extended 
and amplified the values of the admin- 
istrative management period as represented 
by the Brownlow Committee throughout 
the federal structure. Public personnel 
administration was a part of the general 
managerial function (just like budgeting, 

planning, organizing, reporting, coordinat- 
ing, and so forth), and the goal of public 
personnel administration was to enhance 
the effectiveness of management. 

With Eisenhower’s election as president 
in 1952, the comfortable separation 
between politics and administration that 
had served Democratic appointees to the 
federal service for so long as a rationaliza- 
tion of their personal policy preferences 
suddenly received a stark challenge. During 
the preceding twenty years of Democratic 
rule, the federal government had_ bur- 
geoned to many times the size it had been 
under Herbert Hoover. Few seasoned 
Republicans were available for duty in the 
new regime as a result of their long isolation 
from the federal bureaucracy, and many 

positions (and the Democrats in them) that 
entailed major policymaking powers were 
protected by civil service regulations, a sit- 
uation which was most aggravating for 
Republicans. At the same time many New 
Deal public administrators felt themselves 
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threatened by a rising tide of McCarthyism 
that they associated with the Republican 
party. The problems of transition were 
severely exacerbated and highlighted the 
quintessential dilemma: how to render a 
theoretically neutral public service respon- 
sive to the political and policy preferences 
of a fundamentally new administration. 
As a result of this problem, a second 
Hoover Commission was created in 1953. 
Its report two years later included the first 
thorough analysis of the relations be- 
tween political appointees and career ad- 
ministrators.*! 

The second Hoover Commission revital- 
ized the faltering politics/administration 
dichotomy, which was by then under intel- 
lectual attack. It assumed that the distinc- 
tion was valid, but that it should be made 
more operational, in terms of government 
personnel, than it was. Thus, the Commis- 

sion recommended that no more than 800 
presidentially appointed political executives 
should fill top public positions and went on 
to propose a new upper-echelon admin- 
istrative class of approximately 3,000 per- 
sons to be called the “senior civil service.” 
These officials would be politically neutral 
career types and, significantly, transferable 
from one post to another. For both groups, 
the abilities of the person would outweigh 
the requisites of the position. The proposal 
for a professional senior civil service a la the 
model of Western Europe died a quiet 
death in the late 1950s, but the idea that 

public administrators could and should be 
transferable from agency to agency lived on 
and prospered by practice. 

In terms of its overall impact, the admin- 
istrative management period of public per- 
sonnel administration integrated public 
personnel administration with other admin- 
istrative functions under the values and 
rubric of “management.” Administrative 
management was perceived as an area of 
research and learning that was a needed 
profession for good government regardless 
of the specialty of any particular agency. 
Thus, the period witnessed the develop- 

ment of personnel directors in each agency 
who were responsible to (and a part of) the 
centralized managements of the agencies 
themselves. This intra-agency personnel 
function was an effective agency counter- 
force to the quasi-autonomous Civil Service 
Commission; it proved especially useful as a 
means of hiring, promoting, demoting, and 

firing people on the basis of management's 
evaluation of their individual talents. But it 
was a use that personnel administrators 
were in no position to recognize or appreci- 
ate. 

Phase 6: 
The Professional Period, 1955-1970 

The idea of rendering public personnel 
administrators more responsive and helpful 
to government managers did not fade away 
after the issuance of the report of the sec- 
ond Hoover Commission in 1955. Indeed, it 
strengthened over time. But another value 
was entering the milieu of public personnel 
administration by the mid-1950s: profes- 
sionalism. 

In a way, the stress that the second 
Hoover Commission placed on the dif- 
ferences and the relationships between 
political executives and the career civil ser- 
vice signaled a recognition of the growing 
professionalism in government. The com- 
munity of public personnel administration 
thought it knew who the political executives 
were—they were the principal administra- 
tive appointees of the elected chief execu- 
tives—but who the career civil servants were 
was an increasingly problematic—and often 
frustrating—question. More and more, the 
career civil service was filling with highly 
educated professionals in a wide variety of 
fields. 

The public personnel administration 
community was never terribly sensitive 
about the implications of the entry of law- 
yers, scientists, physicians, statisticians, and 

other professionals into the public bureau- 
cracy. But their impact on public personnel 
administration was nonetheless real. 
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The Meaning of Professionalism and Its 
Rise in Public Bureaucracies. A profession 
may be defined as an easily identifiable and 
specialized occupation, normally requiring 
at least four years of college education, 
which offers a lifetime career to the persons 
in it. Professions are beset by status prob- 
lems. They attempt to maintain their public 
visibility, yet they prefer accomplishing this 
task with dignity. (Surgeons, for example, 
seldom offer “cut-rate” prices to potential 
patients.) Professions try to achieve status by 
refining their work content; the body of 
knowledge and expertise that must be 
learned (along with the manifold modes of 
acceptable behavior) in order to be “profes- 
sional” grows with each passing year and 
becomes increasingly academic in character. 
Hence, professions and being professional 
are identified closely with the university and 
the professional association—institutions 
well removed from the usual circles of gov- 
ernment. In this light, professionals also 

prefer autonomy, the right to do their own 
thing in their own way. Finally, and stem- 
ming logically from the values of status, 
education, expertise, specialization, and 

autonomy already mentioned, professionals 

do not like politics. Nor, for that matter, do 

they like bureaucracy. This aversion is rea- 
sonable enough, given the historical strug- 
gles of many professions (e.g., the city 
manager, the social worker, the librarian) to 

develop a corpus of knowledge and skill 
purged of detrimental influences from non- 
scientific, emotional, and ignorant outside 
sources. Put bluntly, however, professionals 

who choose the public service often must 
overcome their antipathy for its two major 
features: politics and administration. 

The entrance of professionals into the 
public service is accelerating and its impact 
is deepening.*? Between 1960 and 1976, the 
number of “professional, technical, and 

kindred” (to borrow the Census Bureau’s 
terminology) personnel who worked for 
government at all levels more than doubled 

from 2.6 million to 5.4 million. Nearly 40 

percent of all professional, technical, and 

241 

kindred civilian workers in the United 
States are employed by a government, a fig- 
ure that has remained stable since 1970.49 

Not included in these figures are the 
engineers, scientists, and other profession- 

als who are working for private industry, 
but whose salaries are paid by government 
contracts and grants. We do not know how 
many of these people there are, but it has 
been estimated that at least 3 million 
employees in the private sector are 
employed through contracts and grants let 
by the federal government alone.**# 

More than a third of all government 
employees are engaged in some kind of pro- 
fessional or technical pursuit, a figure that is 

three times greater than their proportion in 
the private sector. Professional, technical, 
and kindred public employees account for 
more than a fifth of all federal civilian 
employees, 39 percent of all state employ- 
ees, and 42 percent of all local employees. 
More state and local personnel are desig- 
nated professional, technical, and kindred 
employees, principally because more than 
half of state and local personnel are edu- 
cators. But even when educators are deleted 
from these statistics, the percentage of pro- 
fessional, technical and kindred personnel 

in government at all levels is still more than 
21 percent, almost double the comparable 
percentage in the private sector.*° 

Who are these professionals? The federal 
government tends to favor the use of pro- 
fessionally trained military officers, Foreign 
Service officers, foresters, and _ scientists 
from virtually all the disciplines, while state 
and local governments employ profession- 
ally trained social workers, psychiatrists, and 
professors. American governments at all 
levels hire civil engineers, public health phy- 
sicians, lawyers, and educators. Addi- 

tionally, new exclusively (or almost so) 
governmental professions are making an 
impact via vastly improved or totally new 
programs in higher education. Examples of 
these new professions are police officers, tax 
assessors, penologists, employment security 
officers, public health paraprofessionals, 
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park recreation specialists, purchasing ex- 

perts, urban planners, librarians, environ- 

mental scientists, and, of course, profes- 

sional public administrators, the graduates 
of public administration programs. 

Although the Brownlow Committee 

report and the reports of the two Hoover 
Commissions barely considered professions 
other than that of administrative manage- 
ment, within ten years after publication of 
the second Hoover Commission’s Report it 
was apparent that government managers 
were becoming concerned over the need for 
them. The 1962 analysis by the Municipal 
Manpower Commission concentrated 

entirely on “APT” personnel, an acronym 

for administrative, professional, and tech- 
nical.*© Similarly, studies of diplomatic per- 
sonnel, public health personnel, and urban 

governance personnel all reflect an overrid- 
ing awareness of the new role of the profes- 
sional specialist in government. Yet, public 
personnel administration as a field has been 
curiously slow in recognizing the implica- 
tions of professionalism. As Mosher has 
stated, few specialists “have recognized 

them—few even of the authors of books 
about public personnel administration.”47 

The Professional Paths to Power. While 
the growing importance of professionals in 
public administration seems clear, the pre- 
cise channels of professionals’ influence on 
government remains somewhat clouded. 
Mosher has identified some of these paths to 
power, and certainly the most obvious path 
is being elected or appointed to high office. 
This route is, of course, dominated by the 

legal profession, which has “monopolized 
the judiciary, accounted for a majority of 
legislators above the local level, provided 

nearly two-thirds of American presidents 
and probably an equal proportion of state 
governors, and accounted for a plurality of 
top officials in the executive branches.”48 
Professors, too, favor this road, with the 
Cabinet becoming increasingly dominated 
by academics since 1960. 

Another route is the capture by individ- 
ual professions of significant managerial 
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positions in administrative agencies, such as 

military units by career officers, the State 

Department by the Foreign Service, the 

Department of Education by educators, and 

public works agencies by engineers. Mosher 

believes that “this pathway of professions to 
policy is probably the most important of all,” 
since so many public policies of consequence 
are made in the bowels of these agencies.*9 

A third channel is the presence in all 
agencies of certain professions, which, while 

they do not control the agency, can influ- 
ence its policies. For example, most bureaus 
have staff lawyers, personnel specialists, 

budgeteers, planners, accountants, and so 

on; all of these and other agency profession- 
als bring their own perspectives to bear on 
policy formation within the agency. 

Professionals also can bring political pres- 
sure to bear from the outside, often working 

through their professional associations. Fre- 
quently, a “Mr. Inside”/’Mr. Outside” dou- 

ble play can be used to pressure public 
policy formulation—Pentagon brass work- 
ing with veterans’ organizations, for exam- 

ple, or lawyers teaming up with bankers. 

Finally, professionals are able to use the 
very structure of federalism to further their 
power, largely by tinkering with the grants- 
in-aid system. Thus, state health profession- 
als, for instance, may argue in tandem with 

federal health professionals for certain 
adjustments in intergovernmental funding 
formulas that could subtly accrue to the 
advantage of the health profession. 

The Impact of Professionalism. While the 
effects of professionals on public personnel 
administration may be profound, precisely 
what those effects are and the patterns they 
may take are open to speculation. We have 
already considered the impact of profes- 
sionals on organizations in Part II, but the 
more general significance of profession- 
alism on the public bureaucracy is worth 
some discussion in its own right. 

Perhaps the most striking feature of pro- 
fessionals in the public service is the direct 
challenge that they pose to the traditional 
values and focus of the civil service system. 
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Professionals make up the emergent and 
increasingly competitive career system 
(mentioned earlier in this chapter) that is 
characterized by a focus on the person 
rather than a focus on the position. These 
foci are fundamentally at odds. The civil 
service system is egalitarian by tradition, 

whereas the career system is elitist. What 
one does in a job is of paramount impor- 
tance in the civil service system, whereas 
how one does it is of major significance in 
the career system. Neutral and autonomous 
control of the entire public personnel sys- 
tem is valued by the civil service system, 
whereas planned and autonomous control 
of the individual professional is the concern 
of the career system. Although the merit 
system of the civil service technically con- 
trols more than 90 percent of the federal 
employees in the public service, pressures 
from the various career systems throughout 
the government have, in fact, weakened the 
hold of the traditional, position-centered 
system of the civil service professionals. 
Indeed, the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment officially has excepted approximately 
ninety different professions from its pur- 
view. What appears to be happening is the 
evolvement of new operational definitions 
of what “merit” means, and these definitions 
reflect the value differences between profes- 
sionalism and traditional public personnel 
administration. 

In addition to the rivalry that the career 
systems pose to the civil service system, 
there are at least three other effects that 
professionals have on the public service: the 
growing influence of professional elites 
inside government agencies, the growing 
influence of private professional associa- 
tions on government, and the indirect but 
growing influence of universities on the per- 
sonnel policies of public agencies. 

Professional elitism appears to be an 

expanding source of conflict in some agen- 

cies. Research conducted among govern- 

ment agencies in California by Frederick 

Mosher and Keith Axtell indicates that the 

more established and recognized a profes- 

sion is in society, and the scarcer the profes- 
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sionals available to a particular agency for 
hire, the more probable that the profes- 
sional elite in question will exercise real and 
effective control over agency policies, stan- 
dards, actions, and its entire personnel sys- 
tem, irrespective of the de jure control over 
personnel practices supposedly exercised by 
the civil service system. Mosher and Axtell 
found this to be the case regardless of gov- 
ernmental level—whether national, state, or 

local.5° 
Professional societies are increasingly 

exercising considerable power in public 
affairs; the intimate connection between 

them and public personnel career systems 
enhances this power. Studies, mostly by 
political scientists, indicating this growing 
and discomfiting influence by the profes- 
sions in government are too numerous to 
list, and the variations and subtleties that 
professional influences can assume are lim- 
itless. It will suffice to note that the control 
professions possess over a particular sliver 
of knowledge enables these private profes- 
sional associations to have considerable 
input vis-a-vis those public decisions made 
in their sphere of expertise. Studies of the 
decision process in regulatory agencies, the 
politics of professional licensing procedures 
in the states, the raw power and generously 
funded political activity of some “apolitical” 
professional societies, such as the American 
Medical Association, indicate the gravity of 
this problem not only for public personnel 
administration but for the public generally. 
For instance, Corinne Lathrop Gilb, in Hid- 

den Hierarchies: The Professions and Govern- 
ment, has questioned the special interest 
nature of the professions’ impact on public 
decisions; Jethro K. Lieberman, in The Tyr- 
anny of the Experts, has scored licensing prac- 
tices as monopolistic; and Guy Benveniste in 
The Politics of Expertise has warned public 
administrators of relying too heavily on the 
supposedly apolitical advice of professionals 
in making policies.°! 

Finally, the universities, those accreditors 

and sanctifiers of established and emerging 
professions, exercise an oblique influence 

on the dynamics of public personnel admin- 
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istration. Increasingly, academic standards 
(e.g., university attended, grades, and fac- 

ulty references) count more heavily in get- 
ting into the public service than does the 
traditional, position-centered entrance ex- 
amination; more often than not, govern- 
ments defer to universities the respon- 
sibilities for filtering applicants to admin- 
istrative positions. The sheepskin is 
becoming the symbol of merit, and the more 
sheepskins the more meritorious the appli- 
cant. 

The Dilemmas of Management 
and Professionalism 

Professional, technical, and kindred 

employees attained their present share— 
almost 40 percent—of all public sector jobs 
in 1970, so we have selected that year as the 
closing date of public personnel administra- 
tion’s professional period; yet, as with the 
field’s administrative management phase 
(1932-1955), its impact on public person- 
nel administration continues unabated. 
Together, Phases 5 and 6 pose grave dilem- 
mas for the public personnel administration 
community. 

Mosher has pointed out that the two 
overriding values of public personnel 
administration for the future will be those 
of “professionalism” and “management.” 
Together these two realities raise questions 
that have yet to be resolved by the American 
civil service: What is the relationship 
between the political executive service and 
the career service? What are the limits of 
loyalty that a public servant accords a 
leader, who is either elected by the people 
or appointed by elected officials of the peo- 
ple’s government, when that public servant’s 

superior issues directives that offend his or 
her interests or principles?>? 

We do not pretend to answer these emi- 
nently serious queries here, but clearly the 
rise of both the administrative management 
period and the professional period of public 
personnel administration has forced us to 
phrase these questions in tones more dis- 
comfiting than ever before. Both phases 

have contributed to the idea of the “profes- 
sional public administrator,” who blends the 

values of both “management” and “profes- 
sionalism” in his or her public occupation. 

Phase 7: 
Professional Public Administration, 
1970—Present 

The emergence of public personnel 
administration’s seventh and current phase 
is in many ways its most interesting. Its 
appearance implies a rejection of the entire 
civil service system of the four public per- 
sonnel systems that we described earlier. 
The concept of building a personnel system 
around the position—which is the rockbed of 
the civil service system—is simply not pres- 
ent; instead, the professional public admin- 

istration period builds its edifice on the per- 
son. 

In this sense, the professional public 
administration phase reflects the values of 
the professional career system, which is also 
predicated on developing the person in his 
or her career. But Phase 7 accepts few other 
elements of either the professional career 
system or the professional period of public 
personnel administration. Unlike the pro- 
fessional phase, the professional public 

administration phase accepts, indeed wel- 
comes, both “politics” (as in public) and 
“bureaucracy” (as in administration) as the 
defining and entirely legitimate keystones of 
the profession of public administration. This 
is new. 

The recognition by the field of public 
personnel administration of the role of the 
professional public administrator can be 
traced back to the Brownlow Committee of 
1937. But at least an equally reasonable case 
can be made for a benchmark date of 1970 
because it was in this year that the National 
Civil Service League released its sixth Model 
Public Personnel Administration Law. 

The formulation of the Model Public 
Personnel Administration Law of 1970 by 
the National Civil Service League is impor- 
tant because it reflected the consensus in the 
community of scholars and_ practitioners 
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involved in public personnel administration. 
By contrast, the Brownlow Committee was 
comprised of scholars and practitioners who 
had their intellectual and professional roots 
largely in management and political science. 
The Model Public Personnel Administra- 
tion Law of 1970 is significant, therefore, 
because it reflected “a sea change in the 
views of the cognoscenti about what the 
public service should be and how it should 
be governed.” 

The Model Public Personnel Administra- 
tion Law of 1970 replaced the League’s pre- 
vious model law of 1953, and it was a 
radically different document from all of its 
five predecessors. Rather than emphasizing 
the protection of the civil service against 
partisan patronage and similar transgres- 
sions, the 1970 Law reflected the values of 

the Brownlow Committee of 1937: person- 
nel directors should be appointed and 
removable by the executive; citizen advisory 
boards should replace the civil service com- 
missions; a career civil service should be 
encouraged; and the interchange of public 
administrators among different depart- 
ments should be facilitated. It went beyond 
the Brownlow Committee’s report by 
advocating the recognition of public 
employee unions and collective bargaining, 

by relaxing restrictions on political activities 
by civil servants, and by advocating equality 
of opportunity. But the Model Law’s basic 
thrust remained the same as that of the 
Brownlow Committee: “personnel admin- 
istration must be regarded as a part of man- 
agement, not a protector against it.”°4 

The National Civil Service League’s 
Model Public Personnel Administration 
Law of 1970 has not had a particularly 
noticeable impact on the federal govern- 
ment, but it has had a major effect on state 

and local governments. A survey of all state 
and local personnel systems taken in the 
mid-1970s found that 63 percent reported 
that they were greatly influenced by the 

Model Law in reformulating their person- 

nel policies and regulations, and _ that 

between 1970 and 1975, 55 percent of state 

and local governments had taken steps to 
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make their personnel directors 
responsive to executive leadership.°° 

But if the public personnel administra- 
tion community in state and local jurisdic- 
tions was for the first time passionately 
embracing the importance of “public man- 
agement,” the nation was beginning to have 
quite a different reaction to the behavior of 
federal public managers. After an extended 
crucible that seared the nation, President 

Richard M. Nixon became, in 1975, the first 
president of the United States to resign 
from office. Nixon’s resignation was the 
result of excesses and abuses of power that 
had been conducted almost entirely by 
elected office holders and officers whom 
Nixon had appointed. Much of these exces- 
ses revolved around the Nixon White 
House’s efforts to circumvent the federal 
civil service. Among the more notorious 
examples of this was the so-called Malek 
Manual, named after Fred Malek, a top 

White House official, who encouraged the 
appointing of high-level federal executives 
on the basis of partisan politics.>° 

Even though the line civil service was 
essentially uninvolved in Watergate, the 
public bureaucracy did not fare well in the 
public mind. As Mosher put it, 

more 

However justified or unjustified they may have 
been, the effects of Watergate unquestionably 
were to tarnish the reputation of the public ser- 
vice in general. . . . It cannot be said that many 
leaders or other representatives of the career ser- 
vices were out blowing whistles or otherwise 
resisting the transgressions that were being pur- 
sued. And the U.S. Civil Service Commission, 
which had been set up in part as a watchdog of 
the integrity of the civil service system, did not 
attack, or growl, or even bark until the affair had 
ridden most of its course. . .. Watergate gener- 
ated doubts in the nation as a whole. . . about the 
public service as a whole, both career and non- 

career.>7 

Watergate implied that human resource 
managers were not protecting the career 
civil service from presidential excesses. The 
“merit principle” was not being applied by 
those charged with applying it (2.e., the Civil 
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Service Commission) to promote and pro- 
tect “good government” and all that phrase 
connoted for the traditional, merit-based 
values of public personnel administration. 

But if public personnel administrators 
were notably weak-kneed when it came to 
protecting the merit principle from dilution 
by the White House, they seemed positively 
ferocious in using it to harass federal man- 

agers who were trying to administer the 
public programs that they had been charged 
to administer effectively and efficiently. 
One survey of top-level civil servants found 
that half of the senior executives in the 
federal government and 60 percent of 
federal managers believed that they did not 
have enough authority to hire competent 
people when they were needed, and 40 per- 
cent of federal senior executives and 55 per- 
cent of federal managers did not believe 
that they had enough authority to promote 
people.°® These public administrators 
appeared to attribute at least some of the 
reasons for their lack of managerial 
authority to the heavy hands of the person- 
nel administrators and federal rules that 
were based on the values of the reform 

period of public personnel administration. 
Because the Civil Service Commission 

seemed not to be doing its job when it 
should have been, and doing it all too well 

when it should not have been, pressures 

were generated for far-reaching changes in 
the personnel practices of the federal gov- 
ernment. In his 1978 State of the Union 
address, President Jimmy Carter said that 
reform of the civil service was “absolutely 
vital.”59 And the director of the U.S. Civil 
Service Commission backed him up with 
report after consternating report about the 
lack of control and authority held by federal 
administrators. 

As a consequence of these initiatives, 
there ensued a hugely ambitious and deep- 
reaching study of public personnel admin- 
istration involving more than 1,500 practi- 

tioners, scholars, organizations, and other 

sundry experts. Ultimately the Civil Service 
Reform Act of 1978 was enacted, thus 
replacing the Pendleton Act, which had 

been civil service policy for the United 

States for ninety-five years. 
The Civil Service Reform Act replaced 

the Civil Service Commission with a three- 
member, bipartisan Merit Systems Protec- 
tion Board that is in charge of adjudications 
and employee appeals and which has its own 
special counsel to investigate allegations that 
federal personnel and related laws have 
been violated. It also established an Office 
of Personnel Management that advises the 
president on personnel matters and coordi- 
nates the government’s personnel pro- 
grams. The director of the Office of Person- 
nel Management and his or her deputy are 
appointed by and may be removed by the 
president. An independent Federal Labor 
Relations Authority was also established to 
oversee, investigate, promulgate, and 

enforce rules regarding federal labor rela- 
tions programs. 

The Act also was the first legislation to list 
merit system principles and to prohibit cer- 
tain personnel practices. It simplified and 
strengthened due process for employees, 
strengthened minority recruitment pro- 
grams, and authorized the expenditure of 
funds for research and development in the 
field of public personnel administration. 

More important, the Act states that 
authority and responsibility for managing 
people should be vested, insofar as practica- 
ble, in those supervisors who are responsible 
for programs, as opposed to centralized 
personnel agencies; decentralization is a 
clear value of the Civil Service Reform Act. 

Federal administrators in the super 
grades and comparable pay levels are eligi- 
ble under the legislation to join the Senior 
Executive Service. Out of the roughly 7,000 

persons who were originally eligible, almost 
99 percent joined the Senior Executive Ser- 
vice and this level of participation has 
remained stable. Noncareer officials (i.e., 
presidential appointments) may make up no 
more than 10 percent of the Senior 
Executive Service, and 45 percent of the 

Service’s positions must be reserved for 
career personnel. 

The Senior Executive Service was 



MANAGING HUMAN RESOURCES IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR 

designed to improve federal management 
by creating what amounted to a professional 
administrative class in the European tradi- 
tion. Senior executives may be assigned, 
reassigned, or removed on the basis of their 

ability or performance. Contrary to tradi- 
tional civil service concepts, rank in the Sen- 
ior Executive Service is invested in the 
person as opposed to in the position; mem- 
bers of the Service carry individual rank and 
therefore may be assigned to those areas in 
which their talents are most needed. Senior 
Executives are eligible for 20 percent 
bonuses each year for good performance; 
however, they also may be retired early and 
against their will. Figure 9-1 illustrates the 
new organization of federal human 
resource management that resulted from 
the Act. 

FIGURE 9-1 

Management 

PRESIDENT 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
OF THE PRESIDENT 

@ White House Staff 

® OMB 
@ Other Offices 

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT 

e@ Single head, appointed 
by President, serves at 
his pleasure 

247 

Clearly the essential idea of the Civil Ser- 
vice Reform Act of 1978 was management. 
As Mosher has stated, “The main thrust of 

the Carter reforms, repeated in virtually all 

the speeches and arguments of their sup- 
porters, was management. . . . Here was the 
culminating event of ‘government by man- 
agers,’ espoused four decades earlier by the 
Brownlow Committee.”©! As a small but 
revealing indication of this change in per- 
spective, the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment (formerly the U.S. Civil Service 
Commission), in the year following the pas- 
sage of the Act, abandoned the name and 

content of its house organ, the Civil Service 

Journal, and retitled it Management. 

Just as the change in perspective on the 
role of management that had occurred 
within the professional community of public 
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personnel administration had had an 
impact on state and local governments, so 
did the reforms occurring within the federal 
government also have an impact on state 
and local government. Within a year after 
the implementation of the Civil Service 
Reform Act, jurisdictions in thirty-two states 
initiated changes that reflected the emphasis 
on management underlying the new federal 
policies. By 1980, thirteen states had created 
their own senior executive service systems, 
and local governments in twenty states had 
begun experimenting with merit pay and 
performance appraisal systems. Perhaps as 
many as 30 percent of state and local gov- 
ernments have implemented new perfor- 
mance evaluation and innovation systems 
for their public employees since the Civil 
Service Reform Act was passed.° 

Quite aside, however, from the impact on 

state and local jurisdictions of the Model 
Public Personnel Administration Law of 
1970 or the Civil Service Reform Act of 
1978, it is clear that these governments are 
encouraging the idea of professional public 
management. A careful study of state 
agency heads that has been conducted 
periodically since 1964 indicates a deepen- 
ing commitment to professional public man- 
agement in the states.®% 
One indication is that their educational 

levels have gone steadily and dramatically 
up. In 1964, more than a third of state 
agency heads had not completed college, 
and 15 percent had not attended college. 
Forty percent held a graduate degree. By 
1978, however, only 11 percent had not 

completed college, only 3 percent had not 
attended college, and 58 percent had 
earned their graduate degree, mostly in 
management and public administration. 

A second indication of a deepening pro- 
fessionalism is that more state agency heads 
have chosen state public administration as a 
career. One measure of this commitment is 
that state agency heads are entering the 
state service at an earlier age and pursuing 
long-term careers in it. In 1964, 35 percent 
of state agency heads held their first posi- 
tion in state government before they were 

thirty years old, and their median age when 

they first entered state government was 

thirty-three. Fourteen years later, nearly 
half of the top state administrators had 
entered state public service before they were 
thirty, and their median age when they 
entered state government had slipped to 
thirty. 

Finally, there are indications that purely 
partisan appointments are in decline. The 
proportion of state agency heads whose job 
immediately prior to taking their present 
position was an elected office declined by 
half between 1964 and 1978, indicating that 
out-of-work politicians are being less cared 
for at the expense of state taxpayers than 
they once were. By contrast, the proportion 
of top state administrators who have moved 
up the agency ladder to the top spot has 
burgeoned from only 28 percent in 1964 to 
41 percent in 1978. Table 9-1 indicates 
these trends among the state agency admin- 
istrators. 

Comparable data exist at the local level. 
Thirty-six percent of the nation’s cities and 
towns use the council-manager plan,®* 
which involves hiring a professional city 
manager who is hired and may be fired by 
the council. It is an increasingly popular 
form of local government, and forty-four of 
the country’s 100 largest cities use it.©° Fifty- 
four percent of all American cities use the 
more traditional mayor-council plan, and at 
least 30 percent of these cities hire a chief 
administrative officer who is the functional 
equivalent of a city manager except that he 
or she reports directly to the mayor instead 
of the city council.©© Most of the nation’s 
large mayor-council cities appoint a chief 
administrative officer. More than a fifth of 
the nation’s more than 3,000 counties 
appoint an executive who is comparable in 
authority to the office of manager used by 
council-manager cities.67 

We recite these statistics to demonstrate 
that local governments are becoming 
increasingly sensitive to the need to manage 
their communities more professionally. Par- 
tisan politics are receding from many city 
halls, and professional management is being 
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welcomed in the form of professional 
administrators entering more and more 
local governments. 

These local public managers have always 
been a relatively well educated lot. Even so, 

their educational attainments consistently 
are rising, and increasingly their educa- 

TABLE 9-1 

(In Percentages, Unless Otherwise Indicated) 

tional goals reflect study in professional 
public management. In 1971, twenty-seven 
percent of local public managers had a mas- 
ter’s degree, but by 1980 this had increased 
to 51 percent. The proportion of local pub- 
lic managers who had not completed college 
shrank by more than half between 1971 and 

Personal and Background Characteristics of State Agency Heads 

Compared Agencies 
All Agencies 

1964 1968 1974 1978 1978 

Characteristics (27 Common Agencies) (75 Agency Types) 

Age 
Under 40 13 14 17 22 26 
40-49 28 29 31 33 31 
50-59 35 38 33 31 ‘ 31 
60 and over 24 19 19 14 12 
Mean age (years) 52 50 50 48 47 
Median age (years) 53 51 50 49 48 

Sex 
Male 98 O6 96 93 92 
Female 2 5 4 i 8 

Ethnic Background 
White 98 97 96 92 O38 
Baclp 1 1 2 2 3 
American Indian 0.1 1 1 
Oriental 1 2 2 4 2 
Spanish NA NA NA 1 1 

Educational Attainment 
High school or less 15 7 4 3 3 
Some college 19 18 13 1] 8 
Bachelor’s degree 25 15 18 15 15 
Some graduate study 16 17 14 15 
Graduate degree 40 45 47 56 58 

Highest College Degree 
None 34 24 17 14 11 
Bachelor’s 25 31 36 Zo 31 
MA or MS 8 10 13 18 24 

Professional Master’s 3 4 5 1] 11 

Doctorate (except JD) a 13 12 13 12 

Law (includes JD) 21 18 17 15 1] 

Major Areas of Specialization 
Accounting 15 21 23 21 18 

Business 19 20 a. 32 30 

Legal 30 23 20 22 18 

Management NA NA 46 53 52 

Public Administration 14 19 46 45 44 

Source: F. Ted Hebert and Deil S. Wright, “State Administrators: How Representative? How Professional?” State 

Government, 55, No. 1 (1982), p. 25. 
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1980; twenty-six percent of local public 

managers in 1971 had completed some col- 
lege but had not received a degree, but by 
1980 this proportion had declined to 12 
percent.°® 

In addition, city and county managers 
and chief administrative officers show a 
growing preference for degrees in govern- 

ment and management as opposed to engi- 
neering. In 1971, one third of the bachelor’s 

degrees held by local managers who had 
completed college were in engineering; by 
1980 this proportion had been reduced to 
13 percent. By contrast, less than a third of 

city managers who had completed college in 
1971 held degrees in management or gov- 

ernment, but by 1980 this ratio had 

increased to more than three quarters.°? 

The increasing commitment to higher edu- 
cation and to education in management, 
public administration, and government— 

along with its attendant and ongoing link- 
ages with the universities—indicates a grow- 

ing professionalism among America’s local 

public managers that parallels what is occur- 

ring at the state level. 

THE ORGANIZATION AND DYNAMICS OF 
PUBLIC PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION 

We have been discussing in rather broad 
strokes the underlying values and philoso- 
phies of public personnel administration 
that have emerged at various periods over 

the course of its evolution. These values and 

philosophies are critically important to 

understanding public personnel administra- 

tion. But what do public personnel admin- 
istrators actually do? 

The Scope of ‘“Merit’’ 

? The federal “merit system,” which nor- 
mally is taken to mean the general civil ser- 
vice system including general merit and 
special merit personnel systems (e.g., the 
Public Health Service, the Foreign Service, 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation), 
encompasses almost 94 percent of all 

federal employees.7? This is quite an 

increase from the merit system’s coverage 1n 

1884, after the passage of the Civil Service 

Act, when the merit system covered not 

much more than one in every ten federal 

employees. 
Among the fifty states, thirty-six now 

have comprehensive merit systems, a trend 
that appears to be accelerating (in 1958 only 
twenty-three states could make this claim), 
and the remaining states have some form of 
a more limited merit system. The Social 
Security Act Amendments of 1939, which 
mandated the use of state merit systems in 
state agencies that managed federally 
assisted programs in health, welfare, em- 
ployment security, and civil defense, and 

the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 
1970 (that was effectively curtailed in the 
early 1980s), which initiated a program of 
grants to inaugurate and improve merit sys- 
tems in states and localities, were instrumen- 

tal in the development of merit-based 
personnel systems in state governments. 

Merit systems are prevalent in American 
cities and towns as well. Excluding educa- 
tion, civil service protection covers an esti- 

mated 95 percent of municipal &mploy- 
ees.’! Only in county governments has the 
merit system been accepted with relative 
reluctance. It is estimated that it covers less 
than 10 percent of the nation’s county 
employees, although some very populous 
states, notably California, New York, and 

New Jersey all require merit systems in their 
counties. 

Although these figures are open to inter- 
pretation, and the various merit systems 
themselves are vulnerable to circumvention, 

the scope and expansion of the general civil 
service system in American government is 
impressive. 

The Profession of Human Resource 
Management 

The professional public personnel 
administrators who are hired to manage 
these merit systems focus their energies on 
several major activities: job analysis, human 
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resource planning, performance appraisal, 
selection, employee development, discipline 
and dismissal, counseling, labor relations, 
communications, research and evaluation, 

wage and salary administration, benefits 
and services, and the political rights and 
constraints of public employees.’2 Some 
272,000 people are employed in personnel 
work in both the public and private sectors 
in the United States, and of these 30 percent 
(about 81,000) work in the public sector. 
The number of employees in personnel has 
grown about 5 percent every year since 
Po70.75 

Public personnel administrators are a 
reasonably well educated group.’7* Various 
studies indicate that 57 to 91 percent of 
public personnel administrators have a 
bachelor’s degree or higher, although the 
educational levels of public personnel man- 
agers appear to be slightly lower than those 
in the private sector (71 percent to 94 per- 
cent of private-sector personnel managers 
have a bachelor’s degree or higher). 

Public personnel administrators exhibit 
differences from their private-sector coun- 
terparts in terms of their college majors. 
Anywhere from 57 percent to 80 percent of 
personnel managers in the business world 
majored in areas that have a clear relevance 
to their jobs (z.e., business, economics, indus- 
trial relations, or personnel management). 
This is in contrast to those in the public sec- 
tor of public personnel administration 
where 11 percent to 34 percent majored in 
public administration, industrial relations, 

or personnel. Nevertheless, public person- 

nel administrators appear to have a high job 
satisfaction, and most perceive their jobs as 

being a long-term professional career. 

The Civil Service Structure: 
Classification, Pay, and Training 

The Position Classification System. ‘The 
basis of the civil service, irrespective of gov- 

ernmental level, is the position classification 
system. Public personnel classification tech- 

niques received their impetus during the 
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scientific management period of public per- 

sonnel administration. 

In 1923, as a result of increasingly vocal 

dissatisfaction over the lack of rigor in 

federal personnel classification policies and 

an ongoing belief in the “equal work for 

equal pay” ideology, Congress passed the 
Classification Act, which established the Per- 

sonnel Classification Board to group public 

positions into rational classes on the bases of 
comparable duties, responsibilities, and 

skills of each function. A new and more 

comprehensive Classification Act was 
enacted in 1949. 

The Salary Structure. The Classification 
Acts provide the foundation for the salary 
structure of the federal government. At 
present there are four major pay systems in 
the federal government for civilian employ- 
ees: the General Schedule (which applies to 
almost half of federal civilian personnel), 
the wage board system, the postal field ser- 
vice system (these two are the lowest paying 
systems), and various remaining pay systems 
of limited scope, such as that of the Foreign 
Service. The General Schedule (GS) has 
eighteen levels, each level having a number 
of steps within it. The salaries of most top 
federal executives (e.g., Cabinet members, 

agency heads, undersecretaries, assistant 

secretaries, bureau chiefs, and members of 

independent commissions) are regulated 

under the procedures of the Federal 
Executive Salary Act of 1964. The Pay Com- 
parability Act of 1970 delegated authority to 
the president to set salaries for General 
Schedule and Foreign Service employees; 
the president is assisted in this function by 
the director of the Office of Personnel Man- 
agement, the director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget, the Federal Employ- 
ees Pay Council, and his Advisory Com- 
mittee on Federal Pay. Their advice to the 
president is based on annual reports from 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, which is 

charged with maintaining federal rates of 
pay that are comparable to those of private 
industry, a policy that was established by the 
Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962. 



252 

In an effort to attract executives for those 
top federal positions not covered by the 
Federal Salary Reform Act, in 1967 Con- 
gress established the Commission on 
Executive, Legislative, and Judicial Salaries, 
which recommends salary levels to the presi- 
dent for executive-level personnel in all 
three branches. The president has more dis- 
cretionary authority in determining salary 
rates for these officials than he does for 
those administrators covered under the 
General Schedule and Foreign Service sys- 
tems; and thus far presidents have tended 

to resist recommendations by the Commis- 
sion for substantial wage hikes in this 
executive-level group. 

In part because of presidential recal- 
citrance, the salary situation for federal 
administrators is reaching critical condi- 
tions. In 1986, the Commission on 

Executive, Legislative, and Judicial Salaries 

released an analysis showing that the pur- 
chasing power of the salaries earned by the 
top 3,037 federal officials (including judges 

and members of Congress, as well as Cabi- 

net secretaries and high level admin- 
istrators) had declined by 40 per cent since 
1969. Another study conducted at the same 
time by the Twentieth Century Fund con- 
cluded that the purchasing power of the pay 
of the Senior Executive Service, which, for 

the most part, is composed of career civil 
servants and covers sixty-nine federal 
departments and agencies, had declined by 
30 percent between 1969 and 1985, while 
the purchasing power of executives’ salaries 
in the corporate world had increased by 
nearly 69 percent during the same sixteen 
years.’° 

To retain talented people in government, 
the Commission on Executive, Legislative 
and Judicial Salaries recommended that the 
salaries of many officials, particularly ad- 
ministrators, be nearly doubled.’° In keep- 
ing with presidential tradition, however, 

President Reagan discounted the Commis- 
sion and recommended to Congress a pay 
raise for these officials that ranged from 
about 2 percent to 16 percent (the high fig- 
ure being for members of Congress).77 In 
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fact, presidents seem rather churlish when it 

comes to recognizing their own people. A 
study instigated by Representative Patricia 
Schroeder of Colorado in 1986 found that 
in the six years since the Presidential Rank 
Awards Program had been created, presi- 
dents had awarded only half of the bonuses 
for exceptional performance that they were 
entitled to grant top federal admin- 
istrators.78 

This situation does not pertain to the 
same degree in many state and local govern- 
ments. As a respected British publication 
put it, “The secretaries of state and defense 

. are paid less than the city manager of 
Phoenix, Arizona, and the director of 

higher education in Georgia.”79 

Training Bureaucrats. A variety of in- 
service executive training programs are 
offered to public administrators, par- 
ticularly at the federal level. In-service train- 
ing is a relatively new development in public 
bureaucracies; most of it, in fact, emerged 

when the Government Employees Training 
Act was enacted in 1958. The act required 
federal agencies to provide training for 
their personnel, using both public and pri- 

vate facilities. As a further stimulus Presi- 
dent Lyndon B. Johnson issued Executive 
Order 11348 in 1967, which encouraged the 

U.S. Civil Service Commission to work more 
actively with agency heads to develop in-ser- 
vice personnel training programs. Johnson’s 
Executive Order resulted in the creation of 
the Commission’s Bureau of Training and 
Regional Training Centers nationwide, and 
a year later Johnson followed this up with 
the inauguration of the Federal Executive 
Institute in Charlottesville, Virginia. The 
Institute is designed for the enrichment of 
supergrade federal administrators, and sim- 
ilar centers have been established in Califor- 
nia, Colorado, New York, and Tennessee 

for mid-range administrators, grades 13 
through 15. As the result of a presidential 
memorandum in 1969, a provision in the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 
1972, the Labor Department’s Public Ser- 
vice Careers Program, and the activity of the 
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Office of Training and Development of the 
Office of Personnel Management, _ all 

federal agencies have begun to develop in- 
service training programs designed to 
encourage the upward mobility of lower- 
echelon as well as mid-level personnel, with 
special emphasis on assuring the advance- 
ment Opportunities of minority groups. 
About 200,000 federal managers participate 
in these programs each year. 

In-service training programs in the states 
and cities are less developed than in the 
federal bureaucracy. California is an excep- 
tion, and has its own Executive Institute for 
state administrators. Many large cities also 
have in-house training programs of high 
quality. Traditionally, however, most such 
programs are conducted by state or local 
universities, particularly those with insti- 
tutes of government, institutes of public 
administration, or well-established continu- 
ing education programs that are well con- 
nected with the public administration 
faculty. 

The Civil Service Dynamic: 
Hiring, Promoting, Demoting, and Firing 

Getting a Job in Government. Between 
1955 and 1974, the federal government 
gained most of its new recruits to the civil 
service through the Federal Service En- 
trance Examination, which tested general 
verbal and quantitative skills. In 1974, this 

was replaced with the Professional and 
Administrative Career Examination, which 

tested not only general competencies, but 
attempted to gauge the professional train- 
ing of applicants. Blacks failed this examina- 
tion in substantially greater numbers than 
did whites, and it was determined by a U.S. 
district court in 1982 that the test lacked 
validity. The test was phased out of exis- 
tence by 1984, and it has not been replaced 
by any other form of written examination. 
What appears to be happening is that the 
federal government is relying increasingly 

on uncoordinated recruitment by its indi- 

vidual agencies and upon universities to 

253 

supply it with promising new admin- 

istrators. One of the most useful devices in 

this regard is the Presidential Management 
Internship Program, inaugurated in the 
1977, which each year channels about 200 
of the top MPA graduates from campuses 

around the country into the federal service. 

Nevertheless, how one gets a job with the 

federal government remains, at best, prob- 
lematic. 

The federal experience with using writ- 
ten tests has not been emulated at the state 
and local levels, where written examinations 

to determine entry into the public service 
still seem to be used extensively®°; we dis- 
cuss this in greater detail later in the chap- 

ter. 
Aside from scoring well on tests (or, in 

the case of the federal government, not tak- 

ing tests), how does one get a job in govern- 
ment? According to merit principles, all one 

should have to do is possess the proper edu- 
cational and professional credentials and fill 

out an application. But more is involved, 

particularly when a personal interview is 

required. Employers in government (and 
presumably in private enterprise as well) 
often seem to prefer hiring someone who is 

professionally less able and personally more 
amiable. Consider the following passage 
from Frank J. Thompson’s study of person- 
nel politics in Oakland. 

The attitudes of the statistical service officer 
show how important amiability can be. He would 
rather hire a mediocre programmer who is easy- 
going and pleasant, than a very able one who is 
abrasive—who “makes waves and stirs up trou- 
ble.” On one occasion, he served on an oral 

board, which was interviewing a young lady. In 
terms of the applicant’s computer knowledge, 
she was clearly superior to all the other appli- 
cants. But he and the other board members felt 
that she was too “aggressive and dynamic.” 
There was too much “hostility” in her replies 
and, consequently, they flunked her.®! 

So much for merit principles in hiring. 
Some evidence suggests that the test- 

based merit system does not work even 
when judged by its own standards. In a 1970 
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study of the New York City civil service, 

which had authority over roughly 250,000 
out of a total of 400,000 employees who 
were considered “competitive class” employ- 
ees (that is, they were hired and advanced 
on the basis of competitive tests), it was 

found that the “merit” system discriminated 
“against those applicants who are most qualified 
according to its own standards. Candidates with 
low passing grades are actually more likely to 
be hired than those with high passing 
grades! Furthermore, this perverse result 
seems to hold true for all skill levels.”°? How 
so? The investigators found that the city had 
a lengthy waiting period between the date 
that an applicant took the examination and 
the date of hire—a median of seven 
months—and that, during this period, the 

best qualified were skimmed off by other 
employers. Conclusion: “New York City’s 
civil service system functions as an inverse 
merit system (something the public at large 
has cynically assumed for years).”8° 

Being Promotable and Being Promoted. 
Once inside the civil service, many public 
administrators find that seniority counts 
when it comes to being promoted. In his 
analysis of the U.S. Civil Service Commis- 
sion (now the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment) Ivar Berg found that when “age and 
length of service are considered together, as 
a surrogate measure of experience [and as a 
genuine measure of seniority], the combina- 
tion becomes the strongest factor in 
accounting for the promotion rates of the 
highest level, the GS 11-14 category... .” 84 

The considerable advantages of seniority 
are a fact of life in virtually any organiza- 
tion, but the efforts made in the field of 

public personnel administration to reward 
ability rather than more time-in-grade are 
worth a brief observance. The Office of Per- 
sonnel Management first required formal 
promotion plans from federal agencies in 
1959, and since 1969 the office has been 
notably more aggressive in trying to mini- 
mize the detrimental effects of the seniority 
factor by emphasizing intra-agency ranking 
procedures based on job-related standards 

and by broadening the scope of promo- 

tional searches within the agency. State and 

local governments are more prone to rely 
on written tests as a basis for promotion 
than are federal agencies. 

Being Demotable and Being Demoted. 
Service ratings are a device favored for 
determining not only promotions but also 
pay increases, decreases, demotions, and 

dismissals. The first Hoover Commission 
initially proposed the use of service ratings 
in government;®° often they amount to little 
more than adjectival descriptions (¢.g., 
excellent, average, poor) by a supervisor of 
his or her employee. There are two prin- 
cipal kinds of service ratings, “trait rating” 

and “performance rating.” Trait rating 
attempts to evaluate such personality fea- 
tures as industry, intelligence, tact, and 

courtesy, while performance rating tries to 

judge how effectively the employee is fulfill- 
ing the duties of his or her position. 

It is important to note that service ratings 
symbolize a fundamental aspect of admin- 
istration that, though obvious, is often over- 

looked. Administration affects people’s 
lives. An administrative act can alter a per- 
son’s self-concept for good or ill, as well as 
influence the course of his or her occupa- 
tional future. Administration is power, and 

public administration can be very powerful 
indeed. 

Getting Out of a Job in Government. The 
ways in which administration affects the 
lives of those in it are usually most dramat- 
ically visible when demotions and dismissals 
are being processed. Dismissal, of course, 
means being fired for cause. It does not 
refer to those employees who are (to use the 
current parlance) “riffed”—a derivative of 
the phrase “reductions in force”; these gov- 
ernment workers often are the victims of 
economizing measures but do not neces- 
sarily have low service ratings.8© 

Blowing whistles. But this is not always the 
case, and talented administrators occasion- 
ally are fired for reasons other than riffing 
or low service ratings. An incident that dra- 
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matized this phenomenon began in 1969 
when A. Ernest Fitzgerald, a GS-17 Deputy 
for Management Systems in the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Air 
Force, was effectively fired by the Air Force 
for his candid testimony before Congress on 
a $2 billion cost overrun incurred by the 

C-5A cargo transport plane development 
project—testimony that did not rest easily 
with the Pentagon brass.8’ Ultimately, it 
took thirteen years in court before 
Fitzgerald won full reinstatement in 1982.88 

Fitzgerald is among the better known 
examples of a courageous (some would say 
crazy) class of public employee called “whis- 
tle blowers.” They are so-called because they 
“blow the whistle” on their agencies for 
engaging in shoddy, incompetent, or cor- 

rupt practices. Not all organizations appre- 
ciate being told (and having outsiders told) 
that they are abusing the public trust, and 
organizational vindictiveness in retaliating 
against whistle blowers is amply docu- 
mented. An unusual study of ninety whistle 
blowers (60 percent of this total had been 
federal employees when they blew the whis- 
tle and the rest had been in the private sec- 
tor) found that the typical whistle blower 
was forty-seven years old, and a family man 

(73 percent were male), and had been work- 

ing seven years in the organization. Eighty 
percent experienced a physical deteriora- 
tion such as loss of sleep or weight gain 
following their exposure of agency or cor- 
porate practices. In addition, 86 percent be- 
came emotionally depressed; 54 percent 
were harassed by peers at work; 25 percent 
stated that heavier financial burdens were 
the worst consequence of their act; and 20 
percent had no job. Eighty-two percent of 
the federal whistle blowers were hounded 
by their superiors, who used such tech- 

niques as reducing their responsibilities, 
closely monitoring their telephone calls and 
other activities, and giving them  pro- 

gressively worse performance _ ratings. 
Finally 51 percent of the federal whistle 
blowers reported that they had since trans- 
ferred (or had been transerred) to another 

agency.°®9 

255 

Whistle blowers had best be prepared for 
a long, hard haul. But there is a bright side: 
most would do it again. As one federal whis- 
tle blower put it, “Finding honesty within 

myself was more powerful than I 
expected? 

There appears to be both a trend toward 
more whistle blowing and a greater concern 
with protecting the rights of whistle blowers. 
It has been reported that as many as 8,500 
separate incidents of whistle blowing have 
occurred, and one observer has stated that, 
“In the last ten years my sense is there’s 
been a dramatic increase in whistle blow- 
ing.”! But laws protecting whistle blowers, 
at least those in the private sector, have been 

described as an “institutional hodge-podge 
[that] transcends mere untidiness or 
asymmetry. At a certain point, divergent 

approaches can overwhelm the law by erod- 
ing public confidence in the fundamental 
coherence of the government process.”9? 
The situation for federal workers is better. 
The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 estab- 
lished the Merit Systems Protection Board 
in large part with the intention of protecting 
whistle blowers. 

Dealing with incompetents. Whistle blow- 
ing, however, is one matter, and incompe- 

tence is another. Rightly or wrongly, the 
procedures that must be followed to dismiss 
genuine incompetents can be time-consum- 
ing and costly. The appeals procedure can 
be wearing for everyone involved, and due 

process of law must be observed so strin- 
gently that a class of lawyers has emerged 
that specializes in defending public employ- 
ees who have been fired from the govern- 
ment. 

Because firing a clearly incompetent pub- 
lic employee can take a notoriously long 
time, it is perhaps not too surprising that 
one of the major arguments that has emer- 
ged against civil service systems is that they 
provide a sinecure for life to public 
bureaucrats. Because their jobs cannot be 
threatened, they are responsible and 
responsive to no one. Nevertheless, it is 
unclear how firmly ensconced in their posi- 
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tions public bureaucrats really are. O. Glenn 
Stahl contends that, although it is difficult to 

compare the proportionate number of dis- 
missals between the public and private sec- 
tors because of different data bases, it 

nonetheless appears that 

There is every reason to believe that the annual 

rate of removal, ranging from a little less than 

one to about one and a half percent of public 

jurisdictions in the United States as a whole, is 
exceeded, if at all, in certain categories of private 

employment, such as a few areas of manufactur- 

ing.9 

In other words, according to Stahl, the 

proportionate numbers of people fired in 
both private enterprise and in government 
are about the same. 

If these figures are accurate, then it is 

surprising that the rate of dismissal in the 
public sector is as high as it is, considering 
how inordinately difficult it is to fire a public 
employee. In California, for example, a 

teacher may demand a hearing upon receiv- 
ing notice of dismissal and the school board, 

unless it rescinds its action, must file a com- 
plaint in superior court requesting the court 
to make an inquiry and to determine if the 
basis of dismissal is supportable. Then 
court-appointed referees hold hearings and 
report back to the court. A trial is held by 
the court itself, and a decision is made on 

whether the board may, in fact, dismiss the 
teacher. In effect, any contested dismissal of 
a California teacher brings the judiciary into 
the act. Stahl contends that this is “perhaps 

the most extreme instance of abridgement 
of executive power in American school 
administration.” 

But even if reaching the point of firing a 
public employee is difficult, it is much more 
difficult to adjudge an employee’s perfor- 
mance in some types of jobs than it is in 
others. Thompson has observed that the 
standards used in local government to eval- 
uate performance can _ themselves be 
unclear, and the visibility of a subordinate to 
his or her supervisor can vary from agency 
to agency. For example, it is relatively clear 
whether or not a secretary is producing typ- 
ing quickly and accurately, and a secretary is 
relatively visible to his or her supervisor. 
But in police departments, patrol officers 
are not very visible to their supervisors, nor 

is their standard of performance a par- 
ticularly clear one.9° Table 9-2 indicates the 
differences among public agencies in terms 
of a manager’s ability to judge his or her 
subordinates’ performance. 

To compensate for these problems of 
assessing personnel in agencies where 
employees are relatively on their own, 
supervisors develop complicated perfor- 
mance forms and rating systems. As 
Thompson observes, these forms seldom 
follow function, and to presume that the 
form is actually evaluating the performance 
of an employee is to likely be wrong. Nev- 
ertheless, bureaucrats are not spending 
their time ritualistically filling out useless 
pieces of paper. As Herbert Kaufman has 
stated in his classic study of The Forest 
Ranger, the forms actually are used to pre- 

TABLE 9-2 Evaluating On-the-Job Performance of Public Employees: 
Problems of Visibility and Standards 

Visibility of Employee Performance to Supervisor 

Low High 

Clear Building Secretaries 
Standards Inspectors Sanitation Workers 
of Unclear Police Patrol Officers City Planners 
Performance Recreation Directors 

eee 

Source: Derived from Frank J. Thompson, Personnel Policy in the City (Berkeley, Calif.: 
University of California Press, 1975), p. 142. 
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vent problems from arising and to justify to 
outsiders a disciplinary action or decision to 
remove an employee. A record is kept by 
the forms, although the forms are seldom 
read by the supervisor when they are 
received.9° 

The employee, once dismissed or demo- 
ted, has extensive rights of appeal, and the 
example in California cited by Stahl is an 
excellent illustration of how far this appeal 
can go—and how precipitously. Employees 
who are fired often attempt to bring in out- 
siders and to apply public pressure to be 
reinstated. The ploy of expanding the scope 
of conflict between the employee and the 
employer, either in the courts or with the 
public, is a classic one in public employment 
circles. Thompson’ observed that in 
Oakland, while dismissals of the Oakland 
work force averaged less than | percent a 
year, almost two thirds of those fired were 
on probation and therefore had no right of 
appeal to the city’s civil service commission; 
however, at least one third of those persons 
who were dismissed as regular, nonproba- 
tionary employees appealed their dismissal 
to the commission.%’ In short, a supervisor 

can expect problems if he or she fires some- 
one in the public bureaucracy. 

Riffed 
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The “quit rate” dilemma. On the other 

hand, far more public administrators leave 

the bureaucracy on their own than are fired. 
At the federal level, the “quit rate”—that is, 

the voluntary turnover rate—among white- 

collar civil servants is 8.8 percent when age 

of the federal work force and agency-to- 

agency transfers are taken into account— 

factors that must be considered if a reason- 

able comparison to quit rates in industry 1s 
to be made. A quit rate of 8.8 percent is 2.1 
percent higher than the comparable rate in 
industry, indicating greater dissatisfaction 

among white-collar workers in the public 
sector than in the private one.9° 

The quit rate among personnel in local 

governments may even be _ significantly 

higher than in the federal civil service. 

Although relatively few of those who have 
made it to the top (such as city managers) 
voluntarily leave the public service, consid- 

erably more of those at the lower levels 
leave, judging from the Oakland data. 
Young professionals in Oakland often 

found better options elsewhere. Assistant 
planners had a turnover rate of 55 percent 
in a single year; junior accountant auditors, 

19 percent; and recreation directors, 22 

percent. 

Beginning in the early 1980s, the federal government began to 
“rif” public administrators. “Rif” is an abbreviation of “reduction 
in force.” There are many ways to rif employees. Here is how it 
happened to one. 

.... Aside from the personal anguish he 
and his family are experiencing, the exam- 
ple of Burke Walsh illuminates a critical 
public question: the working of the federal 
government. It underscores one of the 
Reagan administration’s blackest marks, 
the mindless wholesale destruction of the 
career public service, one | believe will 

cause damage to the country for years to 

come. 
Two weeks before Christmas, Burke was 

informed he would be dismissed from his 

federal government job, effective New 
Year's Eve. 

He was a victim of a sweeping govern- 
ment reduction in force—or RIF, in Wash- 
ington parlance—sharply cutting back the 
Labor Department’s Employment and 
Training Administration, the so-called 
CETA program. In particular, the informa- 
tion office in which he was working was 
being drastically reduced in size. He, and 
others, were out. 

The dismissal meant more than the loss 
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of his $50,000, Grade 15 government job, 

with all the obvious hardship for his family, 
the children’s education, the mortgage pay- 
ments and the rest. It meant the end of a 
government career for which he had been 
recruited, and in which he had performed 
well. 

And, Burke quickly found out, it also 
meant a severe problem he had not antici- 
pated. Including his Army time, he has 17 
years of government service, three years 
shy of qualifying for a pension. Yet, under 
the present system, he will not be eligible 
for any pension payments for nine more 
years when he reaches the age of 62. 

What’s more, he has found the govern- 
ment is singularly unconcerned about what 
happens to the career people it is dismiss- 
ing, for no fault of their own. 

“To my knowledge,” he says, ‘‘there is 
absolutely no real assistance that you get 
once you are dismissed. No official repre- 
sentative of the government has ever con- 
tacted me. There has never been any 
official prescription of jobs or availabilities 
afforded me from the government for place- 
ment. There is no effort by the government 
to help me find jobs in private industry or in 
government. There’s no government-wide 
policy to help someone in my circum- 
stances, and that is the truth. 

“As far as my department is concerned, 
there was no review of my situation taking 
into consideration the length and effec- 
tiveness of my service. No one ever really 
reviewed to see what kind of work | had 
done. | fitted into a slot that was official and 
| was dismissed. | had no recourse as far as 
that dismissal was concerned. There was 
no consideration of the fact that | was what 
in the government is called a five-point vet- 
eran. My wartime service in Korea did me 
no service at all. There was no panel that | 
could go to and say, ‘Look, I’ve been here 
for 17 years counting my service time. 
Maybe you'd like to take a look at this thing 
and ask whether you really intend to dis- 
miss senior officials in their fifties. But this 
was not done for me, and it was not done 
for anvone as far as | know. ... 

“There’s a perhaps unnecessary but per- 

vading embarrassment that attends this sit- 

uation,” he says. ‘‘There’s an embarrass- 

ment that you personally feel. There’s an 

embarrassment that you feel with your 

peers and your family. You know they’re 

feeling an embarrassment for you that you 

try to avoid as far as your dealings with 

them are concerned. 
“You're embarrassed for yourself, and 

you’re embarrassed for them. You can’t 
avoid the feeling that the people around 
you have the feeling that there was some 
inadequacy on your part that led to your 
dismissal. You failed somehow. You failed 
them, and you failed yourself. All at a point 
in your career when you can’t expect to 
have to come to grips with failure. You’ve 
done all the right things, made all the right 
moves. You’ve driven yourself to this point 
in a Career—a Career, not a job—and some- 
one comes along and says you’ve done 
nothing wrong, but now you’re out. And 
people look at you and they’re embarrassed 
for you, and you are for yourself. It’s a two- 
way street, and it’s the damnedest two-way 
street you’ve ever been on. 

“I've talked to people on the phone 
about this. I’ve talked to them face to face 
and, Haynes, this is the God’s honest truth, 
I’ve had at least three or four people say to 
me, ‘I could not take it.’ They come just 
short of saying, ‘Burke, | don’t know how 
you haven’t put a bullet in your head.’ “ 

Burke is a proud man, and he remains 
proud of what the government has been 
and should be. 

“I come from a family that’s been in 
Washington for 135 years,”’ he says. “They 
came here from Ireland, through Phila- 
delphia. My great-grandfather was the mai- 
tre d’ in the Willard Hotel during the Civil 
War. He was a Confederate, a friend of 
Jubal Early. Used to go out in the weeds 
and talk to him. That's the last time that we 
had a subversive in the family that | know 
of. All of our family have been—well, 
we’ve got our military heroes. My grand- 
father and his group of Emmett guardsmen 
charged up San Juan Hill with Teddy Roos- 
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evelt. Literally did. One of the few people 
that actually got to shoot a Spaniard during 
the Spanish-American War. He went on to 
the Philippines. My father was in naval 
intelligence, so | have all kinds of Wash- 
ington credentials, and rather honorable 
ones, | would think. 

“| have a background that gives a sense 
of government. | didn’t work for Ronald 
Reagan or Jimmy Carter or anyone else. 

From the day | came in, | felt that | had an 
obligation to the United States government. 
And if you want to know the truth, | feel the 
United States government has let me down, 
because | never broke faith with them. | 
was encouraged to come in. They asked 
me. | joined the government as a career 
station in life, not to get rich. | must con- 
fess, | joined it for the security of govern- 
ment, plus the fact | was told my talents 
would enhance government. 

“As I’ve said to you before, there is 
waste in government. There’s no question 
about it. But the way waste has been 
addressed is abysmal. It’s ridiculous. Two 
administrations in a row have run against 
the government worker. What they’ve done 
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is contribute to what they're trying to undo. 
The danger is that the kind of milieu we’re 
developing now in the government could 
be translated into a much larger hurt for this 
nation. 

“We've got to stop picking on the gov- 
ernment. First of all, we created the govern- 
ment service. This nation created it. It’s like 
the separation of church and state. It’s an 
abiding thing there. It’s part of the United 
States. It’s like the Army and the Defense 
Department which are held in such rever- 
ence. It’s there. It’s part of what makes this 
whole thing go. Yet we’ve attacked it like 
it’s a bastard child. If we don’t stop this 
we'll be killing ourselves.”” 

....A day will come, if it isn’t already 
here, when the United States will need its 
most capable citizens to serve. How can 
the government possibly expect to attract 
such people when it, and its highest lead- 
ers, treat them so miserably? 

To ask the question is to answer it. 

Haynes Johnson, “‘Waste in Government: Wasting the 
Civil Servant,’’” The Washington Post, March 28, 1982. 
Reprinted by permission. 

Regardless of the internal dynamics of 
government personnel systems, it is clear 
that some very basic concepts of the merit 
system are being challenged by various 
social developments. These include the 
issues of affirmative action, unionism, and 

collective bargaining. We consider these 
issues in turn. 

RACE, SEX, AND JOBS: THE CHALLENGE 

OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 

One of the myths of American democracy is 

that jobs, especially public jobs, are open to 

all. They are not. Prejudice is still with us 

and working against both women and mem- 

bers of minority groups. Women, for exam- 

ple, often are disqualified from public jobs 

(such as fire fighting and police work) on the 

basis of physical “qualifications” that may 

not be necessary to do the work. Similarly, 
increasingly more rigorous requirements 
concerning formal education works against 
those minorities who are already disadvan- 
taged in society since, as a group, they are 

less likely to have attained as much formal 
education as whites; yet few people seriously 
argue that a high school diploma ever made 
its recipient intelligent or a quick learner. 
This argument is persuasive and as a result 
the public bureaucracy has witnessed the 
rise of “affirmative action.” Affirmative action 
is a policy that argues for the hiring of mem- 
bers of disadvantaged groups on _ the 
grounds that government positions should 
be open to as many people as possible. 

The Federal Impact 

Affirmative action is a highly sensitive 
issue in public administration today. The 
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federal government favors hiring members 
of deprived groups and consequently has 
implemented affirmative action policies that 
have had and are having a profound effect 
on the national employment picture. The 
major legislation in this area is the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, which paved the way for 
the more specific efforts that followed. 
These efforts included tougher executive 
orders by the president; prohibitions of dis- 
crimination in agencies and by private con- 
tractors on the federal payroll; more 
positive antidiscrimination policies by local, 
state, and federal civil service commissions; 

and some significant court decisions. 
An especially important law, the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Act of 1972, has 
for the first time brought state and local 
governments under the provisions of the 
Civil Rights Act. The act also provides the 
first statutory grounds for the federal gov- 
ernment’s equal employment opportunity 
programs. The act prohibits discrimination 
based on race, religion, sex, and national 
origin and directly affects some 3 million 
federal and 13 million state and_ local 
government employees. The U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission 
(EEOC), which the act established, may 
investigate charges of employment discrimi- 
nation in state and local governments, and, 
if no conciliation is achieved, the U-S. 
Department of Justice may bring suit 
against the alleged offender. On top of that, 
the person in question may also initiate his 
or her own private litigation. This kind of 
federal legislation, plus significant court 
cases, have made state and local govern- 

ments extremely aware of the demands of 
minority groups and women. 

The Quota Question 

These realities in national policy bring us 
quickly to the question of quotas. Quotas in 
public personnel administration refer to the 
argument that the traditional entry and pro- 
motion qualifications of the civil service, 
such as high test scores, should be reduced 

or waived for the disadvantaged until the 

number of women and minority group 

members working in government at all 

ranks at least equals on a percentage basis 

their proportion of the population at large. 
In brief, each group, such as blacks, would 

have a quota, or a percentage, of the public 

jobs allotted to it which equals its percentage 
in the state’s or city’s population. If a city, 
for instance, had 10 percent blacks in its 

population, it would then follow that blacks 

should be allocated 10 percent of the jobs 
available in city hall. 

Pressure generated for the establishment 
of quota systems in state and local govern- 
ments has met with some success. In 1972, 

for example, a federal district court ordered 

that one black be hired for every newly 
hired white until the then all-white Alabama 
State Police Force was 25 percent black, a 
figure corresponding to the percentage of 
blacks in Alabama according to the 1970 
census. Again in 1972, while the federal 

court denied the legitimacy of an outright 
quota system, it nonetheless ordered the 

Minneapolis Fire Department to hire at least 
one minority applicant for every two whites 
in its next sixty openings.!°° In 1973, the 
federal court ordered the San Francisco 
Civil Service Department to establish two 
separate lists of candidates for entry-level 
positions and promotions, one for minor- 

ities and one for nonminorities, and to hire 
three minority candidates for every two 
nonminority candidates until the number of 
minority police officers was brought up to at 
least 30 percent of the total. The court also 
ordered the department to promote one 
minority and one nonminority candidate 
until the total number of minority sergeants 
in the department reached at least 30 per- 
cent of the total number of sergeants. Sim- 
ilarly, openings in the Chicago police force 
were ordered to be filled in groups of two 
hundred, with one hundred positions to be 

filled by blacks and Spanish-surnamed 
males, thirty-three to be filled by women, 
and sixty-seven to be filled by other men.!91 
Victor A. Thompson contends that the Chi- 
cago Police Department had more than six 
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hundred vacancies in 1974 “as a result” of 
such court orders. !9? 

Perhaps the most definitive early court 
ruling on quotas per se was given in the case 
of Bratton v. Detroit, although one must use 
“definitive” in this instance with circumspec- 
tion. In the early 1970s, the Detroit police 
department originated an affirmative action 
plan mandating that black and white 
officers were to be promoted in equal num- 
bers until 1990, or until half of the officer 
corps was black at every rank and level. 
Whites initiated a class action suit contend- 
ing that such a quota violated their civil 
rights. The federal district court in 1980 
denied this contention out of hand, but in 
1983 the U.S. court of appeals did not. The 
appellate court had problems with the 
Detroit plan because it not only benefited 
officers who had suffered from illegal dis- 
crimination in the past (z.e., blacks), but it 

also benefited those who had not endured 
past discrimination (7.e., whites), since the 

plan guaranteed that for every one black 
officer promoted, a white officer would be 

promoted as well. Hence, the appellate 
court remanded the plan back to the district 
court for further consideration. But even 
though the court of appeals had done this, 
the U.S. Justice Department petitioned the 
Supreme Court to hear the case; the 

Supreme Court declined to do this in 1984. 
The upshot of this less-than-satisfying 

legal chronology is that the judiciary seems 
to have ruled that racially based quota sys- 
tems are acceptable if prior discrimination 
has created a need for them, and if the plan 

devised to implement quotas seems “reason- 
able.” Reasonableness is present if the plan 
does not stigmatize whites and sets specific 
goals. Factors to be considered in determin- 
ing whether a plan to fill racial quotas 1s rea- 
sonable include: whether or not the affir- 

mative action program is the only solution; 

whether or not it is temporary; whether or 

not it relates to its stated objective; and 

whether or not it avoids infringing 

unnecessarily on the interests of whites.!°° 

In 1986, the U.S. Supreme Court did 

render some rulings on quotas in a series of 
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three cases: Wygant v. Jackson Board of Educa- 
toon, Local 93 of the International Association of 
Firefighters v. City of Cleveland, and Local 28 of 

the Sheet Metal Workers v. Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission. Although these deci- 
sions were characterized by close votes and 
numerous separately written dissenting and 
concurring opinions, the broadly sustained 

principle that appears to have been stated 
by the Court is that limited, carefully con- 
ceived plans designed to reduce the effects 
of prior discrimination may take race into 
account. Further, plans to implement quota 
systems that are meant to benefit minorities 
may also benefit persons who were not 
actual victims of discrimination. !°4 

In 1987, the Supreme Court added an 
interesting fillip to the concept of quotas. In 
St. Francis College v. Al-Khazraji, the Court 

held unanimously that Arabs, Jews, and 

other ethnic groups no longer could be 
counted as whites in discrimination suits. 
The Court cited a federal statute enacted in 
1866 that banned racial discrimination in 
making its ruling and, in so doing, instantly 
made into “minorities” people who were 
previously categorized as “whites” by the 
courts. Justice Byron R. White, in writing 
the full Court’s opinion, said that the 1866 
law was “intended to protect from discrimi- 
nation identifiable classes of persons who 
are subjected to intentional discrimination 
solely because of their ancestry or ethnic 
characteristics,” and not merely former 
slaves. 

Perhaps the greatest beneficiaries, at least 
in terms of numbers, are the nation’s 17 mil- 

lion Hispanics, who generally were classified 

as whites by the judiciary prior to the St. 
Francis College decision. But the decision 
potentially applies to any ethnic group— 
Russians, Iranians, Liberians, Chinese, 

Poles, Italians, Norwegians, and Anglo-Sax- 

ons, among many, many others. 

Tests: Problems of Validity and Bias 

A landmark court case that has had a 

major impact on public personnel practices 

was the 1971 U.S. Supreme Court case 
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Griggs v. Duke Power Company. On the face of 
it, the Griggs decision had nothing whatever 
to do with governments. The Court ruled 
that the Civil Rights Act banned discrimina- 
tory employment practices against blacks in 
a private company. Nevertheless, this deci- 
sion has had considerable relevance for 
public personnel administration because it 
effectively bars those employment practices 
(notably intelligence tests and minimum 
education requirements) that operate to 
exclude members of disadvantaged groups 
when those practices cannot be shown to 
relate to job performance. The ruling did 
not demand the institution of flat quota sys- 
tems in the employment of minority group 
members, nor did it preclude the use of tests 

in performance measurements. It did 
require that any such device actually and 
objectively indicate levels of employee per- 
formance and individual potential. 

The Validity Question. The Supreme 
Court’s decision in Griggs lead us directly to 
the issue of test validity. Test validity means: 
Do the several kinds of tests administered by 
the public bureaucracy for determining 
entry and promotion really indicate how 
well-qualified an employee is for a job? Test 
validity is determined by Testing “suc- 
cessful” employees and using their test 
scores for comparison with tests that are 
thought to be job-related. High job perfor- 
mance should correlate with high test 
scores. 

The Cultural Bias Question. The growing 
controversy over test validity relates to 
another problem of public personnel exam- 
inations: cultural bias in testing. Cultural bias 
refers to the tendency of those highly edu- 
cated people who write examinations to 
unwittingly slant the phrasing and nuances 
of their test questions in such a way that 
reflects their own culture. Thus, people tak- 

ing an examination who are not members of 
the dominant culture (i.e., who are not 
white) are unfairly handicapped in their 
chances to score as well on the tests as those 
examinees who have been reared in the pre- 
vailing culture. After investigating the phe- 
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nomenon of cultural bias in testing, the 

California State Personnel Board concluded | 

that “written tests were more of a barrier to 

employment of minorities than any other | 
phase of the selection process.” Accord- 
ingly, the board instituted greater use of | 
nonverbal aptitude tests, tried to root out 

culturally biased language in written exam- 
inations, and placed more members of 
minority groups on oral examination 
boards. !9° 

Reflecting this concern over cultural bias 
in testing is a spate of recent court cases. In 
1975, a federal court held in David v. Wash- 
ington that the fact that black applicants had 
failed a written test given to all applicants to 
a local police force at a rate of more than 
four times that of whites was adequate evi- 
dence to prove that the examination had a 
“racially disproportionate” impact. The 
Court further held that blacks were there- 
fore being discriminated against in police 
force hiring. 

A second significant case is that of 
Albemarle Paper Company v. Moody, which was 
decided by the Supreme Court in 1975. In 
its decision, the Court stated that back pay 

could be awarded to an employee who had 
been denied a promotion as a consequence 
of discriminatory testing procedures, even 
though the employer was not intentionally 
discriminating. The decision also held that a 
promotion system based on supervisory rat- 
ings was questionable because subjective 
human judgments were involved. The case 
reified the importance of developing valid 
testing procedures for promotions and 
other personnel decisions. 

In 1982, the Supreme Court again 
addressed the problem of cultural bias in 
testing in the public service in the case of 
State of Connecticut et al. v. Winnie Teal Adele. 
Black state employees who had been serving 
as provisional welfare eligibility supervisors 
in Connecticut had failed a written exam- 
ination. The passing rate on the test for 
blacks was approximately two thirds of the 
passing rate for white applicants. But the 
State of Connecticut argued that it had pro- 
moted more minorities than it had pro- 
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moted whites, and so the “bottom line” of 

the state’s policy was not discriminatory 
against blacks or other minorities. Thus, the 

use of the test that had discriminatory 
effects was irrelevant, since more blacks— 

and not less—were being promoted than 
whites. 

The Court disagreed with the state’s 
arguments and held that it was irrelevant 

that the “bottom line” was that more blacks 

were being promoted than whites, because 
the state still could not allow racial discrimi- 

nation against those black employees who 
were failing a test that was itself discrimina- 

tory. The Court held quite clearly that 
cultural bias in testing is against the law. 

The Bona Fide Occupational Qualification 
Question. A second area that relates to test 
validity concerns qualifications for jobs that 
are based on sex. For example, laws stating 
that women may not lift more than thirty 
pounds of weight on a job may prohibit per- 
fectly qualified women from being consid- 
ered for a position. These kinds of qualifica- 
tions are referred to as “protective labor 
laws” on the logic that they are designed to 
“protect” women from being in jobs that are 
too strenuous for them. 

In 1963 and 1964, federal legislation 

designed to eliminate sex discrimination was 
enacted and quickly came into conflict with 
a number of state protective laws. This legis- 
lation was the Equal Pay Act of 1963 and 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

The Equal Pay Act was an amendment to 
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 and 
was later extended in 1968. The act was 
helpful in eliminating artificial qualifications 
that prevent women from being considered 
for certain jobs. 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act made it 
unlawful to discriminate on the basis of sex 
as well as race. However, Title VII does 
allow an employer to discriminate on the 
basis of sex if such discrimination con- 
stitutes a “bona fide occupational qualifica- 
tion reasonably necessary to the formal 
operation of that particular business or 
enterprise.” 
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Two major cases in 1968 and 1969 took 
issue with what a bona fide occupational 
qualification amounted to when applied to 
women. In 1968, the Supreme Court 

upheld in Rosenfeld v. Southern Pacific Com- 
pany that certain weight lifting limitations 
for women established by California were 
not valid. In 1969, in Weeks v. Southern Bell 

Telephone and Telegraph Company, the court 

of appeals held that “an employer has the 
burden of proving that he had reasonable 
cause to believe . . . that all or substantially 
all women would be unable to perform 
safely and efficiently the duties of the job 
involved.” This was the argument used to 
permit Weeks, a woman, to become a 

“switchman,” thus voiding a thirty-pound 
weight lifting limit for women established by 
the state. In effect, both cases held that cer- 

tain state protective labor laws could not be 
used to deny women a job or promotion, 
and the burden of proof regarding the fair- 
ness of the bona fide occupational dis- 
qualification is on the employer, rather than 

on the employee. 

Written Tests: Still in Extensive Use. The 
problems of validity, cultural bias, and bona 
fide occupational qualifications in personnel 
testing have cast doubt as to the use of tests 
to measure job-related ability as a means of 
controlling entry and promotion in public 
personnel administration. As we have 
noted, the federal government no longer 

uses a common written test for entry into 
the federal service because the judiciary has 
proven itself to be unusually persistent in 
ruling its tests invalid. On the other hand, 

local governments continue to use written 
tests extensively; nearly 95 percent of the 
personnel departments of large cities (more 
than 100,000 people) report that they rely, 
at least in part, on a written examination for 

entry into certain kinds of positions.!06 
Most examinations test performance skills 
and job knowledge, but aptitude tests are 

used in 44 percent of all cities and counties 
with populations greater than 50,000; 42 
percent of these local governments test writ- 
ing skills, and nearly a fifth administer intel- 
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ligence tests!°7—examinations of a kind 
that would seem to require at least valida- 
tion under the principles enumerated by the 
courts in the Griggs decision and in later 
cases. Nevertheless, only 35 percent of the 
cities report that they offer fewer written 
tests since 1972 (the year following the 
Griggs ruling), and 62 percent say they offer 
the same or more written examinations 
since 1972!!98 Yet, when asked what are the 
principal obstacles that impede minorities 
from being hired by local governments, 
local managers identify “test results” as the 
single greatest disqualifier (38 percent), fol- 
lowed by educational requirements (20 per- 
cent);10° 

It appears that the grass-roots govern- 
ments remain committed to the written 
entry examination, and that the judiciary 
has not seriously challenged these govern- 
ments (in contrast to the federal govern- 
ment) in their continued reliance on them. 
Fortunately, state and local governments 
have taken the problem of cultural bias and 
sex discrimination in testing fairly seriously. 
A survey conducted by the National Civil 
Service League of every major state and 
local public personnel system (outside of 
education) in 1970 indicated that only 54 
percent of them validated any tests in any 
way, regardless of type—written, oral, phys- 
ical, or whatever.!1° But a second survey 
taken about five years later by the National 
Civil Service League found that 87 percent 
had initiated test validation procedures.!!! 

The Curious Question of ‘““Comparable 
Worth” 

A somewhat newer wrinkle in the fabric 
of affirmative action is that of comparable 
worth. Comparable worth means that employ- 
ees should be paid the same rate of pay for 
performing tasks that involve roughly the 
same levels of importance, knowledge, 
stress, skills, and responsibilities, even 

though the tasks themselves may be quite 
different. For example, a secretary may be 
performing a task that compares favorably 
to that of a highway repair worker in terms 

of its importance to society, the knowledge 
and skills it requires, the mental demands it 

makes, the stress it induces, and its level of 

responsibility. 
As a practical matter, comparable worth 

is being used to pressure employers to pay 
women as much as men, and, to a lesser 

extent, minorities as much as whites. Amer- 

ican women, on the average, earn about a 

third less than men, and minorities earn 

about a fifth less than whites.!12 Although 
these margins are significantly narrower in 
the public sector, as we will detail later, the 

differences nonetheless remain dramatic 
for public employees, too. 

Women have potentially more to gain 
than minorities from the implementation of 
comparable worth for two reasons. One rea- 
son is that the average difference between 
women’s salaries and men’s salaries is sig- 
nificantly wider than the average difference 
between minorities’ salaries and whites’ sal- 
aries; therefore an equalization of pay 
through the application of comparable 
worth provides a greater pay boost for 
women than for minorities. 

The other reason relates to the unit of 
analysis used in comparable worth, which is 
not individual positions, such as a secretary, 
but whole position classifications, such as all 

secretaries. Comparable worth as a concept 
relies on comparing different job classifica- 
tions; when one job classification is judged 
to be of comparable worth to another job 
classification (for example, if secretaries are 
deemed to be comparable to highway repair 
workers), then both classifications must be 
paid at a comparable rate. 

Questions of comparable worth are 
especially likely to arise when an entire posi- 
tion category is female dominated, as secre- 

tarial and clerical categories usually are. 
These female-dominated classes are com- 
pared to job categories of comparable worth 
that are dominated by men, and if the 
female-dominated job class is found to be 
paid less than the male-dominated class, it is 

assumed that the pay differential is attribut- 
able to systematic discrimination against 
women, and all employees in that class 
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(including men) must be paid at a rate com- 
parable to that of the male-dominated class. 
Since female-dominated and male-domi- 
nated position classes are considerably more 
evident than are minority-dominated and 
white-dominated classes, women are 
favored in most efforts to attain comparable 
worth. 

Comparable worth relies on the idea that 
the social value of occupations can be com- 
pared, and this can be a tricky business. Is, 
for example, a city’s symphony conductor 
worth “more” to society than the head of the 
municipal waterworks? The contributions 
of the conductor may elevate and inspire 
our souls, but we need potable water. 

Because the theory of comparable worth 
leads to these kinds of questions, the chair 
of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (a 
black man) called the concept “the looniest 
idea since Looney Tunes came on the 
screen,”!!3 and the Director of the U.S. 
Office of Personnel Management (a white 
woman), in testifying against comparable 
worth in Congress, stated that pressures for 
its adoption were “perplexing at best.”!!4 
Women’s rights groups immediately took 
sharp issue with both officials. 

Perplexing or not, comparable worth is 

making headway among the grass-roots 
governments. At least thirty states have 
established various kinds of commissions to 
study and make recommendations to their 
legislatures about adjusting state govern- 
ment salaries for purposes of achieving 
comparable worth between male- and 
female-dominated jobs.'!° Four states have 
gone further. Minnesota, New Mexico, and 

Washington adopted comparable worth 
plans in 1983 and began the process of rais- 
ing the salaries of numerous female-domi- 
nated job classes. lJowa_ initiated its 
comparable worth adjustments in 1984. 

Much of the interest in comparable worth 
associates with the case of American Federa- 
tion of State, County, and Municipal Employees 
(AFSCME) v. State of Washington. A federal 
district court ruled in 1983 that Wash- 
ington’s state government had violated Title 
VII of the Civil Rights Act by discriminating 
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against its employees on the basis of sex 
(despite the fact that the state had already 
initiated its own comparable worth plan), 
and the court ordered Washington to award 
back pay to 15,500 employees in female- 
dominated position classifications and to 
speed up the implementation of the state’s 
comparable worth plan. 

But the judiciary appears to be 
ambivalent on the issue of comparable 
worth. In 1984, the Ninth Circuit Court of 

Appeals upheld the decision of the lower 
court by ruling in Spaulding v. University of 
Washington that the university was not in vio- 
lation of Title VII, even though it paid its 

nursing faculty (who are mostly women) less 
than faculty in male-dominated depart- 
ments. 

Most significant was. the decision ren- 
dered in 1985 by the same court in the 
appeal by Washington State over the case it 
had lost in 1983, American Federation of State, 

County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) v. 
State of Washington. The Ninth Circuit Court 
of Appeals overruled the lower court and 
held that Washington did not have to award 
back pay to 15,500 employees in position 
classifications dominated by women. “Nei- 
ther law nor logic deems the free market a 
suspect enterprise,” said the court, adding 

that the Civil Rights Act did not obligate 
Washington “to eliminate an economic ine- 
quality which it did not create.” Women’s 
rights groups reacted to the decision imme- 
diately, vociferously, and hostilely. Ulti- 
mately, the case was settled out of court. 

If the courts are undecided about com- 
parable worth, so are the grass-roots gov- 

ernments. Although four states have taken 
the initiative in introducing comparable 
worth plans (and, in the case of Minnesota, 

extending the concept to its local govern- 
ments as well), another four states (Colo- 
rado, Florida, Missouri, and Nebraska) have 

explicitly rejected comparable worth. On 
the other hand, the people seem to be for 
it—perhaps by as much as three to one.!!® 

Whether comparable worth is “looney,” 
progressive, or merely “perplexing,” it will 
be an issue for some time to come. 
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The “Reverse Discrimination’’ Dilemma 

These ambivalent attitudes and public 
policies over not only comparable worth but 
the whole spectrum of affirmative action, 

have resulted in the accusation of “reverse 
discrimination,” a charge usually levelled by 
organizations composed largely of white 
males. White policemen in Dayton, Ohio, 

for example, sued that city in 1973, charg- 
ing racial discrimination in promotions. 

The earliest well-known reverse discrimi- 
nation case was that of DeFunis v. Odegaard, 

which involved a white male who applied to 
the University of Washington Law School in 
1971. His application was rejected by the 
law school, and he filed a suit contending 

that the school’s admission procedure had 
admitted minority applicants with test 
scores and grades lower than his. A trial 
court ordered him admitted in 1971; the 
decision was appealed by the University of 
Washington Law School, was overturned, 

and DeFunis then appealed his case to the 
U.S. Supreme Court, which adjudged his 
case moot in 1974. 

The most famous reverse discrimination 
case, however, is Regents of the Unwersity of 
California v. Bakke, in which Allan Bakke, a 

white male, was denied admission to the 

University of California’s Medical School at 
Davis because that institution had set aside a 
portion (16 percent) of each entering class 
for blacks and other “approved minorities.” 
In 1977, the California Supreme Court 
upheld a lower court’s ruling, and with it 

Bakke’s position, by refusing to endorse 

racial quotas, arguing that doing so “would 
call for the sacrifice of principle for the sake 
of dubious expediency,” going on to note 
that people should “be judged on the basis 
of individual merit alone.” Both the lower 
court and the California Supreme Court, in 
deciding against the university, had ruled 
that the university had violated the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 and, significantly, the 
Fourteenth Amendment of the Constitu- 
tion, which forbids states to “deny to any 
person . . . the equal protection of the laws.” 
The University of California appealed to 

the U.S. Supreme Court, which agreed to 

hear the case. | 
In 1978 the Supreme Court, in a five-to- | 

four decision, ruled against the university, 

thus upholding the California Supreme 

Court. But the Court’s ruling was not clear- 
cut. Justice Lewis Powell, Jr., writing the 
Court’s main opinion, stated that the medi- 

cal school had gone too far in considering 
race as a criterion for admission, but Powell 
also said (if rather vaguely) that affirmative 
action programs could properly be a factor 
in admitting students. Powell stated that, 
“Preferring members of any one group for 
no reason other than race or ethnic origin is 
discrimination for its own sake,” holding 

that such discrimination, as expressed by 
rigid racial quotas, was in violation of the 

Fourteenth Amendment and thus was 
unconstitutional. 

Of importance, each of the remaining 

four justices in the majority wrote their own 
separate opinions, and none of them took 
Powell’s position that quotas were uncon- 
stitutional. Instead, they held that Bakke 
should have been admitted to the University 
of California medical school on the basis of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Justice John 
Paul Stevens stated, in words reflecting this 
tack, that the act prohibited “in unmistaka- 
ble terms ... the exclusion of individuals 
from federally funded programs because of 
their race.” 

The distinction between ruling racial 
quotas unconstitutional (as Powell did) or 
illegal (as the other four justices did) is sig- 
nificant. If the majority had held that the 
University of California had violated the 
Constitution, then affirmative action pro- 
grams across the country would likely have 
faced dismantling. Fortunately for these 
programs, however, all the nine justices 
agreed that affirmative action programs per 
se were neither unconstitutional nor illegal, 
and that being from a minority group could 
“be deemed a ‘plus’ in a particular appli- 
cant’s file,” to quote Justice Powell, although 
it would “not insulate the individual from 
comparison with all other candidates . . .” 

Justice Thurgood Marshall, the Court’s 
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only black, wrote the dissenting opinion, 
stating that “If we are ever to become a fully 
integrated society, one in which the color of 
a person’s skin will not determine the 
opportunities available to him or her, we 
must be willing to open those doors” that 
have been shut to blacks in the past. 

The Bakke decision, although limited to 
education admissions policies, had obvious 

ramifications for affirmative action pro- 
grams in all sectors and for that reason was 

greeted with demonstrations across the 
country calling for its overturn. 

A year following the Bakke ruling, the 
Supreme Court heard a second case that 
came to be known as the “blue-collar Bakke” 

decision. In Weber v. Kaiser Aluminum and 

Steel Corporation and United Steel Workers 

Union, Brian Weber, a white lab technician, 

charged that both his employer and _ his 
union were discriminating against whites by 
mandating that a joint union and company 

training program for skilled craft jobs must 

have half of its available positions filled by 
whites and the other half filled by blacks. 
Weber had been denied entrance into the 

program, even though he had more sen- 

iority than two blacks who were admitted. 

The Court, in a five-to-two decision, held 

that Kaiser Aluminum as well as other 

employers could consider race as one of 
many factors in hiring and promotion pol- 
icies. The Court argued that Title VII of the 

Civil Rights Act had been passed for the 
purpose of improving the economic status 
of blacks, and so a voluntary program in the 
private sector that gave special preferences 
to blacks was not in violation of the statute. 

In 1984, the Supreme Court altered the 

direction of its moderately pro-affirmative 
action decisions in the area of reverse dis- 
crimination by overturning two lower courts 

and ruling in a six-to-three opinion that 
layoffs based on seniority did not violate 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act. Firefighters 
Local Union No. 1784 , et al. v. Carl W. Stotts, 

et al. involved the City of Memphis’s deci- 

sion in 1981 to lay off fire fighters on the 

basis of seniority (7.e., last hired, first fired), 

a standard practice among unionized work- 

267 

ers. In the case a resultant temporary 
restraining order was issued by a federal 
district court forbidding the city to lay off 
any black fire fighters in the process. The 
reasoning of the district court in issuing its 
order was that Memphis had entered earlier 
into a consent decree, approved by the dis- 
trict court in 1980, which held in part that 

the city would try to attain a goal of a fire 
department that was 20 percent black. In 
the district court’s view, to lay off fire fight- 

ers by seniority would not only violate the 
consent decree, but would dispropor- 

tionately affect blacks, who had been hired 
later than whites. Thus, the city was ordered 
by the district court to lay off whites who 
had more seniority than blacks. Vhis ruling 
was upheld by the U.S. Court of Appeals. 

The Supreme Court took a different per- 
spective, however, and stated that “there 
was no finding that any of the blacks pro- 
tected from layoffs had been a victim of dis- 
crimination and no award of competitive 
seniority to any of them.” Hence, the Civil 
Rights Act had not been violated by 
Memphis’s decision to lay off its fire fighters 
on the basis of seniority because the intent 
of Congress in the Act is to “provide make- 
whole relief only to those who have been 
victims of illegal discrimination.” In other 
words, black fire fighters in Memphis, 

according to the Court, had not been dis- 
criminated against in the past, and there- 

fore a policy of last hired, first fired was an 

appropriate way to decide who was going to 
be laid off. 

The likely effects of this decision is to 
make it more difficult for minorities and 
women to keep their jobs in unionized gov- 
ernment agencies and industries because 
minorities and women tend to have less sen- 
iority than do white males. The Court’s 
opinion—an important one for blue-collar 
public employees—was not greeted with 
favor by the nation’s civil rights groups. 

But in 1987, the Supreme Court made 
amends. In Johnson v. Transportation Agency, 
Santa Clara County, the Court held in a six- 

to-three decision that higher test scores, 
more job-related experience, and the judg- 
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ment of a personnel examining board could 
be ignored in making a promotion in favor 
of promoting on the basis of sex, even when 
there was no history of discrimination. 

Diane Joyce and Paul Johnson were 
among seven qualified finalists who applied 
for the position of road dispatcher in the 
Transportation Agency of Santa Clara 
County, California. Johnson scored higher 
on the civil service test than Joyce (75 versus 
73), and he had more experience and the 

recommendation of the examination board 
as the best qualified applicant. The Agency’s 
director nonetheless awarded the promo- 
tion to Joyce because all 238 of the agency’s 
skilled crafts workers were men when the 
Agency’s affirmative action plan had been 
adopted nine years earlier by the Santa 
Clara Transit District Board of Supervisors, 

and the plan had targeted 36 percent of 
these positions for women. Johnson sued, 
contending that his rights had been violated 
under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act. 

In deciding against Johnson, the Court 
cited the Weber case as precedent and noted, 

in its majority opinion written by Justice 
William J. Brennan, Jr., that the Transpor- 
tation Agency had rightly based its decision 
to promote Joyce on “a multitude of prac- 
tical, realistic factors,” and that the Agency 
“earmarks no positions for anyone; sex is 

but one of several factors that may be taken 
into account. ... the agency has no inten- 
tion of establishing a work force whose per- 
manent composition is dictated by rigid 
numerical standards.” 

Writing for the minority, Justice Antonin 
Scalia retorted that, with this decision, “Ever 

so subtly . . . we effectively replace the goal 
of a discrimination-free society with the 
quite incompatible goal of proportionate 
representation by race and sex in the work- 
place. ... Today’s decision does more .. . 
than merely extend [Weber] to public actors. 

After today’s decision the failure to 
engage in reverse discrimination is eco- 
nomic folly and arguably a breach of duty to 
shareholders or taxpayers. ... A statute 
[the Civil Rights Act] designed to establish a 
color-blind and gender-blind workplace has 

thus been converted into a powerful engine 
of racism and sexism. . . . The only losers in 
the process are the Johnsons of the country. 
... The irony is that these individuals—pre- 
dominantly unknown, unaffluent, unor- 

ganized—suffer this injustice at the hands 
of a court fond of thinking itself the cham- 
pion of the politically impotent.” 

Regardless of how reverse discrimination 
suits will be decided in the courtroom, it is 

clear that the problem is both real and 
divisive, not only for public administrators, 

but for the citizenry. A review of public 
opinion polls on the topic concluded that 
“Americans are sensitive to the distinction 
between compensatory action and preferential 
treatment” in the hiring and promotion of 
minorities and women.!!” In other words, 
vast majorities of whites in various surveys 
conducted from 1972 on respond that they 
approve of such actions as government job 
training programs for minorities, but draw 
the line in suspending normal merit stan- 
dards as a means of hiring and promoting 
minorities. Indeed, blacks and women also 

respond in this way; in a Gallup poll, for 
example, blacks endorsed promoting 
minorities on the basis of “ability” over 
“preferential treatment” by 64 to 27 per- 
cent, and 71 percent of the women respond- 
ents favored the same distinction.!!8 

Nevertheless, whose “ox is getting gored” 

remains a valid political principle, and the 
discrimination issue is no exception. College 
faculty members, for example, heavily favor 
using affirmative action criteria in deciding 
the admission of undergraduates to college 
(62 percent in 1975), but are not nearly so 
positively disposed toward the notion when 
it comes to deciding their own careers; less 

than 35 percent of the nation’s professors 
favor giving preferential treatment to 
women and minority applicants for faculty 
positions. 119 

In responding to the dilemma of reverse 
discrimination, some state and local govern- 
ments seem to have gone overboard—per- 
haps in part because of the wiliness of their 
employees.'2° For example, in 1977 fifty- 
three San Francisco police officers who 
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claimed that they were American Indians 
were hauled before the Equal Opportunity 
Commission, and all of them were officially 
reclassified as white. 

In Los Angeles, a city long under federal 
pressure to desegregate its schools, both 
white and minority teachers began claiming 
they were of a different race in order to 
avoid being sent to another school district as 
part of the school board’s efforts to attain 
faculties in each school that were made up 
of at least 30 percent minorities. To counter 
this ploy Los Angeles established “ethnic 
review committees” that investigated “ethnic 
discrepancies” among teachers. 

In New York, both teachers and pupils 
are “visually confirmed” by the board of 
education for racial identification pur- 
poses—and the subsequent assignment to a 
school. 

If all this sounds a bit like “springtime in 
Hitler’s Germany,” it is. Racial certification, 

regardless of motivation, is unpalatable to 
most Americans. Nevertheless, racial review 

boards may be a standard component in the 
state and local governments of the future as 
public employees of all races try to “pass” 
for the sake of enhancing their work loca- 
tion and promotion prospects. 

The Grass-roots Politics of Affirmative 

Action 

Most jobs in government—some 13 mil- 
lion—are offered by the state and local lev- 
els, and it is at those levels where most of the 

political action is in terms of getting more 
minorities and women into public positions. 
But with time, the nature of this action has 

changed, and apparently for the better. 

The Early Years: The Oakland Experience. 
How governments used to respond to the 
then ill-understood question of affirmative 

action has been detailed in Thompson’s case 

study of Oakland, California.'*! In 1969, 

spokespersons for minority job hunters 

challenged Oakland’s personnel director 

over his policies concerning affirmative 

action. The challenge came as the result of a 

report issued in 1969 by the U.S. Commis- 
sion on Civil Rights, which observed that 
Oakland was the only major jurisdiction 
among seven metropolitan areas studied in 
which the three main minority groups were 
substantially underrepresented in the city’s 
job rosters; with a minority population of 
almost 50 percent in Oakland, only 15.3 

percent of city hall employees were black, 
1.5 percent had Spanish surnames, and 1.6 
percent were Asian-Americans. 

Oakland’s minority leaders focused on 
two strategies; they attempted to “bang 
Oakland officials over the head” with its 
own dismal record of minority employment, 
and they also tried to involve themselves in 
the recruitment structures of the city. A 
major target of the minorities was the police 
force: minority leaders felt that its written 
tests were culturally biased, and a suit was 
duly filed. Minorities also pressured for a 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee for the force, 
which was resisted by the police chief and 
the personnel director, who saw it as a front 
for a community control board. 

Oakland city officials were quick to con- 
struct their own version of a “domino the- 
ory” on affirmative action; that is, if one 

department “fell” to minority pressure, then 
all the departments would become more 
susceptible to affirmative action demands. 
Although Oakland officials had the legal 
and actual power to flatly deny the demands 
of minorities, they elected not to be so direct 
and thus avoid an image of unrespon- 
siveness. Delay was a major tactic in this 
strategy. Because recruitment authority in 
Oakland’s city hall was widely dispersed, 
officials had a great deal of opportunity to 
pass the buck. One frustrated minority 
spokesman compared the bureaucracy of 
Oakland to a “monolithic multi-headed 
hydra—when we approach one head, it 
always tells us that the other head is respon- 
sible.” Or, as another minority member 
stated, “In Oakland the buck never 

stops:,,/27 
City officials marshalled a variety of tac- 

tics designed to justify their own positions 
and throw the blame on the minorities. For 
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example, the personnel director warned 
that, “The city was responsible to the tax- 
payer and can’t afford to hire people not 
capable of doing their jobs.” 

To be fair, not all of Oakland’s officials 

were so recalcitrant on the issue. Some pro- 
cedures were changed to encourage minor- 
ity applicants, and the use of oral 
examinations was expanded to facilitate the 
entrance of minorities into city government. 
As Thompson observes, “Orals make favor- 
itism feasible both in structuring the mecha- 
nism and scoring applicant responses. 
Furthermore, racial preference in the oral is 

not as visible within the bureaucracy as 
other adjustments aimed at helping minor- 
ities (for example, lowering credential 
requirements). Consequently, manipulation 
of the oral is less likely to precipitate orga- 
nized opposition.” !23 Thompson concluded 
that, in the face of demands from minorities 

to expand minority representation in the 
city, a personnel director generally would 
put more pressure on those city depart- 
ments that have hired few minorities, have 

made little effort to recruit them, have jobs 
that require simple skills (at least in the 
opinion of the personnel director), and have 
a substantial number of open slots. Despite 
these patterns, however, the lack of official 

enthusiasm for attracting minorities (not to 
mention women) to Oakland’s municipal 
labor force seems patent. 

Auguries of Improvemeni. By the 
mid-1970s, there were signs that, rather 
than fighting a guerrilla action against 
minorities and women entering public ser- 
vice, the bureaucratic establishment was 

beginning to lead their charge, and this 
change of sides seemed particularly evident 
in local governments, including Oakland’s. 

For example, a survey of more than 2,000 

city managers conducted in 1974 found that 
only 46 percent of these cities had begun 
action plans for meeting affirmative action 
goals for women, but that in more than four 
fifths of these cases the city manager had 
started the plan on his or her own initiative, 
and in only 52 percent of these initiatives 

did the manager have the support of the city 

council. For minorities, the figures were 

comparable: 55 percent of the cities had 

begun action plans for getting more minor- 

ities into local government, but the city man- 
ager had started 84 percent of these plans 
on his or her own initiative, and had the 

backing of the city council only 56 percent 
of the time. “While managers and chief 
administrators exhibit no strong personal 
commitment to [affirmative action] goals, 
they are far and away the principal initiators 
of affirmative action in their govern- 
ments.” !24 

By the 1980s, the use of affirmative 

action plans among local governments was 
considerably more universal and, if the 
research conducted in the early 1970s is any 
indication, this dramatically widening use 

was attributable more to the urban 
bureaucracy and less to the local political 
leadership. Ninety-three percent of all local 
governments have a formal affirmative 
action policy, 72 percent have integrated 
these policies into the personnel plans of 
each line department, and 52 percent have 
“numeric goals” (7.e., quotas for minorities 
and women) as a written part of their pol- 
icies (in 11 percent of the local govern- 
ments, these quotas were imposed by court 
order).!25 Ninety-eight percent of local 
jurisdictions include minorities in their 
affirmative action plans (compared to 55 
percent about a decade earlier), and 87 per- 
cent include women (up from a modest 46 
percent approximately ten years earlier).!2© 
The larger the jurisdiction, the more likely 
it is to have higher scores on all measure- 
ments. 

These numbers imply real public pro- 
gress, and, as noted, this progress seems to 
be attributable to the public bureaucrats. 
More than 55 percent of city managers 
believe that government should intervene 
on behalf of women, more than 60 percent 
think that a woman should be hired if male 
applicants are only equally well qualified, 
and nearly four fifths oppose expressions of 
sexism.!?” Only 6 percent of city personnel 
directors are opposed to quotas (a major 
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point of controversy) for women and minor- 
ities.128 Two thirds of the states have 
adopted statewide policies against sexual 
harassment, and only eight have failed to 
address this issue in some important way. !29 

Even in the federal government, where, 

with the impact of the conservative admin- 
istration of Ronald Reagan from 1981 to 
1988, alarms have been raised about the fal- 
tering of continued federal commitment to 
equality of opportunity,!8° it appears that 
federal administrators have not lost their 
long-standing dedication to affirmative 
action. Even at the height of the Reagan 
Administration, nearly half of the personnel 
directors in large cities perceived federal 
agencies to be supportive of aggressive affir- 
mative action policies; more than 16 percent 
saw Washington as desirous of implement- 
ing additional steps to improve minority 
hiring; and only 9 percent reported 
“perceptions of federal activity in tune with 
well publicized Reagan Administration pol- 
icies, namely de-emphasis on affirmative 
eGR. 2 

The Effects of the Efforts 

Attitudes and perceptions are one thing; 
accomplishment is another. At the federal 
level, the efforts to bring minorities and 

women into government have, by at least 
one measure, been largely successful. In 

1967, not quite 19 percent of all federal full- 

time employees were from minority groups 
in a population in which less than 17 per- 
cent are minorities. By 1984, this figure had 
risen to 25 percent. Of these, 16 percent 
were blacks (whose proportion of the total 
American population is not quite 12 per- 
cent) and 5 percent were Hispanic (who 
number more than 6 percent of the total 
population). These are encouraging figures. 
But as Table 9-3 (p. 272) notes, minorities 

are far more fully represented on the bot- 

tom rungs of the federal career ladder than 

they are at the top. Thirty-five percent of 

the bottom four rungs of the General 

Schedule (the federal pay system that 

includes some three fourths of all federal 
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full-time employees, both white-collar and 

blue-collar, excluding the U.S. Postal Ser- 
vice), are from minority groups. By con- 

trast, only 7 percent of the very top rungs of 
the same schedule are occupied by minority 
groups. Similar patterns can be found in the 
other pay systems of the federal govern- 
ment. 

A somewhat less encouraging configura- 
tion is evident for women in the federal 
employ. Women constitute 51 percent of 
the American population, 44 percent of its 

labor force, and 46 percent of the full-time 

white-collar employees who work in the 
federal government. In 1970, thirty-three 

percent of the federal white-collar work 
force were women. As Table 9-4 (p. 273) 
shows, the great bulk of women who work in 

the federal government are secretaries and 
clerks. Three quarters of women working 
for the federal government under the Gen- 
eral Schedule are found in the lowest 
grades, 1 through 6. Only 6 percent of the 
top federal executive force are women. 

Similar patterns can be found at the state 
and local levels. Table 9-5 on p. 275 displays 
some interesting data. Close to a quarter of 
full-time state and local employees (exclud- 
ing educators) are from minority groups, 
but as with the federal government, most 

minorities are found at the bottom rungs of 
the state and local employment ladders. 
However, it should be noted that state and 

local governments are substantially ahead of 
their federal counterpart in that signifi- 
cantly greater proportions of minorities are 
at the top of the state and local employment 
ladder. Twelve percent of minorities, for 

example, are officials and administrators in 
state and local governments, and 16 percent 

are professionals of other kinds. These are 
the two most highly paid categories of the 
eight categories shown on the table. 

The second portion of Table 9-5, entitled 
“Percent Distribution,” arrays the same data 
in a different way. For example, it shows 

that 5 percent of all full-time state and local 
employees in 1981 were officials or admin- 
istrators. Six percent of all the white state 
and local employees were officials or admin- 
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istrators, and 3 percent of all minority state 
and local employees were officials or admin- 
istrators. By contrast, 27 percent of all ser- 
vice and maintenance employees in state 
and local governments were from minority 
groups. 

Minority groups also are paid less (16 
percent less, on the average) than are their 

white counterparts for doing similar jobs. 
This is less of a disparity than in the econ- 
omy at large, however, where minorities 

earn almost 20 percent less than whites. 
This is true in every occupational category 
displayed in the table. 

Table 9-5 also displays data for women. 
As it shows, 41 percent of all state and local 
employees (again excluding educators) are 
women. As with the federal government, 

most women employees in state and local 
governments tend to be found on the lower 

rungs of the ladder, particularly in the para- 
professional and office clerical categories. 
However, unlike the federal government, a 

significantly greater number of women are 
found in the upper rungs of the occupa- 
tional ladder. ‘Twenty-six percent are 
officials or administrators in states and 
localities, and 45 percent are professionals, 

a percentage higher than the total percen- 
tage of women working for state and local 
governments. Three percent of all women 
working for government are officials or 
administrators, and 21 percent of all women 
are professionals. On the other hand, 39 

percent are office workers or clerical staff, 
and another 15 percent are paraprofes- 
sionals. 

It is in the area of salaries that genuine 
disparities are evident. On the average, 

women earn 26 percent less than their male 

TABLE 9-3 Full-Time Employment of Minorities in the Federal Government by 

Level and Pay System, 1984 

Pay System 

All Pay Systems, Total * 

General Schedule and Similar Systems, Total 3 

(76% of full-time federal employees) 

GS 1-4 ($8,676 — $15,531) 

GS 5-8 ($13,369 — $23,838) 

GS 9-12 ($20,256 — $38,185) 

GS 13-15 ($34,930 — $57,500) 

GS 16-18 and Executives 

Wage Systems, Total 

(20% of full-time federal employees) 

Other Pay Systems, Total 
(4% of full-time federal employees) 

All 
Minority 
Groups! Black Hispanic 

25% 16% 5% 

23 15 4 

35 25 6 

28 20 5 

18 10 4 

10 5 2 

tf 4 1 

32 20 v 

11 5 3 

Source: Derived from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1986 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1985), p. 326, Table 535. 

'Includes blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans, and Asian Americans. 

2Does not include 682,653 employees in the U.S. Postal Service and U.S. employees overseas. 
If Postal Service employees are included in the total, they compose 24 percent of all full-time 
federal employees, while GS employees compose 57 percent, Wage System employees 16 
percent, and other systems 3 percent. In 1980, 27 percent of Postal Service workers were 
minorities. 

3Salary ranges are for 1982. 

Percentages have been rounded. 
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TABLE 9-4 Full-Time White-Collar Civilian 

Employment of Women in the Federal 

Government by Level and Pay System, 1983 

Women as a 

Pay System Percent of Total } 

Total Employement 2 46% 

General Schedule and Similar Systems, 
Total > (98% of all full-time federal 
white-collar employees shown in this 
table) 47 

GS 1-6 ($8,676 — $19,374) ee 

GS 7-10 ($16,599 — $29,003) 49 

GS 11-12 ($24,508 — $38,185) 24 

GS 13-15 ($34,930 — $63,115) 10 

GS 16-18 ($56,945 — $78,184) 6 

Other Pay Systems, Total 
(2% of all full-time federal white- 
collar employees shown in this table) 36 

Source: Derived from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Sta- 

tistical Abstract of the United States, 1986 (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1985), p. 324, 

Table 529. 

1Percentages have been rounded. 

2Excludes 682,653 employees in the U.S. Postal Service 
and other pay systems not shown separately. In 1980, 
19 percent of Postal Service employees were women. 

3Salary ranges are for 1982. 

colleagues. As in the case of minorities ver- 
sus whites, however, this is less a disparity 
than in the economy at large, where women 

earn 35 percent less than men. 
Nevertheless, state and local govern- 

ments appear to be the institutional van- 
guard in giving minorities and women a 
better opportunity in American society. Not 
only are the grass-roots governments gener- 
ally ahead of their federal counterpart in 
promoting women and minorities to the top 
rungs of the public career ladder, but they 
seem to be ahead of the private sector, too. 

An extensive analysis of data from the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission con- 
cluded that there were proportionately 
fewer white males, more women, and more 

blacks working at the technical, profes- 

sional, and managerial echelons of state and 

local governments than there were in these 
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positions in the corporate world. Only His- 
panics were relatively disadvantaged in state 
and local governments at the technical, pro- 
fessional, and managerial levels in com- 

parison to the business sector. !32 
However, both black men and Hispanic 

men were paid more in high level positions 
in state and local governments than they 
were in comparable positions in the private 
sector; in fact, black and Hispanic males in 

government were paid more than white 
males in government! Black women and 
Hispanic women working in government 
not only were paid more than their counter- 
parts in the for-profit sector (although less 
than men of all races), but, like minority 

men in government, minority women in 
government earned higher salaries than 
white women in comparable positions in the 
public sector. “In the aggregate, state and 
local governments are doing considerably 
better than the private sector in living up to 
the challenge of attaining sexual and racial- 
ethnic employment equity. . . . by the rela- 
tive standard of private sector performance, 
the record established by state and local gov- 
ernments has been quite impressive.”!55 

BLUE-COLLAR BUREAUCRATS: 
THE CHALLENGE OF PUBLIC UNIONISM 

The unionization of public employees is a 
relatively new and occasionally discomfiting 

phenomenon in public administration. 
Nearly 17 percent of all union members are 

public employees; more than 6 percent of 

ali union members work for the federal gov- 
ernment, and more than 10 percent have 
jobs in state and local governments.!%4 
About 36 percent of all government work- 
ers belong to unions, a figure that has stayed 
roughly the same since 1980.19° 

Sixty percent of all federal employees are 
represented by about 100 unions or similar 
organizations, a figure that has remained 

constant since 1981.1°© The number of 
federal employees who actually are dues- 
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paying members of unions, however, is con- 

siderably lower. It is estimated that only 
about 30 to 35 percent of federal employees 
(excluding the Postal Service) actually 
belong to unions.!%’ The nation’s more than 
650,000 postal employees are organized 
under the unique guidelines of the Postal 
Reorganization Act of 1970. 

About 40 percent of all full-time state 
and local employees are members of unions: 
31 percent of state employees, and 43 per- 
cent of local employees.!%° Table 9-6 breaks 
down the percentage of state and local full- 
time employees who are in labor unions by 
job function. Fire fighters have long led the 
list as the most heavily organized of public 
employees, followed by teachers and police. 
These and other occupational groups are 
represented by nearly 34,000 bargaining 
units. 159 

The major unions of government work- 
ers are the National Education Association 
with nearly 1.7 million members; the Amer- 
ican Federation of State, County, and Muni- 
cipal Employees (AFSCME) with more than 
950,000 members; the American Federa- 

TABLE 9-6 Percentage of State and Locai 

Employees (Full-Time) in Labor Unions by 

Job Function, 1980 

State and Local 

Function Governments (1) 

Fire fighters 77% 

Teachers 70 

Police 56 

Sanitation workers 50 

Highway employees 46 

Public welfare employees 45 

Hospital employees 42 

All other functions 39 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Labor Manage- 

ment Relations in State and Local Government, 1981 

(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 

1982). 

1Percentages have been rounded. 
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tion of Teachers with more than 450,000 

members; the National Federation of 

Federal Employees with 150,000 federal 
workers (but only 45,000 pay dues); the 
National Treasury Employees Union with 
120,000 federal employees (of whom only 
65,000 pay dues); the American Federation 

of Government Employees, which is associ- 
ated with the AFL-CIO and _ represents 
more than 700,000 federal workers (al- 

though only 180,000 are dues paying mem- 
bers); the Fraternal Order of Police with 

more than 150,000 members; and the Inter- 

national Association of Firefighters with 
approximately 140,000 members.!*° 

At the federal level, a number of unions 

more commonly associated with the private 
sector also bargain for public employees. 
For example, one third of the membership 
of the AFL-CIO’s Service Employees Inter- 
national Union is composed of public work- 
ers, and it is the AFL-CIO, in effect, that is 

representing these workers to federal medi- 
ators. 

Efforts to organize public employees are 
not new, and early attempts at organizing go 
back to the 1830s. In fact, the National Edu- 

cation Association was founded in 1857, 
roughly thirty years before the birth of the 
American Federation of Labor. And in the 
1800s, public employees had good reason to 
organize. Police and fire fighters, for exam- 

ple, who are among the most heavily union- 
ized public employees today, traditionally 
have tolerated among the worst working 
conditions. In 1907, the New York Health 
Department condemned thirty of the city’s 
eighty-five police stations as uninhabitable. 
At that time, the police worked from sev- 
enty-three to ninety-eight hours a week. 
Fire fighters, who commonly were paid low 
salaries, worked twenty-one hours a day and 
had only one day off in eight.!#! 

Despite such conditions, there was con- 
siderable resistance to the unionization of 
public employees, mostly for ideological 
reasons, but also for economic ones. As 

merit systems developed in state and local 
governments, job security became more 
assured and working conditions did 
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improve. There were (and are) also a spate 
of state and local laws (the constitutionality 
of which is at least questionable) forbidding 
or discouraging any kind of union activity 
by government workers. White-collar work- 
ers, as a class, had never really identified 

with unionization and, finally, there was a 
considerable weight of public opinion 
against the notion of government workers 
being allowed to disrupt vital public services 
by resorting to the strike. 

Securing the Right to Collective 
Bargaining 

Although federal employees had secured 
the right to organize in 1912 with the pas- 
sage of the Lloyd-La Follette Act, the rights 
to negotiate collectively and to strike were 
resisted until the 1960s, and the initial 

indications that attitudes were shifting on 
these issues came not from Washington but 
from state and local governments. In 1959, 
Wisconsin passed the first law requiring its 
local governments to bargain collectively. 

State and local governments are only 
beginning to approach sophistication in 
their collective bargaining with organized 
employees. Generally, state and local pol- 
icles on government negotiations with orga- 
nized employees are of two types. The 
collective bargaining approach permits deci- 
sions on salaries, hours, and working condi- 

tions to be made jointly between employee 
and employer representatives. The meet- 
and-confer tack says only that both sides must 
meet and confer over these issues, but that 

management has the final decision. 
Judging by their written policies, the 

great majority of states and localities prefer 
the collective bargaining approach. Forty- 
two states have a labor-relations policy, and 
thirty-one states use collective bargaining as 
their primary method of dealing with labor 
unions. Of the 13,342 local jurisdictions that 
have a labor relations policy (or 16 percent 
of all local governments), 88 percent use col- 
lective bargaining in dealing with employ- 
eeste2 

State and local governments are becom- 

ing increasingly innovative in bargaining 
with their employees. Englewood, Colo- 
rado, for example, has passed a city ordi- 

nance that stipulates that an impartial fact- 
finders’ recommendations will be put on the 
ballot with the best offer of the union and 
management alongside it; then Englewood 

lets the voters decide the issues. Englewood 
reflects the increasing use of “goldfish-bowl 
bargaining,” or “sunshine bargaining,” in 
which the public is being brought increas- 
ingly into the negotiation process, a process 
that traditionally, particularly in the private 
sector, has gone on behind closed doors. In 
this way the public’s right to know is pro- 
tected, and the bargaining is opened up ata 
time when the public’s knowledge can affect 
the outcome of the negotiation process.!4% 
About a dozen states have enacted sunshine 
bargaining statutes.!4# 

Federal activity in the field of collective 
bargaining is marked by President John F. 
Kennedy’s Executive Order 10988 of 1962. 
The order stated that certain conditions of 
employment could be bargained for collec- 
tively between agency managements and 
employees. Wages, hours, and fringe bene- 
fits, however, were excluded because these 

topics were subject to regulations of the 
various agencies and the Civil Service Com- 
mission. 

Employee representatives found these 
limitations restrictive, and, in 1969, Presi- 

dent Richard Nixon issued Executive Order 
11491 in response to growing discontent. 
This order attempted to rectify a plethora 
of negotiating problems that had emerged 
since 1962: multiple labor representatives 
competing to bargain with management, the 
absence of third-party machinery, and the 
abuse of power by some agency heads in 
determining bargaining units, exclusive 
agents, and unfair employment practices. 
The determination of bargaining units, 

exclusive agents, and unfair employment 
practices was transferred from the agency 
heads to the Assistant Secretary of Labor for 
Labor-Management Relations, and appeals 
from the Assistant Secretary’s decision 
could be made to the Federal Labor Rela- 



MANAGING HUMAN RESOURCES IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR 

tions Council, a board composed of the 
chair of the Civil Service Commission, the 
Secretary of Labor, and a representative of 

the Office of the President. A Federal Ser- 
vice Impasse Panel also was created by the 
order, empowered to resolve bargaining 
impasses. 

Within a few months of the issuance of 
Executive Order 11491, the first major 

strike by federal employees occurred. In 
March 1970, about 200,000 postal workers 
staged an unprecedented walkout. For the 
first time, federal representatives bargained 
on salaries (subsequently ratified by Con- 
gress), and later Congress legislated the 
right of postal employees to bargain collec- 
tively for wages. This incident, in the eyes of 
many observers, rendered Executive Order 
11491 obsolete, and as a result Executive 
Order 11616 appeared in 1971, amending 
minor portions of the previous order. Col- 
lective negotiations on salaries and fringe 
benefits remained off limits, however, and 

labor representatives did not consider 
Executive Order 11616 to be a substantial 
improvement. 

In 1978, President Jimmy Carter’s 

Reorganization Plan No. 2 created the 
Federal Labor Relations Authority as an 
independent agency. The new Authority 
(whose functions were enacted into law later 
in 1978 with the passage of the Civil Service 
Reform Act) took over the responsibilities of 
the Federal Labor Relations Council, and its 

creation represented an attempt to clarify 
the role of organized labor in government. 
As formalized by the Civil Service Reform 
Act, federal employees had the right to join 
unions, but strikes and slowdowns were pro- 

hibited. Federal agencies that issue govern- 
ment-wide directives that affect all federal 
employees now must consult with labor rep- 
resentatives before major directives are 
issued. 

Although the federal government has 
made some progressive moves in recogniz- 
ing organized labor, it also has shown itself 

to be increasingly tough in dealing with 
unions. In the same year that the Civil Ser- 
vice Reform Act was enacted, President Car- 
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ter signed Public Law 95-610, which 

prohibits union organization of the armed 
forces and punishes any member of the 
armed forces who might join a military 
labor organization. Existing unions that try 
to enlist soldiers and sailors for the purpose 
of organizing them into a collective bargain- 
ing unit also are subject to stiff penalties. 

In 1981, the Federal Labor Relations 

Authority showed that it meant business 
when it was dealing with organized federal 
workers when it decertified—that is, no 
longer recognized a union as the official 
representative of its members—the Profes- 
sional Association of Air Traffic Controllers 
(PATCO). In effect, this act by the Federal 

Labor Relations Authority eliminated the 
union and deprived virtually all of its mem- 
bers of their jobs. 

Collective Bargaining: 
The (Partial) Record in Dollars 

Unlike labor-management negotiations 
in the private sector, neither labor nor man- 

agement in the public sector is bargaining 
about its own money. Public labor unions 
demand tax monies for wages that may or 
may not be in the public tll, and public 
administrators likewise negotiate with tax 
monies that may not be in the public till. 
The person who pays is the taxpayer. 

With this reality in mind, it is not too sur- 
prising that public laborers have made con- 
siderable financial gains in their negotia- 
tions with public management. Currently, 
personnel costs account from 50 percent to 
80 percent of a typical city budget, and 
much of this proportion stems from the 
gains that workers have made in collective 
bargaining. From 1962 to 1967, the number 
of city employees grew by only 19 percent 
while municipal payrolls burgeoned by 46 
percent; major gainers during this period 
were the heavily unionized employees. 
Between 1960 and 1968, the average salary 

of schoolteachers increased by almost 66 
percent. The pay of police and fire fighters 
in cities with more than 100,000 people 

went up by 38 percent in the five years 
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between 1964 and 1968.!4° Sterling D. 
Spero and John M. Capozzola, noting these 
kinds of salary boosts, conclude that “collec- 
tive bargaining undoubtedly was a signifi- 
cant cause in the rise in per pupil costs in 
New York City from slightly over $500 in 
1960 to more than $1,500 in 1970.”146 

A major negotiating area between public 
employers and employees is that of pen- 
sions. In the case of police departments, for 

example, the national tendency has been to 
permit retirement at half pay after twenty 
years of service. Such arrangements, of 

course, aggravate urban financial problems. 
New York City is probably the most out- 
standing example of what a pension plan 
can do to urban finances; city transit work- 

ers, police, fire fighters and other workers 

are allowed early retirement with generous 
benefits. Spero and Capozzola quote “the 
pension specialist” of the American Federa- 
tion of State, County, and Municipal 

Employees to the effect that its “members 
are just beginning to realize that pensions 
can be negotiated.” When queried where 
the money for higher pensions is coming 
from, the pension specialist for AFSCME 
replied, “That’s the government’s problem. 
Just because there is a pinch for money, it’s 
no excuse to make the employees do with- 
out. aad 

Collective bargaining has given public 
employees a relatively good deal in com- 
parison with workers in the private sector, 

and evidence of this is provided by a 1971 
study conducted by the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics in twenty-two large- and 
middle-sized representative cities. In a 
report that covered the eleven largest cities 
(Atlanta, Boston, Buffalo, Chicago, 

Houston, Kansas City, Los Angeles, New 
Orleans, Newark, New York, and Phila- 

delphia), it was found that in nine of them 
government workers in clerical jobs were 
paid more than their counterparts in both 
private industry and in federal government. 
Most of these cities also showed higher pay 
scales for computer-related jobs and jan- 
itorial jobs. Employees in skilled and semi- 
skilled blue-collar jobs earned more than 

their counterparts in industry, mainly 

because their jobs were steadier than those 

in the private sphere.!48 The Bureau of 

Labor Statistics did not address the issue of 
whether or not collective bargaining was a 
reason behind these kinds of increases rela- 
tive to the private sector, but a study by the 
Institute of Labor Relations of twelve Michi- 
gan school districts concluded that collective 
bargaining appeared to have given teachers 
10 percent to 20 percent more in wage 
increases than unilateral school board action 
would have furnished.!49 Another broader 
study of teachers’ unions concluded that 
teachers’ unions had succeeded in raising 
salaries from 5 to 20 percent across the 
country;>? 

It is important to realize, however, that 

most of these studies are fragmentary and 
deal principally only with wages and pen- 
sions as opposed to other kinds of fringe 
benefits. Yet these other benefits could well 
loom even larger than wages and pensions 
in terms of their ultimate impact upon the 
taxpayer. One careful review of the liter- 
ature found “no studies which have under- 
taken the detailed cost analysis of a large 
sample of contracts which would be neces- 
sary to calculate the impacts of working con- 
ditions, job security, and_ professional 
provisions on public budgets.”!5! These 
nonwage areas include such items as the 
regulation of hours, caseload ceilings (for 
social workers and nurses, for example), 
arrangements for paraprofessionals, assign- 
ment and transfer provisions, standards for 
entry, promotions and reductions in force, 
professional development provisions, and 

other areas that have nothing to do with 
compensation but which are nonetheless 
expensive to conduct.!52 

The Public Strike: The Public Record 

Because of the potential fiscal impact that 
collective bargaining can have on state and 
local governments, states and cities are often 
reluctant to “come across” to union 
demands. The result of such reluctance can 
be, and occasionally is, a strike. 
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It used to be that sanitation workers were 
the most frequent public employees to walk 
the picket lines, but more recently it has 
been teachers who are more inclined to 
strike. Table 9-7 (p. 280) indicates the num- 
ber of work stoppages, the number of 
employees involved, and the number of 
days of idleness incurred by state and local 
governments in 1980. Strikes by public 
employees peaked in 1979 at 593, and both 
the number of strikes and the length of 
their duration have been in remission since. 
In 1982, the number of strikes by state and 
local employees sank to around 300.1% 

Strikes will always be with us, regardless 
of whether or not there are laws permitting 
or prohibiting strikes by public employees. 
Nonetheless, the emotional issue of the pub- 
lic employees’ right to strike runs deep. One 
viewpoint holds that a strike by public 
employees amounts to an act of insurrection 
because such strikes are directed against the 
people themselves; the opposing view con- 
tends that the right of government workers 
to strike is a basic freedom protected under 
the Constitution. To deny public employees 
a right granted to workers in private corpo- 
rations is to treat public personnel as sec- 
ond-class citizens. The courts thus far have 
held that there is no constitutional right of 
public workers to strike, but neither has the 
judiciary prohibited the enactment of laws 
permitting government employees to strike. 

Unions versus ‘“‘Merit’’: 

The Basic Differences 

The future of collective bargaining, 

unionization, and the right to strike bode ill 
for the traditional merit standards of the 

civil service personnel system. At root, there 
are two differences between the “collective 
system” and the “civil service system.” One 
difference concerns the notion of sov- 
ereignty. The civil service system holds that a 
public position is a privilege, not a right, and 
that each public servant is obliged to uphold 
the public trust accorded to him or her by a 
paternalistic government. Conversely, the 

collective system holds that employees are 
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on an equal footing with employers, and 

that they have a right to use their collective 
powers as a means of improving their condi- 
tions of employment. The civil service sys- 
tem sees this contention as a threat to the 
sovereignty of the state. At the same time 
the collective system views the traditions of 
the civil service as redolent of worker 
exploitation. 

The second difference concerns the con- 
cept of individualism. The American civil ser- 
vice system long has valued the ideal that 
the individual worker be judged for a posi- 
tion on the basis of his or her unique merits 
for performing the duties of a particular 
job; the collective system argues that the 
identity of the individual should be 
absorbed in a collective effort to better the 
conditions of all workers. -Hence, the rela- 

tions of the individual with his or her gov- 
ernment employer are replaced by a new set 
of relations that exists between the govern- 
ment employer and a collective “class” of 
employees. Among the conflicts that result 
from these fundamental differences 
between the two systems over sovereignty 
and individualism are these: disputes over 
employee participation and rights (equal 
treatment versus the union shop); recruit- 
ment (competitive tests versus union mem- 
bership); promotion (performance versus 
seniority); position classification and pay 
(objective analysis versus negotiation); 
working conditions (determination by legis- 
latures and management versus settlement 
by negotiations); and grievances (determi- 
nation by civil service commissioners versus 
union representation to third-party arbitra- 
tors). 

DOES PUBLIC PERSONNEL 
ADMINISTRATION HAVE A FUTURE? 

The problems reviewed here are complex 
and massive. Public personnel administra- 
tion, like any other form of public admin- 
istration, has large dollops of politics as part 
and parcel of it. The historic efforts of 
“good government” reformers to rid public 
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personnel systems of “politics” have tradi- 
tionally been based on the introduction of 
“merit principles” in the management of the 
public bureaucracy. Merit principles, as they 
normally have been understood, are now 
under considerable attack. The efforts to 
include more minorities and women in gov- 
ernment, the drive to bring more profes- 
sionals into government (who often do not 
identify with the public service in the same 
sense that traditional personnel specialists 
have related to it), the reality of strikes, 
unionism, and collective bargaining, and the 

drive to overhaul the civil service all lead 
one to wonder what “merit” in public 
human resource management really means. 

Concerns such as these inevitably lead 
one to speculate on the continuing role of 
the personnel function in government. One 
of the unique aspects of the public sector is 
that important system-wide missions are 
sometimes superimposed upon the public 
bureaucracy that have nothing to do with 
the day-to-day implementation and man- 
agement of programs and policies, but 
which do reflect strongly held social values. 
Not only are government bureaucracies 
supposed to administer legislatively enacted 
public policies for all the people, but they 
are also directed by legislatures to “clean up 
their own houses” in certain areas, such as 

kicking out the party hacks (2.e., instating 
the “merit principle”), or eliminating dis- 
crimination on the basis of race or sex (.é., 
the implementation of affirmative action). 

(It is of note that legislatures—certainly 
Congress—rarely if ever apply these same 
“house cleaning” rules to themselves. Con- 
gress, for example, has never permitted its 

personnel practices to be subject to the 
Office of Personnel Management or any 
other civil service agency, and it has never 

applied affirmative action standards or vet- 
erans’ preference policies to its own treat- 
ment of employees.) 

To achieve these social missions, the leg- 

islature, or the bureaucracy itself, typically 

creates a new agency to bring the other 

agencies into line. In 1883, the U.S. Civil 

Service Commission was set up to assure 

that incompetents were not hired by all the 
other federal agencies. Various agencies 
were established by Congress in 1964 and 
1972, such as the U.S. Civil Rights Commis- 
sion and the Equal Employment Oppor- 
tunity Commission, and existing agencies 

gained new powers to assure that minorities, 
women, and the handicapped were fully 
represented in the government bureau- 
cracy. In 1978, Congress established the 

Senior Executive Service and the Office of 
Personnel Management to disburse some- 
thing called “management” throughout the 
federal structure. These are all desirable 
objectives. But when they are met—or when 
they come into conflict with new social mis- 
sions—perhaps it is time to reconsider the 
duties and activities of the various organiza- 
tions that were created to implement them. 

An example of this may be the “merit 
principle.” The principle has been imple- 
mented. Party hacks seldom are found in 
the federal bureaucracy. Although there are 
some exceptions, the rampant spoils system 
of the last century is no longer with us. More 
important, the implementation of the 
“merit principle” has come into conflict with 
new social missions, notably affirmative 

action and management improvement in 
government. !>4 

As a consequence, the traditional func- 

tions of human resource management in the 
public sector seem a little obsolete. Job clas- 
sification and analysis—a basic tenet of pub- 
lic personnel administration—is an exam- 
ple. Agency administrators typically must 
bargain with personnel administrators 
about how high or low a position should be 
ranked in the agency hierarchy, and what 
kinds of qualifications prospective appli- 
cants should have. Often agency heads, who 
are interested in effective management, and 
personnel administrators, who want unifor- 
mity in the classification system, find them- 

selves at odds. Moreover, human resource 

managers may not comprehend the wide- 
ranging professional and administrative 
needs of the more general public manager. 
An allegedly true example of this concerns 
the state agency administrator who asked 
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the state personnel department to find job 
applicants who understood the manage- 
ment technique of “path analysis”; the per- 
sonnel department responded that since the 
agency in question was not responsible for 
forestry programs, a knowledge of “path 
analysis” for the position was not required. 

We are not arguing for the aboliuon ot 

government personnel departments. But we 
do suggest that their uses have changed. 
Perhaps such traditional activities of public 
personnel administration as job classifica- 
tion and analysis, human resource planning, 
performance appraisal, selection, discipline, 
and dismissal should be turned over to 
agency administrators. Placing the control 
of these functions directly in ‘the hands of 
the agency heads should strengthen public 
management. It is still desirable, however, 
that other traditional activities of public per- 
sonnel administration be retained in one or 
more separate staff units, such as personnel 
departments, on the grounds that they are 
less critical to the management function or 
can be handled more effectively by a central 
agency; these activities include employee 
development, labor relations, research, and 
the administration of wages, salaries, bene- 
fits, and services. Of particular importance 
is employee development and training, an 
activity that government personnel depart- 
ments have not emphasized in the past. 

Public personnel administration does 
have a future. Nevertheless, it is a future 
that will require some adaptation. 

In Part III we have been reviewing some 
selected techniques of public manage- 
ment—that is, those methods of running an 
organization that are, in a peculiar sense, 
largely “internal” in their focus and orienta- 
tion. In the following, and final, Part, we 
consider the methods of implementation 
that public administrators use to actually 
deliver public policies to the people. These 
techniques are largely “external” to the 
bureaucracy in that they ty pically involve 
working with outside entities and forces 
over which an agency has only limited con- 
trol, such as private companies, “third sec- 
tor” organizations (e.g., volunteer and non- 
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profit groups), government corporations, 
and other governments. We consider the 
complex and often contradictory world of 
implementing public policy next. 
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PARTIV Implementation 

CHAPTER 

10 

APPROACHES 
TO PUBLIC POLICY 

The area of public policy, like the field of 
public administration itself, has had an 
ambivalent intellectual evolution. Public 
policy exists in both political science and 
public administration, but in different 
guises. Whatever its form, however, public 
policy is what public administrators execute, 

and it provides a fitting introduction to this 
section on implementation. 

THE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC POLICY 
ANALYSIS: PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
VERSUS POLITICAL SCIENCE 

Occurring concurrently with the evolution 
of “self-aware” public administration was 
the development of the subfield of “public 
policy” within political science departments. 
And the subfield emerged for many of the 
same reasons that motivated public admin- 
istration to secede from political science, 

particularly the concern shared by some 
political scientists that their field was far 
more concerned with science than politics. 
One of the early contributors to the public 
policy subfield, Austin Ranney, put it well: 
“At least since 1945 most American political 
scientists have focussed their professional 
attention mainly on the processes by which 
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public policies are made and have shown 
relatively little concern with their contents.”! 
Ranney and his colleagues took issue with 
this emphasis, and believed that a more sub- 

stantive approach was needed. From its 
beginnings, in short, public policy has been 

an effort to “apply” political science to pub- 
lic affairs; its inherent sympathies with the 

“practical” field of public administration are 
real, and many of those scholars who iden- 

tify with the public policy subfield find 
themselves in a twilight zone between politi- 
cal science and public administration. 

Perhaps the first formal recognition by 
political scientists of the importance of pub- 
lic policy was a small meeting held in 1965 
under the auspices of the Committee on 
Governmental and Legal Processes of the 
Social Science Research Council. Out of this 
meeting emerged “a consensus that the 
most timely and urgent question .. . is: 
What professional expertise and obliga- 
tions, if any, have political scientists to study, 
evaluate, and make recommendations about 
the contents of public policy?”2 Two Com- 
mittee-sponsored conferences on the ques- 
tion followed in 1966 and 1967, and the 
papers presented at them were published in 
the following year.? 

Also in 1967, the American Political Sci- 



ence Association’s Annual Conference fea- 
tured a panel on public policy under its 
“American Politics” section, and four papers 

on public policy were presented at the meet- 
ing. In 1970, the Association granted public 
policy its first section at its annual con- 
ference; by now the number of papers on 
the topic exceeded thirty. By 1982, 140 
papers on public policy analysis were given 
at the annual meeting, involving thirty-six 
panels.* 

Public policy was even more popular 
among political scientists than the pro- 
liferating presentations of papers on the 
topic would indicate. During this period the 
Policy Studies Organization was founded (in 
1972), and it provided additional outlets for 
political scientists interested in public pol- 
icy—within a decade of its creation, the 

Organization had more than 2,000 mem- 
bers. The Policy Studies Organization pub- 
lishes Policy Studies Review, which reflects a 
more public administration hue, and Policy 
Studies Journal, which casts a longer shadow 

in political science. But the Organization’s 
membership appears to be dominated by 
political scientists—more than two thirds are 
political scientists.° 

The Policy Studies Organization, of 
course, is not the only association of scholars 

with an interest in public policy. The Asso- 
ciation for Public Policy Analysis and 
Management, the American Institute for 

Decision Sciences, and the Public Choice 

Society are examples of others, and there 

are more. But most of these groups have an 
intellectual cast that is distinctly economic or 
operations research in nature. 

An important component of the public 
policy subfield is comparative, or cross- 
national, public policy. The specialization 

began to emerge in the early 1970s, and in 
1975 a book on the topic received the 
Gladys M. Kammerer Award from the 
American Political Science Association.® 
More than a quarter of the public policy 
papers presented at the annual conferences 
of the American Political Science Associa- 
tion are in the comparative area.’ 

Public policy as a subfield can be viewed 
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as bisecting along two, increasingly distinct, 

intellectual branches. One is the substantive 
branch. The dominant mode of public pol- 
icy as a subfield of political science has 
always been and continues to be substantive 
issues—what Ranney called “contents,” and 
what Herbert Simon, years earlier, called 

“prescribing for public policy” (recall Chap- 
ter 2). Roughly half of the papers presented 
at the American Political Science Associa- 
tion’s annual conferences in any given year 
deal with substance, such as the environ- 

ment, welfare, education, or energy. The 

journals and papers published by the Policy 
Studies Organization also reflect this sub- 
stantive bias. Of paramount importance, the 
substantive branch of public policy means a 
paper, article, book, or course on “The Pol- 

itics of” some current issue. 
The other, less leafy but nonetheless sup- 

ple branch of public policy is the theoretical 
branch. Susan B. Hansen has usefully cate- 
gorized the literature constituting this 
branch (which she calls “three promising 
theoretical trends”) in terms of political 
economy, organization theory, and pro- 
gram evaluation and _ implementation.® 
There are, of course, other ways in which 

this literature may be categorized, and we 
use a different, more detailed system of cat- 

egories in this chapter. 
The “problem” of public policy as a sub- 

field of political science is the question of 
what it symbolizes for both political science 
and public administration. 

First, political scientists and public ad- 

ministrationists seem to have different defi- 
nitions of what they are doing in the sub- 
field and why. ‘Those public policy 
researchers who identify primarily with 
political science seem to be those who, by 
and large, work on the subfield’s substantive 

branch (“The Politics of’ something), 
whereas those who identify with public 
administration seem to be found more fre- 
quently on its theoretical branch—and are 
more concerned with problems of research 
design, public choice, strategic planning, 
implementation, organization, program 

evaluation, efficiency, effectiveness, produc- 
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tivity, and those kinds of public policy ques- 
tions that are only incidentally related to 
matters of substance and content. The dif- 
ferences in these two approaches parallel 
the differences that the field of public 
administration has with political science: 
public administrationists have always pre- 
ferred studying questions of public policy 
that relate to “knowledgeable action” as 
opposed to politcal science, which has pre- 
ferred an “intellectualized understanding” 
of public issues. 

Of these two approaches to the study of 
public policy, the future seems fairer for 
that preferred by public administrationists. 
While there will always be both room and 
need for each tack, the substantive one has a 
deadly deficiency in the longer haul: it 1s, by 
dint of its structure, essentially atheoretical. 

One cannot “build” theory on the basis of 
ultimately transitory public events. True, 
there will “always” be public policies for 
health, energy, environment, welfare, or 

whatever, but how does understanding 
these issues as discrete phenomena get us 
very far in understanding the process of 
public policy—its formulation, execution, 

and on-going revision—so that we can 
develop ideas that enable us to make more 
responsive policies in all areas and deliver 
them more effectively? Individual studies of 
individual public issues often yield us an 
appreciation of the issues involved, and this 
is important and useful; but aside from 

their utility as case histories, these studies 

cannot really address the larger theoretical 
questions, the answers to which can, one 

hopes, be of use to public decision makers 
regardless of the policy arena in which they 
find themselves. 

A more worrisome aspect of political 
science’s preference for the substantive 
approach to policy studies is that its intellec- 
tual evolution will parallel the experience of 
comparative public administration in that it 
will try to do too much, and will end up, to 

requote Robert T. Golembiewski on the 
dilemma of comparative public administra- 
tion, creating “a self-imposed failure experi- 
ence ... an unattainable goal.”9 Certainly 

this dreary prospect at least seems possible 
when we appreciate the number of public 
policies extant, all of them fairly panting to 
be analyzed, and the problem is especially 
evident in the area of comparative public 
policy. The literature of comparative public 
policy is heavily substantive, but as Elliot J. 
Feldman points out, the specialty has yet to 
develop a “guiding theory” of its own to 
focus research.!! 

A second problem of public policy analy- 
sis in its political science mode is that it 
smacks of an effort by political scientists to 
fill the vacuum created by the departure of 
public administration—a last gasp, croaked 

in the general direction of “hands-on” polit- 
ical science and, of course, “relevance.” In 

this fashion, political science, symbolically at 
least, retains public administration without 

admitting it. The fact that the explosive 
growth of the public policy subfield corre- 
lates remarkably in time (z.e., the 1970s) with 
the secession of public administration from 
political science lends some credence to this 
notion. Figure 10-1 illustrates some rough 
measures of this relationship. 

There is nothing sinister in this effort to 
reestablish within political science a concern 
with what is “applied” and “relevant” under 
a new guise called public policy, but if this is 
the motivation, then it seems unlikely to suc- 

ceed. Public policy in its substantive mode 
may not be, as we have noted, a vehicle 
ready for long journeys. It is no replace- 
ment for public administration. An under- 
standing of education policy, for example, is 
no substitute for an understanding of public 
personnel administration, public budgeting 
and finance, organization theory, inter- 
governmental management, program eval- 
uation, and the several other interrelated 

areas that make up the public administra- 
tion field. 

In this chapter we review the literature of 
public policy that relates to public admin- 
istration because it provides a logical intro- 
duction to our section on implementation. 
We bisect the literature into two broad 
streams. The first is the attempt to analyze 
the process of public policy making; it 



endeavors to be descriptive rather than pre- 
scriptive in tone. The elite/mass, group, sys- 

institutionalist, meo-institutionalist, The second stream attempts to analyze 
the outputs and effects of public policy and 
is more prescriptive than descriptive. A 

and “streams and windows” models of pub- 
lic policy would fall crudely under the 
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FIGURE 10-1 
Growth of Autonomous Public Affairs/Administration Academic Units,’ 
1973-85, and Public Policy Papers Presented, APSA Conferences, 
1967-82, Selected Years 
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Sources: For data on public affairs/administration units, Directory: 

Programs in Public Affairs and Administration, 1973, 1975, 1977, 1979, 

1981, 1983, and 1985 (Washington, D.C.: National Association of 

Schools of Public Affairs and Administration). For data on public policy 
papers presented at the annual conferences of the American Political 

Science Association, Susan B. Hansen, ‘‘Public Policy Analysis: Some 

Recent Developments and Current Problems,’’ in Ada W. Finifter, ed., 

Political Science: The State of the Discipline (Washington, D.C.: The 

American Political Science Association, 1983), pp. 218-219. 

*Note: Autonomous academic units are those departments and schools 

of public affairs or public administration that report to a dean or vice- 
president in a university. 
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rubric of processually oriented, descriptive 
literature on public policy making. 
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related tangent is the effort to prescribe 
ways to improve the content of public policy 
by improving the way public policy is made. 
Using this schemata, the incremental, 
rational, and strategic planning models of 

public policy making represent this thrust. 
In reviewing briefly both the processual 

and the output-oriented thrusts of public 
policy analysis, our purpose is simply that: 
to review. One ought to be aware of public 
policy analysis as a literature. Public policy is 
a broad field whose principal utility is one of 
clarification about how the public policy- 
making process works. 

MODELS OF PUBLIC POLICY MAKING 
AS A PROCESS 

The Elite/Mass Model 

Of the six emphases we shall consider 
under this heading (elite/mass, groups, sys- 
tems, institutionalist, neo-institutionalist, 

and “streams and windows’), the emphasis 
represented by the elite/mass model may be 
among the most germane to public admin- 
istrators. Increasingly, public administrators 
appear to be. perceived less as “servants of 
the people” and more as “the establish- 
ment.” In cursory form the elite/mass 
model contends that a_ policy-making/ 
policy-executing elite is able to act in an 
environment characterized by apathy and 
information distortion and thereby govern a 
largely passive mass. Policy flows downward 
from the elite to the mass. Society is divided 

Output 

according to those who have power and 
those who do not. Elites share common val- 
ues that differentiate them from the mass, 

and prevailing public policies reflect elite 
values, which may be summed up as: pre- 
serve the status quo. Finally, elites have 
higher incomes, more education, and more 

status than the mass. Perhaps the classic 
expression of elite theory can be found in C. 
Wright Mills’s The Power Elite.1* A diagram- 
matic version of elite theory that relates it to 
public administration is found in Figure 
10-2. 

The Group Model 

A second model of public policy is the 
group model. In these days of illegal cam- 
paign contributions, powerful vested inter- 
ests, and the “military-industrial complex,” 

the notion of pressure groups and lobbies 
also has relevance. Another way of describ- 
ing the group model is the “hydraulic 
thesis,” in which the polity is conceived 

of as being a system of forces and pressures 
acting and reacting to one another in the 
formulation of public policy. An exemplary 
work that represents the group model is 
Arthur F. Bentley’s The Process of Govern- 
ment. 1! 

Normally, the group model is associated 
with the legislature rather than the 
bureaucracy, but it also has long been recog- 
nized by scholars that the “neutral” 
executive branch of government is buffeted 
by pressure groups, too. The numerous 
studies by political scientists on federal reg- 

FIGURE 10-2 The Elite/Mass 

Model of Public Policy Making 



ulatory agencies, for example, all point to 
the same conclusion: that the agency 
ultimately is “captured” by the group that it 
is meant to regulate, and its administrators 
grow increasingly unable to distinguish 
between policies that are beneficial to the 
interests of the public and policies that are 
beneficial to the interests of the groups 
being regulated. What is good for the group 
is good for the nation, in the eyes of the 
regulators. (An excellent overview of this 
phenomenon is provided by Louis M. 
Kohlmeier’s The Regulators,!+ and a superb 

theoretical explanation of why it works the 
way it does can be found in Murray 
Edelman’s The Symbolic Uses of Politics.!>) 
Figure 10-3 illustrates the group model. 

Bureaucracies, particularly in regulatory 
agencies, seldom encounter the countervail- 
ing pressures illustrated in Figure 10-3. In 
other words, Interest Group A might be the 
drug manufacturers, the Policy Makers 
might be the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion, and Interest Group B might be the 
unorganized public. This situation might be 
diagrammed more accurately by Figure 
10-4. 

The Systems Model 

A third emphasis in the processual pub- 
lic-policy literature is the systems model. 
The systems model relies on concepts of 
information theory (e.g., feedback, input, 
output) and conceives of the process as 
being essentially cyclical. 

The systems model is concerned with 
such questions as: What are the significant 
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variables and patterns in the public policy- 
making system? What constitutes the “black 
box” of the actual policy-making process? 
What are the inputs, “withinputs,” outputs, 

and feedback of the process? A represen- 
tative author of this literary stream is David 
Easton, particularly his The Political System.'® 
The emphasis is diagrammed in Figure 
10-5. 

The Institutionalist Model 

We include in the public-policy-making- 
as-a-process literature the _ traditional 
institutionalist model. The institutionalist 
model focuses on the organization chart of 
government; it describes the arrangements 

and official duties of bureaus and depart- 
ments, but customarily it has ignored the 

linkages between them. Constitutional 
provisions, administrative and common law, 

and similar legalities are the objects of great- 
est interest; the behavioral connections 

between a department and the public policy 
emanating from it are of scant concern. Carl 
J. Friedrich’s Constitutional Government and 
Democracy is a representative work.!7 An 
institutionalist model would be like the 
diagram in Figure 10-6. 

With the onrush of the “behavioral revo- 
lution” in political science, institutional stud- 
ies of the policy process were swept aside in 
favor of studies that relied more heavily on 
the group, systems, and elite/mass models— 

in about that order of emphasis. Yet the 
institutionalist model had a use, and it may 

experience a resurgence of favor in the 
future. The “new federalism” and executive 

FIGURE 10-3 The Group Model of Public Policy Making: | 
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FIGURE 10-4 The Group Model of Public Policy Making: II 
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FIGURE 10-5 The Systems Model of Public Policy Making 
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FIGURE 10-6 The Institutionalist Model of Public Policy Making 
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reorganization plans, among the other 

actual and potential rearrangements of the 
government bureaucracy, necessitate a 

renewed understanding of how the struc- 

ture of government works before the public 

policy-making process can be analyzed fully. 

The Neo-Institutionalist Model 

Despite a possible reemergence of institu- 

tionalist theory, however, a recent stream of 
public policy literature has surfaced that 

might best be described as neo-institu- 

tionalism, and it rests on a considerably 

more sophisticated analytical plane. The- 
odore J. Lowi, Randall B. Ripley, Robert 

Salisbury and John Heinz, and Dean 
Schooler, Jr., number among its major con- 
tributors, and they attempt to categorize 

public policies according to policy-making 

subsystems.!* For example, Lowi classifies 

policies by four “arenas of power”: 
redistributive, distributive, constituent, and 

regulative. 
In a redistributive arena of power, for 

instance, power is “redistributed” through- 

out the polity on a fundamental scale. 

Redistributive policies tend to be highly ide- 

ological and emotionally charged for par- 

ticular groups, involving a fight between the 

“haves” and “have-nots” but having low par- 

tisan visibility. Usually they are centered in 
the bureaucracy. Lowi, in fact, considers 

redistributive policies to be concerned with 

“not use of property but property itself, not 
equal treatment but equal possession, not 
behavior but being,” and believes, because 

of the secrecy enshrouding the redistribu- 

tive policy process, that the policy process, 
which takes place primarily in the govern- 

ment bureaucracy, has received the least 

study by social scientists.!9 
Lowi’s remaining policy arenas are less 

far-reaching in scope. A distributive policy is 

one in which benefits are made directly to 
individuals, but there are really no par- 
ticularly visible costs associated with the pol- 

icy. For example, various policies conducted 

by such agencies as the Weather Bureau and 

APPROACHES TO PUBLIC POLICY 295 

the Corps of Engineers implement dis- 
tributive policies. 

Regulative policies differ from distributive 

policies in that they are far more likely to be 
identified with costs to particular groups. 

Such agencies as the Federal Communica- 

tions Commission and the Federal Aviation 

Administration are empowered to punish 

the violators of federal regulations, and 

their sanctions are both apparent and real. 

A constituent policy is one that affects the 
people as political actors directly, such as a 
reapportionment statute. But constituent 

policies do not single out individuals for 

either punishments or rewards, and such 

policies tend to reallocate political and eco- 
nomic values through the social structure 

itself. 

Figure 10-7 diagrams the neo-institu- 
tionalist approach to public policy making. 
As it indicates, the neo-institutionalist 

approach is predicated on two dimensions: 

the probability of coercion and the target of 
coercion. The probability of coercion may be 
remote or immediate. In the regulative pol- 

icy arena, for example, the possibility of 

coercion is quite immediate because vio- 
lators of federal regulations may be 
punished. Moreover, violators of federal 

regulations may be punished as individuals; 
a company violating the Sherman Antitrust 

Act, for example, will be punished as an 

individual company. Thus, we come to the 
target of coercion, which may be individual or 

systemic. In constituent and redistributive 

policy arenas, the government attempts to 
manipulate the conduct of the system itself 
through, for example, changes in the 

Federal Reserve discount rate, which can 

have a huge impact on the level of invest- 
ments in the national economy. Yet these 
kinds of policies do not single out individu- 

als as targets for coercion. 

Lowi argues that from these _ policy 

arenas, which are determined by the target 
and probability of government coercion, 
emerge certain identifiable types of political 
behavior.2° For example, distributive pol- 

icies are more likely to combine electoral 
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FIGURE 10-7. The Neo-Institutionalist Model of Public Policy Making 

TARGET OF GOVERNMENT COERCION 

Conduct of Individual Conduct of System 
Dee eee ee ee eee eee Ee 

Distributive policy arena, e.g., 
agricultural subsidies 

political behaviors and characteristics: 

Constituent policy arena, e.g., 

reapportionment of legislature 

political behaviors and characteristics: 
decentralized centralized 
disaggregated systemic 

Remote local national 
partisan/electoral ideological 
logrolling partisan/electoral 
legislatively centered logrolling 

legislatively centered 

PROBABILITY 
OF 
GOVERNMENT 
COERCION 

Regulative policy arena, e.g., Redistributive policy arena, e.g., 

elimination of fraudulent advertising progressive income tax 
political behaviors and characteristics: political behaviors and characteristics: 

decentralized centralized 
disaggregated systemic 

Immediate local national 
special interests ideological 
bargaining among groups 
bureaucratically centered 

special interests 
bargaining among groups 
bureaucratically centered 

and decentralizing political tendencies, 
while, as we have noted, redistributive pol- 

icies tend to have low partisan visibility and 
to be highly centralized. Figure 10-7 also 
lists some of the political behaviors associ- 
ated with each policy arena. 

The neo-institutionalists, in sum, are con- 

cerned chiefly with political institutions, but 
with an eye toward generating theoretical 
predictions about how policy types relate to 
the branches of government, to the polity 

generally, and to the typologies of political 
behaviors associated with each policy arena. 

The “Streams and Windows” Model 

A final major model of public policy mak- 
ing as a process is provided by John W. 
Kingdon.?! Kingdon studied the agenda 
setting and policy-making process in two 
major fields, health and_ transportation, 
from 1976 through 1979. Over the four 
years, he conducted nearly 250 personal 
and detailed interviews. Kingdon applied to 

his empirical data the theoretical construct 
(with some slight variations) concerning 
“organized anarchies’ developed by 
Michael Cohen, James March, and Johan 
Olsen in 1972, as described in Chapter 4. 

Kingdon observed three “streams” that 
flowed largely independently of one 
another and which constituted the policy- 
making process. The first of these is the 
problems stream, which involves focusing the 
public’s and policymakers’ attention on a 
particular social problem, defining the 

problem, and either applying a new public 
policy to the resolution of the problem or 
letting the problem fade from sight. Getting 
attention for the problem may be accom- 
plished by a number of processes, including 
the routine monitoring of social data; the 
occurrence of certain “focusing events,” 
such as a powerful symbol like Proposition 
13 in California which called national atten- 
tion to the accelerating “tax revolt”; and the 
feedback from existing programs that can 
be obtained through such devices as con- 



gressional casework or the ongoing admin- 
istration of public programs. Problems 
typically are defined in terms of values, such 
as conservative or liberal orientations; com- 
parisons, such as the United States versus the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; or cate- 
gories—for example, is public transit for the 
handicapped a “transportation” problem or 
a “civil rights” problem? Categorizing the 
problem becomes quite significant in how 
the problem is resolved. 

The second stream is the political stream. 
It is in the political stream that the govern- 
mental agenda—in other words, the list of 
issues or problems to be _ resolved—is 
formed. This formulation occurs as the 
result of the interaction of major forces, 
such as the “national mood,” the perspective 

and clout of organized interests, and the 

dynamics of government itself, including 
personnel turnover, the settling of jurisdic- 

tional disputes among agencies and 
branches, and so forth. The primary partici- 
pants in the formulation of the governmen- 
tal agenda are what Kingdon calls the 
“visible cluster,” or those participants who 
are most readily seen on the public stage. 
They include the administration, including 
high level political appointees and the presi- 
dent’s staff; members of Congress; the 
media; interest groups; those actors associ- 

ated with elections, parties, and campaigns; 

and public opinion. A consensus is achieved 
by bargaining among these participants, 
and at some point a “bandwagon” or “tilt” 
effect occurs that is a consequence of an 
intensifying desire by the participants to be 
“dealt in” on the policy resolution and not to 
be excluded. 

The third stream is the policy stream. It is 
in the policy stream that the decision agenda 
or “alternative specification” is formulated. 
The decision agenda is the list of alter- 
natives from which a public policy may be 
selected by policymakers to resolve a prob- 
lem. Here the major forces are not political, 

but intellectual and personal. Ideas and the 
role of the “policy entrepreneur,” or the 
person who holds a deep and long-abiding 
commitment to a particular policy change, 
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are paramount. The major participants in 
the formulation of the decision agenda are 
what Kingdon calls the “hidden cluster.” 
These include career public administrators; 
academics; researchers and _ consultants; 

congressional staffers; the Office of Man- 

agement and Budget; and interest groups 
(interest groups, in Kingdon’s analysis, are 
significant actors in both the visible and hid- 
den clusters). 

The policy stream moves from the for- 
mulation of a decision agenda to a “soften- 
ing-up phase” in which “trial balloons” are 
released and a variety of suggestions are 
made both publicly and privately about how 
to resolve a particular problem. These ideas 
survive according to the criteria of whether 
or not they are technically feasible; whether 
or not they are acceptable to broad social 
values; and what future constraints—such 

as budgetary limitations and the prospects 
of political acceptance and public acquies- 
cence—are anticipated by the actors in the 
policy stream. Unlike the political stream, 
consensus (or the “short list” of policy alter- 
natives) is developed not by a bargaining 

process, but by the use of persuasion and 
rational argumentation among the partici- 
pants in the policy stream. As in the political 
stream, however, a “bandwagon” or “tilt” 

effect occurs, and this happens when prob- 
lems can be connected with alternative solu- 
tions and the solutions themselves are not 
perceived as being “too new” or radical. 

When these three streams—problems, 
political, and policy—meet, a public policy 

can result. Kingdon calls these occasions 
“windows.” Windows open because of a 
change of administration, changes in Con- 

gress, a shift in the national mood, or when 

a pressing public problem emerges. When 
the window opens that results in a restruc- 
turing of the governmental agenda, it could 
be solely the result of occurrences in either 
the problems stream or the political stream. 
But for a window to open that results in a 
restructuring of the decision agenda requires 
the joining of all three streams. In this latter 
case, the role of the policy entrepreneur is 
critical, and entrepreneurs must have legit- 
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imacy, connections, and persistence to be 

successful. 
In many ways, Kingdon’s analysis 

provides us with the single most satisfactory 
explanation of policy making as a process. 
Although his analysis has limitations, it 
nonetheless is comprehensive, systemic, and 

empirical. This is a rare combination in the 
literature of public policy as a process, and it 
should not be dismissed lightly. Figure 10-8 
is a simplified diagram of Kingdon’s 
“streams and windows” model of public pol- 
icy making. 

MODELS OF PUBLIC POLICY MAKING AS 
AN OUTPUT 

Our second major thrust of public policy 
analysis tends to stress the policy itself. In 
this stream analysts appear to be more 
normative and prescriptive and less “value- 
free” and descriptive. They are more con- 
cerned with how to improve the content of 
public policies themselves and how to 
improve the ways in which public policies 
are made, with the objective of forming bet- 
ter policies. 

In the past there were only two models, 

incrementalism and rationalism. The for- 
mer attempts to describe how the public pol- 
icy-making process “really works” and what 
is good or bad about it; the latter explains 
how the process of increinentalism could or 
should work and offers suggestions toward 
this end. Thus, the incrementalist and 

rationalist models really are two poles of the 
same continuum; that is, they are both con- 

cerned with the “black box” of policy mak- 
ing (that is, how policy is formulated inside 
the inner circle of policy makers). More 
recently, “strategic planning” has emerged 
as an approach that occupies a place on the 
continuum midway between incrementalism 
and rationalism. 

It is worth keeping in mind that neither 
the incrementalist nor the rationalist model 
of public policy making is a_ particularly 
accurate description of the process of public 
policy formation. In his careful empirical 

analysis of the agenda setting and policy- 

making process, Kingdon found that there 

were “as many nonincremental as incremen- 

tal changes” in the policy processes that he 
studied.22, What Kingdon meant by this, 
however, was that some policies were 
changed or implemented very gradually 
and slowly over time, while others, after fes- 

tering for years in the bowels of policy-mak- 
ing institutions, hit the public agenda 
virtually overnight and were rapidly put in 
place. But Kingdon’s use of the term “non- 
incremental” does not mean that the policy- 
making process is rational. It merely means 
that the policy-making process can be quick. 
Hence, while public policy may not neces- 
sarily be made incrementally, neither is it 
necessarily made rationally. 

The Incrementalist Model 

In many ways, the incrementalist model 

of public policy already has been considered 
in Part II on organization theory. “Satisfic- 
ing,” organizational “drift,” “bounded ra- 
tionality,” and “limited cognition,” among 

other terms of the literature of model syn- 
thesis in organization theory reflect the basic 
idea of the incrementalist paradigm. 

The various writings of Charles E. 
Lindblom are associated most closely with 
incrementalism and, in fact, it was he who is 
as responsible as anyone for the notion’s 
name, disjointed incrementalism, as a descrip- 
tion of the policy-making process.?> Dis- 
jointed, in this context, means that analysis 
and evaluation of conditions and alternative 
responses to perceived conditions occur 
throughout society, while incrementalism 
means that only a limited selection of policy 
alternatives are provided to policy makers, 
and that each one of these alternatives rep- 
resents only an infinitesimal change in the 
status quo. 

Before Lindblom made the incremen- 
talist idea more academically legitimate (and 
pompous) by dubbing it “disjointed incre- 
mentalism,” he called the concept “mud- 
dling through.”?+ Muddling through, as a 
term, not only is a more colorful description 
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of the policy-making process, but is also 
clearer and self-explanatory. 

Basically, the incrementalist model posits 
a conservative tendency in administrative 
decision making; new public policies are 
seen as being variations on the past. The 
public policy maker is perceived as a person 
who does not have the brains, time, and 
money to fashion truly different policies; he 
or she accepts the policies of the past as “sat- 
isficing” and legitimate. There are also cer- 
tain “sunk costs” in existing policies that 
probably would be impossible to retrieve if a 
radically new course were taken, and this 
discourages innovative action from the 
standpoint of political economy. And 
because social goals are devilishly difficult to 
operationalize, an incremental approach is 
certainly an easier row to hoe than a 
rational, systemic approach would be. 
Finally, incrementalist policies are nearly 
always more politically expedient than are 
rationalist policies that necessitate funda- 
mental redistributions of social values. As 
Ralph Huitt concluded in his study of politi- 
cal feasibility, “what is most feasible is incre- 
mental.”25 In short, there are reasons 
(rational reasons, given the nature of the 
political system) for the prevalence of 
the incrementalist model. An illustration of 
the incrementalist model is shown in Figure 
10-9. 

The Rationalist Model 

Rationalism attempts to be the opposite 
of incrementalism. As an_ intellectual 
endeavor, rationalism tries to learn all the 
value preferences extant in a society, assign 
each value a relative weight, discover all the 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

policy alternatives available, know all the 
consequences of each alternative, calculate 
how the selection of any one policy will 
affect the remaining alternatives in terms of 
opportunity costs, and ultimately select that 
policy alternative that is the most efficient in 
terms of the costs and benefits of social val- 
ues. Whether or not these goals can be real- 
ized, the point is that the rational model 
works toward their achievement, and 
toward the reduction of incrementalism. 

Much of the rationalist model deals with 
the construction of public policies that 
assure better public policies. Yehezkel Dror 
(as good a representative as any of the 
rationalist modelists) calls this concern 
“metapolicy,” that is, policy for policy-mak- 
ing procedures.?® In this emphasis the 
rationalist model dwells on the optimal 
organization of the government structure 
that will assure an undistorted information 
flow, the accuracy of feedback data, and the 

proper weighting of social variables. 
Diagramed, the rationalist model renders 

public policy formation into a linear flow 
chart, reminiscent of Operations Research, 

Performance Evaluation and Review Tech- 
nique, Critical Path Method, and the related 

computer programming techniques of the 
systems approach and information theory, 
as Figure 10-10 demonstrates. While Figure 
10-10 may remind one of the systems model 
(Figure 10-5), the rationalist model actually 
deals only with the “black box” of the sys- 
tems model. (So, for that matter, does Fig- 
ure 10-9, the incrementalist model.) That is, 

the rationalist model articulates how public 
policy should be formed within govern- 
ment, or how the elements of the conversion 
process that change environmental inputs 

Incremental 

variations on 

an agency’s 
Policies. 

FIGURE 10-9 The 

Incrementalist Model of 

Public Policy Making 
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Public Administration and the Policy Process 
a 

The following passage attempts to “place” the role of the public 
bureaucracy in the policy-making process. As it indicates, to so 
“place” the bureaucracy may necessitate a basic reconsideration 
of traditional democratic theory. 

It is remarkable how unappreciated the 
significance of the bureaucracy is among 
America’s political thinkers. It is evident 
from reading The Federalist that the coun- 
try’s most original contributors to the 
world’s political literature did not antici- 
pate the rise of the public bureaucracy, 
much less its institutional dominance in the 
public policy-making process, nor the fact 
that by the middle of the 20th century there 
would be more Americans earning their 
livelihoods by working for it than there 
were Americans living when the Constitu- 
tion was written. Less understandably, our 
current generation of political thinkers . . . 
also have failed to appreciate the impor- 
tance of the public bureaucracy, despite its 
awesome magnitude, its growing admin- 
istrative reliance on the techniques of social 
science, and its financial support of their 
own academic research... . 

Is there a reason behind the disregard for 
and disinterest in the public bureaucracy 
that is exhibited by the bulk of modern 
political thinkers? One can conjure several 
possibilities, including that of rampant stu- 
pidity, but | shall offer only one 
hypothesis. It is: The bureaucracy, as a 
public policy-making institution in a tech- 
nological society, is antithetical to the plu- 
ralist paradigm of the democratic process 
originally conceived by James Madison and 
perpetrated by most of his intellectual pro- 
geny.... More pointedly, the Madiso- 
nian notion that the interests of the public 
will be best served in a democracy by the 
policy of compromise emerging from the 
contentions of interest groups (which “rep- 
resent” those ‘‘publics’’ affected by the pol- 
icy resolution) is of dubious validity in a 
techno-bureaucratic state. In brief, two 
overwhelming factors of modern culture— 
technology and bureaucracy—undermine 

what one political scientist has described as 
the “hydraulic theory” of the democratic 
process. The hydraulic thesis constitutes 
the basis of the pluralist paradigm shared by 
mainstream political scientists, and it is 
apparent, given the short shrift accorded 
the public bureaucracy, public administra- 
tion, and technology assessment by politi- 
cal scientists as objects of study, that few 
scholars interested in politics are capable of 
denying interest-group pluralism as an 
apologia for how the public interest is 
achieved in a democracy. 

Perhaps the hydraulic thesis _ still 
“works” (i.e., interest group Compromises 
are indeed in the public interest) in legis- 
lative and adjudicative policy settings, and 
perhaps its ‘‘provability’’ in these settings 
accounts for why political scientists much 
prefer studying voting behavior, legislative 
committees, lobbyists, and the judicial pro- 
cess in contrast to ‘‘bureaucratic politics.”’ 
But in order to ‘“‘work,”’ the hydraulic thesis 
by necessity rests on at least three implicit 
assumptions concerning the political pro- 
cesses: that (1) all publics affected by a par- 
ticular policy question are aware that its 
resolution will affect them, (2) all affected 
publics have a reasonable understanding of 
the policy question, and (3) if the affected 
publics are unaware of the policy question, 
it is only a matter of time before they find 
out about it and join in the policy-making 
fray in order to protect their interests. 

These assumptions, combined with 
some strictly enforced rules of the game, 
such as freedom of the press, provided a 
rational foundation on which the hydraulic 
thesis could be constructed as an explana- 
tion of the policymaking process in a 
democracy—at least in the 18th century. 
Yet, in the 20th century, the interlaced 
forces of bureaucracy and technology deny 



these assumptions. For its part, bureau- 
cracy denies assumptions #1 and #3. The 
well-documented penchant of bureaucrats 
for secrecy, and the mounting evidence 

that neither bureaucrats nor the citizenry 
always act on their ‘‘most rational’ self- 
interest undercut the premises that people 
know, that people are informed, of what 
matters, and that they will act on what mat- 
ters. 

Technology denies assumption #2. 
Technology, or what is perceived by the 
people as being science ‘‘applied’’ for the 
rectification of their problems, is not sim- 
ple. Technology is complicated, and _ it 
becomes more complicated when, as pub- 
lic bureaucrats are wont to do, technology 
is Cast into the context of systems analysis 
in an effort to inhibit the proliferation of its 
socially dysfunctional side effects. Tech- 
nology and its social assessment, by their 

into environmental outputs should be 
arranged optimally. This is what makes the 
rationalist model so useful to public admin- 
istration because, in one sense at least, mak- 

ing policy better is what the field ultimately 
tries to do. 

Public Choice and Political Economy. A 
significant variation of the rationalist model 
is in the literature dealing with public choice 

and political economy. The public choice lit- 
erature has been of growing importance to 
public administration since at least 1963, 

when a small collection of scholars met to 
discuss, in their words, “developments in 

the ‘no-name’ field of public administra- 
tion.”27 Since then, public choice and political 

economy are the terms most frequently used 
in describing this literature. 

Public choice offers a variety of intellec- 
tual directions. Besides its overarching 
emphasis on the rationalist model as a pol- 
icy-making tool, public choice is concerned 

with the nature of public goods and services 
(Otto Eckstein, Robert L. Bish, shovel Ib, 0, 

Wade, and R. L. Curry, Jr.?° represent this 

literary emphasis), the relationships 
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very complexity, deny understanding to the 
people of what their problems are. Such 
concepts as ‘‘technocracy,’’ ‘‘profession- 
alism,’” “politics of expertise,” ‘tech- 
nipol,’’ ‘systems politics,’” ‘‘noetic au- 
thority,/’ and ‘‘participatory technology’ 
represent intellectual efforts to address the 
enormous political problems of bureau- 
cracy and technology not considered in the 
Madisonian pluralist paradigm—nor, for 
that matter, in the Constitution that 
Madison largely wrote. Yet, if democratic 
political processes are to be retained under 
the Constitution, bureaucracy and _tech- 
nology must be integrated into its frame- 
work, for the twin factors may be, in their 
essence, antithetical to democratic values. 

Nicholas Henry, ‘Bureaucracy, Technology, and 
Knowledge Management, Public Administration 
Review, 35 (November—December, 1975), 572—573. 

between formal decision making structures 
and human propensities for individual 
action (e.g., Gordon Tullock and Anthony 
Downs??) and for collective action (e.g., 
Mancur Olson?°), the requisites of constitu- 
tional government and corresponding pat- 
terns of collective action (e.g., James M. 
Buchanan and Gordon Tullock?!), and the 
interstices between producers, perfor- 

mance, consumer interests, and the provi- 

sion of public goods and services (e.g., 
Garrett Hardin and Joseph J. Seneca??). 

Using the concepts of political economy, 
we can assess public policy in new ways. 
Consider, for example, the problems of air 
pollution, the energy crisis, and the role of 

the automobile, which accounts for roughly 

60 percent of the air pollutanis in this coun- 
try and almost 40 percent of its fuel con- 
sumption. Rather than passing a flatly stated 
law that says littke more than “Thou shalt 
not pollute nor use too much gas,” a political 
economist would likely turn instead to the 
tax structure. He or she would reason that if 
a particular citizen chooses to buy a Cadillac 
rather than a Volkswagen, the general cit- 
izenry should not have to bear the common 
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costs of that citizen’s choice (z.e., the extra 
pollutants emitted and fuel consumed by 
the Cadillac), but neither should all the 
other citizens be denied the Cadillacs if they 
really want them. Thus, a special tax should 
be established that taxes cars according to 
the pollutants they emit and the energy 
resources they consume; the more pollu- 
tants and gas, the higher the tax. In this 

method, the individual citizen still can buy a 
Cadillac, but the costs of the purchase to the 
general citizenry will be offset by the special 
tax that the owner is forced to pay by using 
the revenue from that tax for pollution 
abatement and energy research programs. 
Such is the nature of assessment in the pub- 
lic choice literature. 

On a more sophisticated plane, public 
choice is concerned with Pareto optimality, a 
concept originally developed by the econo- 
mist Vilfredo Pareto. Or, more exactly (and 
because optimality is supremely difficult to 
achieve in any context), public choice con- 
cerns “Pareto improvements,” and _ the 
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return on Value X 
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lower returns on all 

other social values. Indifference curve 

Value achievement 

curve 

Achievement ot Value X ———— 

1 Achievement of All Other Social Values 

Indicates a lower 

return on Value X 

in exchange for 

higher returns on 
all other social 

values. 

notions of trade-offs and externalities. To 
borrow E. J. Mishan’s definition, a Pareto 
improvement is “a change in economic organi- 
zation that makes everyone better off—or, 

more precisely, that makes one or more 
members of society better off without mak- 
ing anyone worse off.”3? 

Pareto optimality may be illustrated with 
reference to public choice in graphic form. 
Figure 10-11 posits a hypothetical social 
Value (“X”) relative to the accomplishment 
of all other social values. The imdifference 
curve refers to the combination of values 
about which society is indifferent (at least up 
to a point); the value achievement curve indi- 

cates the optimal combination of values that 
it is possible for government to encourage 
given limited resources. The point of 
optimal achievement of Value X and 
optimal achievement of all other social val- 
ues constitutes the point of Pareto 
optimality. The closer that society gets to the 
point of Pareto optimality is considered a 
Pareto improvement. 

Point of Pareto opimality, or the 

“most rational” public policy. 
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Figure 10-11 also illustrates what the 
public choice writers mean by trade-offs. A 
trade-off refers to what value is being 
traded (and the social costs and benefits 
incurred in such a trade) for what other 
value. In other words, every time Value X is 
achieved more fully, all other values are cor- 
respondingly reduced in achievement; the 
benefits gained by increasing resource input 
into Value X must decrease resource input 
into all other values. 

A related term common to the public 
choice literature is externality, or spillover 

effect. When a public policy in one sphere of 
social action affects other spheres of social 
action, the manner in which the other 

sphere is affected is called an externality; that 

is, the effects of a public policy in one 
sphere “spill over” into other spheres. 
Externalities may be positive or negative, 
intended or unintended. For example, a 
positive, intended spillover effect of reduc- 
ing corporate taxes might be to raise 
employment levels. A negative, unintended 
externality of the same public policy might 
be to reduce the financial resources avail- 
able to the government for welfare 
programs. 

Public and Private Goods and Ser- 
vices. Vincent Ostrom, Elinor Ostrom, and 

E. S. Savas, among others, have contributed 

yet another important variation of the 
rationalist model that stems largely from the 
public choice school.#4 This school of public 
choice theory deals with what kinds of goods 
and services should be delivered by govern- 
ment, and what kinds should be delivered 
by the private sector. To make this distinc- 
tion, two concepts are employed: exclusion 
and consumption. 

Exclusion refers to the degree of control 

that both buyer and seller have over a par- 

ticular commodity; in other words, how easy 

is it to exclude users or owners from using 

or owning a particular good or service? 

Most goods are like a bag of groceries; for a 

buyer to walk out of a supermarket with a 

bag of groceries requires that both the 

buyer and seller agree to a price. In this case 
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(which is the most common one in the real 
world), the seller exercises a high level of 

exclusionary control. 
But other goods and services are not so 

easily controlled. For example, a lighthouse 
has a very low level of exclusivity. All ships 
within sight of the lighthouse can benefit 
from its service. Exclusion, in short, is a mat- 
ter of economics rather than logic. Some 
goods and services can be excluded from 
the marketplace more readily than others. 

The second major point used by public 
choice theorists in this stream of literature is 
that of consumption. Some goods and services 
may be consumed, or used, jointly (that is, 
simultaneously) by many consumers without 
being diminished in either quality or quan- 
tity, while other goods and services are avail- 

able only for individual rather than joint 
consumption. An example of joint con- 
sumption would be a television broadcast. 
All viewers may “consume” a television pro- 
gram “jointly” without the program being 
diminished in either quality or quantity. A 
fish and a haircut provide examples of indi- 
vidual consumption of a good and a service. 
Once they are consumed by an individual, 
no one else has access to them. 

Using the notions of exclusion and con- 
sumption, we can begin to classify goods 
and services according to certain kinds of 
“pure forms.” Savas lists these as being pri- 
vate goods, toll goods, common-pool goods, 

and collective goods.3° Private goods and ser- 
vices are pure, individually consumed goods 
and services for which exclusion is com- 
pletely feasible. There is no problem of sup- 
ply. The marketplace provides private 
goods readily, and this supply is based on 
consumer demand. Government’s role in 
the supply of private goods and services is 
largely limited to assuring their safety (such 
as in building inspections), honest reporting 
(such as in regulation of weights and mea- 
sures), and so forth. 

Toll goods and services are pure, jointly 

consumed goods and services for which 
exclusion is completely feasible. As with pri- 
vate goods, toll goods can be supplied easily 
by the marketplace, and excluding consum- 
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ers from using them is entirely practicable. 
But unlike private goods, consumption of 
toll goods is joint rather than individual. 
This is because many toll goods are natural 
monopolies, which means that as the 
number of users increases, the cost per user 

decreases. Examples include cable televi- 
sion, electric power, and water supplies. In 

the case of toll goods, government action 
may be required to assure that monopolies 
are created and granted in the first place 
and then regulated so that proprietors do 
not exploit their monopolistic privileges 
unfairly. 

Common-pool goods and services are pure, 

individually consumed goods and services 
for which exclusion is not feasible. In the 
case of common-pool goods there are sup- 
ply problems, and this differentiates com- 
mon-pool goods from both private goods 
and toll goods. There is neither a require- 
ment to pay for common-pool goods nor 
any means to prevent their consumption; 
they are, in the short term, “free.” 

Common-pool goods bring us to the 
problem of what Garrett Hardin called the 
“tragedy of the commons’—that which 
belongs to everyone belongs to no one, and 
the problem of common-pool goods is that 
they can be easily squandered to the point of 
exhaustion. An example would be the clean 
air supply. Until government imposed reg- 
ulations on the emission of air pollutants, 

the air was a “free good,” at least from the 

perspective of the industrialist who could 
use it as a vast dumping bin for pollutants. 
The air was, in this sense, a “commons.” 

Government has a much larger role in the 
administration of common-pool goods than 
it does in private and toll goods because it 
makes sense for government to regulate 
common-pool goods so that they are not 
destroyed by overconsumption. 

Finally, there are collective, or public, goods 
and services, which are pure, jointly con- 
sumed goods and services for which exclu- 
sion is not feasible. The marketplace cannot 
supply these goods because they are used 
simultaneously by many people, and no one 
can be excluded from consuming them. 

Individuals have an economic incentive to 
exploit collective goods without paying for 
them, and to thus become what public 

choice theorists call “free riders.” National 
defense, broadcast television, and police 

protection provide examples of collective 
goods. 

Collective goods differ from common- 
pool goods on the basis of consumption. 
Common-pool goods are individually con- 
sumed (and, because of this, may be com- 
pletely consumed), whereas collective goods 

are jointly consumed without diminishing 
the quality or quantity of the goods and ser- 
vices themselves. 

It is in the area of collective goods that 
government has the greatest responsibility 
for management regulation. When we real- 
ize that such basic services as police protec- 
tion are considered a collective good in this 
construct, the importance of government 

intervention in the marketplace seems 
obvious. 

Figure 10-12 provides examples of goods 
and services along the four typologies that 
we have discussed. 

Savas argues that private goods “have 
been undergoing reclassification as com- 
mon-pool goods, and toll goods have been 
subsidized or provided free so that they 
resemble collective goods,” and provides as 
evidence of his argument dramatic increases 
in federal expenditures for such public pol- 
icy areas as health, education, income main- 
tenance, and housing, all of which were 
predominantly private goods and toll goods 
until the government, in effect, reclassified 

them by entering the marketplace. He urges 
that we reconsider the role of government 
in providing private and toll goods and ser- 
vices, and offers a variety of alternative 

institutional arrangements for the delivery 
of these goods and services. These include 
direct government service, intergovernmen- 

tal agreements, contracts with the private 
sector, franchises (or the awarding of a 
monopoly to a private firm to supply a par- 
ticular service, usually entailing the firm’s 
regulation by a government agency), grants 
(or a subsidy given directly by the govern- 
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FIGURE 10-12 Goods and Services According to the Criteria of Exclusion and 
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ment to a producer, possibly including tax 
subsidies), vouchers (which, unlike grants, 
do not subsidize a producer, but instead 
subsidize the consumer and permit consum- 
ers to exercise a relatively free choice in the 
marketplace—food stamps are an example 
of the voucher system), marketplace mecha- 
nisms, voluntary service, and self-service. 
(The final three arrangements are self- 
explanatory and do not involve the public 
sector). 

Figure 10-13 lists these alternative 
arrangements for the delivery of goods and 
services and categorizes them by the most 
appropriate and efficient means for their 
delivery. As one can see, this construct 
(which has a certain theoretical elegance) 
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would work toward the reduction of gov- 
ernment’s role in the provision of a variety 
of goods and services that government pres- 
ently provides. Beyond this aspect, however, 
understanding how means of delivery might 
match most logically with type of service 
could result in more sophisticated and effec- 
tive delivery systems for public services.°° 

Technology Assessment. A final variant of 
the rationalist model, like public goods and 
services, also relies on concepts developed in 
the public choice school, notably the idea of 
externalities. Technology assessment is an 
effort to evaluate new technologies in light 
of their spillover effects throughout society. 
Thus, public policies for new technologies 

FIGURE 10-13 Types of Goods and Services and 
Institutional Arrangements for Their Delivery 

Private Toll Collective Common-Pool 

Arrangement Goods Goods Goods Goods 

Government 
service 58 x x 

Intergovern- 
mental 
agreement x x. X 

Contract 5 x xX 

Franchise x 

Grant x 5 x 

Voucher x x x 

Market yd x 

Voluntary x x x 
Self-Service x 

Source: E.S. Savas, Privatizing the Public Sector: How to Shrink 

Government (Chatham, N.J.: Chatham House, 1982), p. 77. 
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become the objects of analysis. A variant of 
technology assessment is technological fore- 
casting, which is the attempt to predict what 
effects very new technologies might have on 
society. For instance, medicine may be 
viewed as a technology that, in its success in 
extending life, has been more responsible 
than any other factor for the population 
explosion. 

Consider another example, one that is 

perhaps more modest, but also more ger- 
mane, to most readers: the Xerox machine. 

Photocopiers have lived up to all the orig- 
inal hopes that were held for them. As an 
information technology, photocopiers have 
facilitated research, record keeping, and 
decision making. They have probably 
reduced the inclination of patrons to van- 
dalize volumes in libraries. They have eased 
the process of education throughout society 
and have made life far more convenient for 
innumerable people who handle paper as 
part of their jobs. They may even have con- 
tributed to more responsive policymaking in 
public organizations because they speed the 
information flow in the bureaucracy. They 
have made some people a lot of money. But 
the photocopier also has brought with it cer- 
tain unintended externalities. Roughly 30 
billion photocopies are made every year in 
the United States, and empirical research 

indicates that approximately 60 percent of 
these copies may be of materials protected 
by copyright. 

Some questions inevitably come to the 
fore: If photocopies were unavailable, 
would sales of copyrighted books and 
periodicals rise? Is popular use of pho- 
tocopying technologies cutting into the roy- 
alty payments of authors and _ publishers? 
And if so, are royalties being reduced to a 
point sufficient to undermine the financial 
incentive of authors to write and of pub- 
lishers to risk capital to publish? Ultimately, 
have these machines contributed to a less 
creative society? Or will they? Is the incen- 
tive to develop new ideas in science, social 
science, and literature decreased by the 

emerging photocopier/copyright relation- 
ship, or is there more incentive because of 

the added convenience provided by pho- 
tocopiers in transmitting new ideas? 
Although there are many debates, many of 
them heated, among authors, publishers, 

librarians, and educators on this issue, the 

impact of the technology of photocopying 
on society has yet to be adequately 
assessed.?7 

Presumably, a more rigorous system of 
technology assessment and _ technological 
forecasting by the government could aid in 
achieving a more rationally planned society. 
As a significant step in this direction, Con- 
gress passed a bill in 1973 establishing an 
Office of Technology Assessment with a 
mission of advising Congress on matters of 
technology assessment. The Office is seen 
by some observers as representing a con- 
gressional effort to offset the almost total 
monopoly of scientific and technical infor- 
mation held by the executive branch. 
Regardless of how the Office of Technology 
Assessment performs, the function of tech- 

nology assessment remains a new and 
important aspect of public policy analysis 
generally and of the rationalist model par- 
ticularly. Many agencies of government can 
use it in evaluating their programs. Gabor 
Strasser has stated that technology assess- 
ment actually has a rather broad meaning: 

A systematic planning and forecasting process 
that delineates options and costs, encompassing 
economics as well as environmental and social 
considerations that are both external and inter- 
nal to the program and/or product in question, 
with special focus on technology-related “bad” as 
well as “good” effects.38 

With this definition in mind, look at Fig- 
ure 10-14, which illustrates the elements of 
technology assessment. 

THE DEFICIENCIES OF INCREMENTALISM 
AND RATIONALISM 

Both incrementalism and rationalism are 
attempts to improve the outputs of public 
policies, to make the contents of public pol- 
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FIGURE 10-14 Technology Assessment in Public Administration 
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icy “better.” But in their efforts to do this, 
neither the incrementalists nor the rational- 
ists have been particularly willing to work 
together. 

Criticisms of the Rationalist Model 

Incrementalists have criticized the 
rationalists on a variety of grounds. For 
example, they point to the fact that there is 

often a wide gap between planning and 
implementation, and it is undeniable that 
many plans have been written only to collect 
dust on many shelves, even though these 
plans cost considerable sums of time and 
money to develop.°? 

Another problem is that rationalists often 
ignore the role of the entrepreneur. To be 
implemented and to work, a plan must be 
more than computer runs and printouts; a 
plan requires people and leadership te 
make ideas happen. Technical competence 
is not the same as leadership. Kingdon, for 

example, has shown how critical the “policy 

entrepreneur” is in both developing and 
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implementing public policies in the federal 
government.?? 

A third criticism is that the rationalists 
are far too mechanical in their approach to 
what is in reality a complex form of life—the 
administrative organization. Organizations 
are less like machines and more like organ- 
isms, the criticism continues, and this fact 

has not been recognized by the rationalists. 
As a consequence, the rationalists typically 
ignore the “human factor,” and this dimin- 
ishes the utility of the plans that they 
develop. As one critic has noted, “This is an 

era of ecology [we] can no longer 
profitably discuss our world and its future in 
simple linear terms . . . for the evidence all 
around us is of multi-dimensional, complex 

actions.”4! 
A fourth criticism of the rationalists’ 

approach is that the predictions it makes 
often are wrong, or it fails to make predic- 
tions when there appears to be ample evi- 
dence warranting certain predictions. The 
rationalists have a less than terrific record as 
forecasters of future events.4? 
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Finally, it has been alleged that the effort 
to “gin up” large scale comprehensive plan- 
ning programs ends up spending more than 
the plans ultimately save their investors or 
the taxpayers. “In most states, it is very 
probable that the new costs of data manip- 
ulation have been met largely by reducing 
the support of the activities which are mea- 
sured.”43 Planning in the comprehensive 
rationalist mode, in short, costs more than it 

saves. These are not untoward criticisms of 
the rationalists’ aproach. 

Criticisms of the Incrementalist Model 

The incrementalists also have their crit- 
ics. “Muddling through” has been described 
as “a form of tiptoeing naked and buttocks- 
first into history”*+; examples of such mind- 
less and irrational incrementalism include 
the American experience in Vietnam. 

A major criticism of the incrementalist 
model is that it is based on a bargaining con- 
cept. Unfortunately, bargaining tends to be 
far more successful in making policy when 
resources are relatively unlimited and there 
is something extra to divide up among the 
participants. In times of scarcity, however, 

other methods (usually rational methods) 
must be found to make hard choices. 

A second criticism of incrementalism is 
what Harold Enarson has called “the beagle 
fallacy,” or the fact that beagles have a 
superb sense of smell but very limited eye- 
sight and often will miss a rabbit that is 
directly in front of them but downwind.*% 
Incrementalists tend to downplay the use of 
models, including computer models, that 
provide clear information and delineate 
alternatives. Models, when well done, can 
provide precise knowledge about interrela- 
tionships and in a way that no other 
approach can do. Incrementalism often 
results in the obscuring of interrelationships 
because, as a bargaining concept, the real 
objectives of participants often are deliber- 
ately hidden by the participants themselves. 
In this criticism, incrementalists are viewed 

as skilled players in a poker game, but none 

of them has been told that the objective of 
the other players is to win money. 

A third criticism of incrementalism is that 
the incrementalists are singularly deficient 
in imagination. They have no vision and dis- 
like imagining alternative solutions; they 
only see what is real to the incrementalists. 
As one critic has put it, “Like beautifully 
muscled illiterates, incrementalists . . . have 

overdeveloped powers of political calcula- 
tion and underdeveloped powers of social 
imagination.”?° Related to this charge is the 
concern that incrementalists are so wrapped 
up in political gamesmanship that they actu- 
ally become anti-intellectual in _ their 
approach to the solution of social problems. 

Finally, incrementalism is an inherently 
conservative approach. Drastic and _far- 
reaching changes are eschewed in favor of 
minor adjustments. As change becomes 
more rapid and more endemic in America’s 
technobureaucracy, the innate conservatism 
of incrementalism becomes less responsive 
and more counterproductive. 

These are the main criticisms that the 
incrementalists and the rationalists allege 
about each other. But criticisms, no matter 

how accurate, are not always constructive. 

As Amitai Etzioni put it, “What is needed 
. . 18 a strategy that is less exacting than the 

rationalistic one, but not as constricting in its 
perspective as the incrementalist approach; 
not as utopian as rationalism, but not as con- 

servative as incrementalism; not so unre- 

alistic a model that it cannot be followed, but 

not one that legitimizes myopic self- 
oriented, noninnovative decision mak- 
me 

THE STRATEGIC PLANNING MODEL 

This “third approach” suggested by Etzioni 
has since acquired the title of “strategic 
planning,” or, less frequently, “strategic 
management,” and it is an eminently useful 
concept in that it attempts to combine the 
strongest features of incrementalism and 
rationalism, while avoiding their pitfalls. 



Strategic planning emerged largely in the 
world of business and, as George Keller has 
pointed out, its birthplace is not too surpris- 

ing when we realize that corporations have 
grown more competitive, more oriented 
toward long-term growth, politically regu- 
lated, and increasingly aware of the psycho- 
emotional needs of their employees. Yet 
they must also cope with fiscal reality, defi- 
cits, environmentalists, religious groups, 
and other environmental pressures that 
force corporations into a_ bargaining 
mode.*® Hence, strategic planning recog- 
nizes that “organizations have both localized, 

short-term, and bottom-line demands and 
all-organization, long-term, and investment- 
strategies-for-the-future demands. They 
must live with the familiar today, yet also 
must be forever looking out for how to live 
in a very different tomorrow.”49 

Strategic planning is an attempt to recog- 
nize this reality. Alfred Chandler, Jr., first 

called attention to the practical emergence 
of strategic planning in major American 
corporations in 1962.°° Since that time, 
however, strategic planning has made an 
impact on public agencies, and there is, 

according to some scholars, “ample evi- 

dence of the practical importance of the 
strategic management function in public 
organizations,” despite the unique problems 
of “external factors” in government with 
which strategic planners in the public sector 
must deal.°! 

Strategic planning is neither the personal 
vision of the chief executive officer nor a 
collection of unrelated plans drawn up by 
department heads. Strategic planning is 
done by the top line officers of the organiza- 
tion, from the chief executive officer 

through the upper levels of middle manage- 
ment. It is not done by planners. As one 
strategic-planning official wrote, “First we 
ask: who is leading the planning? If it is a 
planner . . . we are in trouble.”°? 

As Keller observes, the strategic plan 
does not substitute numbers for important 
intangibles, such as human emotions, but it 

does use computers and quantification to 
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illuminate choices. It attempts to go beyond 
a simple surrender by the organization to 
environmental conditions, and in this sense 

it is by no means a way of eliminating risks. 
What a strategic plan does is place line deci- 
sion makers in an active rather than in a 
passive position about the future of their 
organization. It incorporates an outward- 
looking, proactive focus that is sensitive to 
environmental changes, but does not 

assume that the organization is necessarily a 
victim of changes in its task environment. 
As Richard Cyert has put it, “The aim of 

strategic planning is to place the unit 
in a distinctive position relative to its 
environment.” 

Strategic planning concentrates on deci- 
sions rather than on extensive documenta- 
tion, analyses, and forecasts. In this sense, it 

attempts to free itself of the constraints 
alleged by critics of the rationalist model to 
the effect that rationalist approaches cost 
more than they save and have no particular 
bearing on decision making in an organiza- 
tion. Because it is decision oriented, strate- 
gic planning blends economic and rational 
analyses, political values, and the psychol- 
ogy of the participants in the organization. 
To do this requires that strategic planning 
be highly participatory and tolerant of con- 
troversy. This participatory aspect of strate- 
gic planning leads strategic planners to 
concentrate on the fate of the whole organi- 
zation above all other concerns; the fate of 

subunits in the organization are clearly sec- 
ondary to this overriding value. 

In these ways, strategic planning is an 

attempt to reconcile the rationalist and 
incrementalist approaches to the problem of 
public policy formulation. Figure 10-15 rep- 
resents an attempt to synthesize the main 
features of strategic planning. 

We have reviewed in this chapter the 
major ways of approaching public policy 
both as a process and as an problem. In 
their various ways, each approach unavoida- 
bly deals with the dominant feature of pub- 
lic policy, implementation. Implementation 
is the subject of this final part of this book, 
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FIGURE 10-15 The Strategic-Planning Model of Public Policy Making 
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and concerns the question of how things get 
done, or, more specifically, how policies are 

delivered to the public. Aside from the tech- 
niques of public management themselves, 
which we explained in Part III, public pol- 
icies are implemented through grants and 
contracts with other governments and pri- 
vate firms. We consider these methods in 
the next two chapters. 

NOTES 

‘Austin Ranney, “The Study of Policy Content: A 
Framework for Choice,” Political Science and Public Pol- 

icy, Austin Ranney, ed. (Chicago: Markham, 1968), p. 

3.Emphases are original. 

*Austin Ranney, “Preface,” in zbid., p. vii. 

3Ibid. 

4Susan B. Hansen, “Public Policy Analysis: Some 
Recent Developments and Current Problems,” Political 
Science: The State of the Discipline, Ada W. Finifter, ed. 
(Washington, D.C.: American Political Science Associa- 
tion, 1983), pp. 217-245. 

5Ibid., p. 239. In 1979, sixty-eight percent of the 
members of the Policy Studies Organization were polit- 
ical scientists, although this figure may include academ- 
ics who identify with public administration as well. 

6The book was Arnold J. Heidenheimer, Hugh 
Heclo, and Carolyn Teich Adams, Comparative Public 

Policy: The Politics of Social Choice in Europe and America 
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1975). 

7Hansen, “Public Policy Analysis,” p. 219. In 1982, 
twenty-seven percent of the public policy papers took a 
comparative approach. 

8Ibid., pp. 220-229. Some license has been taken 
with Hansen’s categories. Hansen calls the literature of 
program evaluation and its attendant case studies 

“changing conceptions of policy failure,” which strikes 

us as a somewhat idiosyncratic descriptor. 

29Robert T. Golembiewski, Public Administration as a 
Developing Discipline, Part I: Perspectives on Past and Pres- 
ent (New York: Marcel Dekker, 1977), p. 147. 

10Bibliographies dramatizing this point include: B. 
Guy Peters, “Comparative Public Policy (A Bibliogra- 
phy),” Policy Studies Review, 1 (August 1981), pp. 

183-197; and Douglas E. Ashford, Peter J. Katzens- 
tein, and T. J. Pempel, eds. Comparative Public Policy: A 
Cross-National Bibliography (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 
1978). 

Elliot J. Feldman, “Comparative Public Policy: 
Field or Method?” Comparative Politics, 10 (1978), pp. 

287-305. 

12C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1956). 

13Arthur F. Bentley, The Process of Government 
(Bloomington, Ind.: Principia Press, 1949). First pub- 
lished in 1908. 

'4Louis M. Kohlmeier, The Regulators: Watchdog 
Agencies and the Public Interest (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1969). 

1SMurray Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics 

(Urbana, Ill.: University of Illinois Press, 1964). 

'6David Easton, The Political System (New York: 
Knopf, 1953). 

17Carl J. Friedrich, Constitutional Government and 
Democracy (Boston: Little, Brown, 1941). 



18See, for example, Theodore J. Lowi, “Decision- 
Making versus Policy-Making: Towards an Antidote 
for Technocracy,” Public Administration Review, 30 
(May-June, 1970), pp. 134-139; Randall B. Ripley, 
“Introduction: The Politics of Public Policy,” Public Pol- 
ites and their Politics: An Introduction to the Techniques of 
Government Control, Randall B. Ripley, ed. (New York: 
Norton, 1966), pp. i-xv; Robert Salisbury and John 
Heinz, “A Theory of Policy Analysis and Some Pre- 
liminary Applications,” Policy Analysis in Political Science, 
Ira Sharkansky, ed. (Chicago: Markham, 1970), pp. 
39-60; and Dean Schooler, Jr., Science, Scientists, and 

Public Policy (New York: The Free Press, 1971). 

'9Theodore J. Lowi, “American Business, Public 
Policy, Case Studies, and Political Science,” World Pol- 
itics, 16 (July 1964), p. 691. But see also Theodore J. 
Lowi, “Population Policies and the American Political 
System,” Political Science and Population Studies, Richard 
L. Clinton, William S. Flash, and R. Kenneth Godwin, 

eds. (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1972), pp. 25-53. 

20Lowi, “Population Policies and the American 
Political System,” pp. 29-33. 

21John W. Kingdon, Agendas, Alternatives, and Public 
Policies (Boston: Little, Brown 1984). 

22Tbid., p. 85. 

23Charles E. Lindblom, The Policy Making Process 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1968). 

24Charles E. Lindblom, “The Science of Muddling 
Through,” Public Administration Review, 19 (Spring 
1959), pp. 79-88. 

25Ralph K. Huitt, “Political Feasibility,” in Politecal 
Science and Public Policy, Austin Ranney, ed. (Chicago: 
Markham, 1968), p. 274. 

26Yehezkel Dror, Public Policy Making Reexamined 
(San Francisco: Chandler, 1968), p. 8. 

27Vincent Ostrom and Eleanor Ostrom, “Public 
Choice: A Different Approach to the Study of Public 
Administration,’ Public Administration Review, 31 

(March—April, 1971), p. 203. 

28See Otto Eckstein, Public Finance, 2nd _ ed. 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1967); Robert 
L. Bish, The Public Economy of Metropolitan Areas (Chi- 
cago: Markham, 1971); and L. L. Wade and R. L. 

Curry, Jr., A Logic of Public Policy: Aspects of Political 
Economy (Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth, 1970). 

29Gordon Tullock, The Politics of Bureaucracy (Wash- 
ington, D.C.: Public Affairs Press, 1965); and Anthony 

Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1957). 

30Mancur Olson, The Logic of Collective Action 

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1965). 

3lJames M. Buchanan and Gordon Tullock, The 
Calculus of Consent: Logical Foundations of Constitutional 
Democracy (Ann Arbor, Mich.: University of Michigan 
Press, 1962). 

32Garrett Hardin, “The Tragedy of the Commons,” 
Science, 162 (December 13, 1968), pp. 1243-1248; and 

Joseph J. Seneca, “The Welfare Effects of Zero Pricing 

APPROACHES TO PUBLIC POLICY 313 

of Public Goods,” Public Choice, 7 (Spring 1970), pp. 
101-110. 

83K. J. Mishan, Economics for Social Decisions: Elements 
of Cost-Benefit Analysis (New York: Praeger, 1972), p. 14. 

34Vincent Ostrom and Elinor Ostrom, “Public 

Goods and Public Choices,” in Alternatives for Delivering 
Public Services, E. S. Savas, ed. (Boulder, Colo.: West- 
view Press, 1977), p. 7-14; and E. S. Savas, Privatizing 

the Public Sector: How to Shrink Government (Chatham, 
NJ: Chatham House, 1982). See also Hardin, “The 

Tragedy of the Commons” and Seneca, “The Welfare 
Effects of Zero Pricing of Public Goods.” 

35Savas, Privatizing the Public Sector, p. 33. Much of 
the following discussion is drawn from Savas, pp. 
29-52. 

36A good, practical case for this (and for Figure 
10-13) is made in Harry P. Hatry, A Review of Private 
Approaches for Delivery of Public Services (Washington, 
D.C.: Urban Institute Press, 1983). 

37For additional information on this complex topic 
that uses the perspective of technology assessment, see 
Nicholas Henry, Copyright/Information Technology/Public 
Policy, Volumes I and II (New York: Marcel Dekker, 

1975 and 1976); and Nicholas Henry, ed. Copyright, 

Congress, and Technology: The Public Record, Volumes I, I, 

III, IV, and V (Phoenix, Ariz.: Oryx, 1978, 1979, and 
1980). 

38Gabor Strasser, “Technology Assessment: A Fad 
or a New Way of Life?” Science Policy Review, 5 (No. 1, 

KADY, [ee te 

39See, for example, David Clark, “In Consideration 
of Goal-Free Planning: The Failure of Traditional 
Planning Systems in Education,” Educational Administra- 

tion Quarterly, 17 (Summer 1981), pp. 42-60. 

40Kingdon, Agendas, Politics, and Public Policies. But 
see also Joseph Schumpeter, “The Creative Response 
in Economic History,” The Journal of Economic History, 7 
(November 7, 1947), pp. 149-159. 

41Derek Viray, Planning and Education (London: 

Routledege and Kegan Paul, 1972), p. 4. 

42For examples of critiques of the forecasting weak- 
nesses of the rationalists’ models, see Paul and 
Benjamin Ward, What's Wrong with Economics? (New 
York: Basic Books, 1972); Seymour Martin Lipset, 

“The Limits to Futurology in Social Science Analysis,” 
in Seymour Martin Lipset, ed., The Third Century: Amer- 
ica as a Post Industrial Society (New York: Cooper Institu- 
tion Press, 1979), pp. 3-18; and William Ascher, 
“Forecasting Potential of Complex Models,” Policy Sci- 
ences, 13 (May 1981), pp. 247-267. 

43Emerson Shuck, “The New Planning and the Old 
Fragmentism,” The Journal of Higher Education, 48 (Sep- 
tember—October, 1977), pp. 494-602. 

44George Keller, Academic Strategy: The Management 
Revolution in Higher Education (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1983), p. 111. 

45Harold Enarson, “The Art of Planning,” Educa- 
tional Record, 56 (Summer 1975), p. 173. 



314 APPROACHES TO PUBLIC POLICY 

46Keller, Academic Strategy, p. 113. 

47 Amitai Etzioni, The Active Society (The Free Press, 
1968), p. 283. See also: Amitai Etzioni, “Mixed Scan- 

ning: A Third Approach to Decision Making,” Public 

Administration Review, 27 (December 1967), pp. 
385-392. 

48Keller, Academic Strategy, p. 115. 

49Tbid., p. 116. 

50Alfred Chandler, Jr., Strategy and Structure: Chap- 
ters in the History of the Industrial Enterprise (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Massachusettes Institute of Technology Press, 
1962). Other major contributions to the literature of 
strategic planning include H. Igor Ansoff, Corporate 
Strategy (McGraw-Hill, 1965); Kenneth Andrews, The 

Concept of Corporate Strategy, rev. ed. (New York: Dow 

Jones-Irwin, 1980); Daniel Bell, “Twelve Modes of Pre- 

diction,” Daedalus, 93 (Summer 1964), pp. 845-880; 

Henry Mintzberg, “Packets of Strategy Formulation,” 

Management Science, 24 (May 1978), pp. 934-948; and 
James Bryan Quinn, “Strategic Change: Logical Incre- 
mentalism,” Sloan Management Review, 20 (Fall 1978), 

pp. 7-21. 

51Barton Wechsler and Robert W. Backoff, “Policy 
Making and Administration in State Agencies: Strate- 
gic Management Approaches,” Public Administration 
Review, 46 (July-August, 1986), p. 326. 

52Michael Aiken and Jerald Hage, “The Organic 
Organization and Innovation,” Sociology, 5 (January 
1971), p. 80. 

53Richard Cyert, as quoted in Keller, Academic Strat- 

egy, p. 147 



CHAPTER 

11 

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTING 
AND THE PUBLIC AUTHORITY 

In this chapter, we examine a facet of public 

administration that most books ignore: How 
and why governments implement public 

programs by hiring the private sector to do 

the work for them. As we detail later, this 

“privatization” of public policy is no small 
phenomenon. It includes government con- 
tracting with private enterprise and the 

incorporating of public authorities. 

The heavy use by American governments 

of the private and quasi-private sectors to 

implement public policies is a phenomenon 

peculiar to this country. It relates to some 
deep, underlying belief sets that may be 
unique to the American political culture. In 

the United States, there exists a pervasive 

myth that “business is better’—that private 
enterprise is more efficient and effective in 

getting the job done than is “the incredible 
bulk” of government. 

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
AND AMERICAN ORTHODOXY 

The myth that private enterprise can con- 
duct public programs more efficiently and 
effectively than can government has sup- 
ported the expansion of government con- 

tracting with private companies (especially 
at the federal level) and the rise of govern- 
ment corporations (almost entirely at the 
subnational level) as two of the three pri- 
mary means of implementing public pro- 
grams. (The third is the system of 
intergovernmental administration, consid- 

ered in the next chapter.) The business 
administration literature reflects this popu- 
lar belief set. 

Orthodox management theory strongly 

contends that the freer a manager is from 
public accountability, the more effective 

manager he or she will be. Thus, we hear 

arguments voiced for privatizing public 

agencies in order to make them more effec- 
tive deliverers of public services; more often 

than not, for example, city garbage often is 
collected by private companies contracted 

by local governments. The principal points 
that proponents of standard administrative 
theory make in supporting their claims for 

privatization revolve around freedom from 

civil service systems, governmental pay 

scales, any kind of overview by a central 

budget administration, and governmental 
regulations on purchasing, contracting, and 
price setting practices. While these same 
proponents often argue strongly for just 
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these kind of controls on government agen- 
cies, they feel they are not appropriate, and 
indeed detrimental, to the effectiveness of 

private management and government cor- 
porations.! 

These orthodoxies have had a profound 
effect at all levels of government. They have 
worked to encourage policymakers to 
abjure public administrators in favor of 
using private administrators to implement 
public programs. But the federal govern- 
ment and the state and local governments 
have faced very different constraints in 
accommodating the deeply ingrained 
cultural value of “businesslike” government. 

Coping at the Federal Level 

The federal government, to cope with 

the exigencies of the Depression and World 
War II, had established by 1945 a plentitude 

of federal government corporations. By 
1945, there were sixty-three wholly owned 

federal corporations, thirty-eight partly 
owned ones, nineteen federal credit agen- 
cies, and hundreds of military-owned busi- 
nesses. By 1953, Washington was “the 
largest electric power producer in the coun- 
try, the largest insurer, the largest lender 

and the largest borrower, the largest land- 
lord and the largest tenant, the largest 
holder of grazing land and timberland, the 
largest owner of grain, the largest ware- 

house operator, the largest shipowner, and 
the largest truck fleet operator.” 

Such public enterprise did not rest easily 
with corporate America. The U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, investor-owned utilities, and 

the National Association of Manufacturers, 
among other special interests, launched a 

concerted lobbying drive to induce the feds 
to evict themselves out of “competition” 
with the private sector. This effort coin- 
cided with a conservative presidency, 
McCarthyism, and the Cold War—all of 

which served to keep “leftist” counterargu- 
ments muted. Moreover, the prestigious 
reports of the first and second “Hoover 
Commissions” in 1949 and 1955 on the 

management of the federal government 
were extremely useful to the foes of public 
enterprise. Former President Herbert 
Hoover, no friend of liberal thought, 
headed the commissions, which, with no evi- 

dence whatever, concluded that “the genius 
of the private enterprise system” led to its 
“initiative, ingenuity, inventiveness, and 

unparalleled productivity,” while “the nor- 
mal rigidities that are part of government, 
obviously” mitigated against the flowering 
of these attitudes in “government business 
enterprises.”? These professions of con- 
servative faith did not fly in Congress, but 
they soared in Eisenhower’s White House. 
Through a series of executive orders, most 

of the federal government’s _ public 
authorities were reorganized or dismantled; 

although estimates vary, there are now, by 

one count, only eighteen government cor- 
porations owned entirely by the feds.* 
Examples include the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, the Communications Satellite 
Corporation, the Corporation for Public 

Broadcasting, and the Export-Import Bank. 
The view that the private sector somehow 

“can do it better” still prevails. Consider the 
argument expressed by a conservative mem- 
ber of the House of Representatives: “I do 
not believe government has any business 
being in business. I see no reason why it 
should compete with the private sector in 
providing goods and services. In those 
instances where the costs to the government 
will be less when a good or service is 
obtained by contract, that ought to be the 
course followed.”® Hence, if the special 

business interests loath government corpo- 
rations, they nonetheless adore government 
money, and these same interests have 
pushed for the privatization of government 
on the grounds that “business can do it bet- 
ter.” To accommodate this mind-set, the 

federal government began contracting out 
its programs with a vengeance, and federal 
contract costs now exceed the federal 
payroll.® 

Today, especially at the federal level, an 
ideology of privatization prevails, and per- 
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haps more strongly than at any time in his- 
tory. As astute observers of federal 
management have noted, 

The supply-side emphasis on “contracting out” 
to the private sector . . . is traditional doctrine for 
Republican administrations, and has acquired a 
respectable niche in public administration the- 
ory.... What is novel about the supply-side 
approach is the belief that the multiplier ratio is 
larger than previously supposed—that few 
federal dollars can produce large effects and that 
the federal government’s act of calling attention 
to a problem can stimulate useful action in 
society, sometimes even without federal funds. 
Here one must be careful to avoid illusion. The 
leverage of federal funds for good or ill is consid- 
erable and perhaps much greater than was sup- 
posed a decade ago. But there are limits to what 
can be accomplisked through “cost sharing” 
mevices...... J Also, to contract out effectively for 
services requires an alert, highly competent, and 
knowledgeable bureaucracy. . . . But the realities 
of the American political system make it impossi- 
ble for an executive branch agency to treat the 
expenditure of public funds in the same way a 
private company can manage its vendors.” 

Coping at the Grass Roots 

State and local governments are faced 
with precisely the same conservative mind- 
set as Washington, but were forced to find a 

different tactic to steer around it. State and 
local officials found that they had to circum- 
vent conservative mentalities by using the 
government corporation because the pri- 
vatization option was less available to them. 
Saddled with moribund constitutional lim- 
itations on public debt (only a third of the 
state constitutions were written in this cen- 
tury) and cumbersome financing pro- 
cedures (only two states, Connecticut and 

Vermont, for example, are not required to 

submit balanced budgets each year), yet 
whipped by demands for additional public 
services, state and local governments dis- 

covered (with federal encouragement) the 
manifold fiscal loopholes provided by the 
government corporation. Moreover, unions 
of organized public employees are relatively 
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stronger at the grass roots than in Wash- 
ington; between 1960 and 1980, the mem- 

bership of public employee unions more 
than tripled at the subnational levels, and 

currently more than a third of all state and 
local employees are organized. Organized 
labor can and does exert considerable pres- 
sure against state and local administrators 
not to “contract away” the jobs of public 
employees to the private sector; often, such 
restrictions are written into state civil service 
statutes. As a result of these conditions, 
there are perhaps 18,000 government cor- 
porations chartered by subnational govern- 
ments, the bulk of which were founded 

after 1950.8 
In short, government administrators at 

the federal, state, and local levels have 
found two different maneuvers that they 
can use to steer their ways around con- 
servative belief systems. At the federal level, 
this method is the government contract 
awarded to the private entrepreneur. At the 
state and local levels, it is the public 

authority chartered, but not managed by, 
the government. 

THE PRIVATIZATION OF FEDERAL POLICY 

Nearly a fifth of all federal expenditures 
flow to private interests through contracts. 
Nearly four fifths of this amount goes to 
private businesses in the United States; most 
of the remainder involves purchases of 
goods and services by the Department of 
Defense in foreign countries; and a small 

amount, about 3 percent of these dollars, 

goes to American educational and nonprofit 
institutions.9 

How these “de-federalized” funds are 
spent, and on what, is not easily ascertained. 

Slightly more than half of the government’s 
contract dollars are expended on supplies 
and equipment; more than a third goes to 
construction and other services, such as leas- 
ing arrangements and management consul- 
tants; and 14 percent is allocated to research 

and development.!° The federal govern- 
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ment directly supports about half of the 
entire national R & D effort through a com- 
bination of grants and contracts.!! 

It has been estimated that there are some 
3 million “indirect” federal employees in the 
private sector (more than the number of 
“direct” federal civilian employees) working 
for the government under contracts with 
corporations and other organizations. ! 
The federal governments lets, on the aver- 
age, about 17 million contracts a year to pri- 
vate enterprise. !% 

The Department of Defense is Wash- 
ington’s biggest business. Three quarters of 
all the federal government’s expenditures 
on procurement contracts go to Defense. 
Eighty percent of the federal funds con- 
tracted to business and nearly 30 percent of 
the funds going to educational and non- 
profit institutions are Defense dollars. The 
bulk of Defense contracts is spent on sup- 
plies and equipment. !* 

Contracts and Consultants 

A significant portion of the total contract 
portion of the federal budget (perhaps $15 
billion) may be contracted to consultants, an 

area of considerable bureaucratic murki- 
ness.1° The Office of Management and 
Budget has, variously, stated that the 

number of consultants hired by federal 
officials in the late 1970s ranged from a 
high of 33,926 per year to a low of 18,393.16 
Both figures are improbably low. 

Private consultants often are among the 
most ardent in their arguments that private 
management somehow is more efficient 
than public management. For example, con- 
sultants were called in by the state of Con- 
necticut to analyze methods of solid waste 
disposal. Their report was notably ide- 
ological in its view that private business 
could handle the problems of solid waste 
disposal far more effectively and efficiently 
than could government. “The apparent 
assumption of the consultants was that inef- 
ficiency is inevitable in government agen- 
cies, even when those agencies are headed 

by businessmen (and, conversely, that effi- 
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ciency is standard in authorities, even when 

they are headed by politicians).”!” Similarly, 
when Arthur D. Little, Inc. consultants ana- 

lyzed postal services for the U.S. govern- 
ment in 1968, their report concluded, with 

essentially no evidence whatever, that an 

independent postal service would be a more 
“businesslike” operation, and therefore 

could provide less costly service, than would 
a public agency. When the reorganization of 
the postal service was accomplished in 1971, 
converting it from a public agency to a pub- 
lic corporation, the effect was to “substitute 

business patronage for political patron- 
age." 1 

Who are these consultants? No one has a 
definitive list, but they include economists, 

social scientists, education specialists, man- 

agement consultants, operations research- 
ers, transportation consultants, and urban 

affairs consultants. These operations range 
from the infinitesimal (the so-called bouti- 
ques that are highly specialized and come 
and go) to the very large, such as West- 
inghouse and General Electric. The Wash- 
ington-based consultants (almost 20,000 of 
them, working in more than 1,300 firms, by 

one count)!¥ are known as the “Beltway 
bandits” because many of them are located 
near the Beltway Road that circles through 
the suburbs of Washington. 

Among the more intriguing recipients of 
government contracts are the so-called non- 
profits. Technically, a nonprofit consulting 
firm, voluntary community group, or 

research organization such as a university, is 

not legally a profitmaking organization and 
is, therefore, not taxed on the grounds that 

it cannot sell stock and therefore distribute 
profits to shareholders. 

Perhaps the most fascinating aspect of 
the nonprofits is that, in many cases, the 
government itself established them as pri- 
vate think tanks that would provide inde- 
pendent research for federal agencies. The 
Defense Department has been the most 
active in establishing these organizations, 
known as Federal Contract Research Cen- 
ters, and in the mid-1970s these were esti- 
mated as having federal contract incomes of 
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more than $1.7 billion.2° Representative 
Federal Contract Research Centers include 
the Systems Development Corporation; 
Aerospace, Inc.; the Mitre Corporation; 

and a number of others. 
Although the Federal Contract Research 

Centers are big operations, their legality is 
unclear. The Government Corporation 
Control Act of 1945 seems to prohibit, in 
rather firm phrases, the creation of govern- 
ment corporations (which these Centers are) 
without the approval of Congress. Nev- 
ertheless, neither Congress nor the Comp- 
troller General have been especially 
enthusiastic in their enforcement of the Act 
as it applies to Federal Contract Research 
Centers, which have been established uni- 
laterally by the executive branch.?! 

Other nonprofit research and consulting 
organizations are nominally the results of 
efforts by private industry, but often with 
substantial government encouragement as 
opposed to outright creation. One survey, 

conducted by the National Science Founda- 
tion, found 159 nonprofit research organi- 
zations of this kind. Nearly two thirds of 
their research contracts came from the 
federal government, with the four largest 
of these organizations receiving a third of 
the total federal dollars contracted with the 
group; the eight largest took half of the 
federal contracts.?* These include Stanford 
Research Institute, founded in 1946 by 
Stanford University; Battelle, founded by 
Gordon Battelle in 1923; the Brookings 

Institution (1926); the National Bureau of 

Economic Research (founded in 1920 by 
private economists, who developed such 
concepts as the Gross National Product); the 
Committee for Economic Development, and 
a number of others. 

The Politics of Privatization 

Government’s choice to provide public 
services through private corporations can 
bring with it several advantages, most of 

which relate to political flexibility. Political 
debts can be paid off, the size of govern- 
ments can, at least on paper, be reduced, 
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and genuine and_ responsible _ political 
responsiveness can, on occasion, be attained 

by maneuvering around a cumbersome 
public bureaucracy. Let us consider some of 

these incentives in turn.?? 

Contracting out, as opposed to using govern- 
ment personnel, permits the government to 
experiment with policies and new delivery sys- 
tems. The government can always terminate a 
contract if the experiment fails, with little or 
no objection by the affected public. 

Privatizing permits the government to hire 
specialists and people of unusual talent, with- 
out paying as much attention to such “affir- 
mative action” concerns as sex, ethnicity, or 

veteran’s status, which can affect government 
hiring. 

Contracting out permits government agencies 
to benefit from the existence of voluntary or 
charitable organizations that already may be 
doing what the government wishes to do. 

Certain short-term savings often can be real- 
ized. For example, civil service rules on pay 
scales and fringe benefits may be skirted by 
using contractors who pay only minimum 
wages to their employees. Short-term savings 
can also be realized through leasing rather 
than purchasing new buildings, since the 

resultant government budget will show only 
the annual cost of the rent, as opposed to the 
expense of a capital project. 

The personnel working for government can 
be expanded through contracts, even though 
the official size of the civil service remains the 
same or is actually reduced. This final point is 
especially pertinent when we consider the 
burgeoning pension programs for govern- 
ment employees at all levels. The actual cost 
of the pension programs to taxpayers is not 
completely known, but it is known that these 

programs are unusually (and perhaps unre- 
alistically) generous. 

Finally, more political risks often can be borne 

by government when privatization is used. 
The government becomes a less visible, less 
direct actor when public policies are pri- 
vatized. 

The decision by policymakers to contract 
out the implementation of their policies to 
private entrepreneurs is, in short, at least as 
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much a political decision as it is a managerial 
and financial one. 

The Public Administration 

of Privatization 

All federal agencies contract out work to 
private firms under the general policy stated 
by Office of Management and Budget Cir- 
cular A-76, which was issued in 1966 and 

expanded in 1979. OMB Circular A-76 
states that it is the government’s policy “to 
rely on competitive private enterprise to 
supply the commercial and industrial prod- 
ucts and services it needs,” although as the 
directive reluctantly notes, the government 

should perform those duties that “are inher- 
ently governmental in nature, being ... 
intimately related to the public interest.”*+4 

Although OMB Circular A-76 stipulates 
that rigorous cost comparisons between in- 
house executions and contracting out 
should be done for any given project, such 
comparisons are rarely made, largely 
because there are virtually no resources for 
doing so. The Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB), located within the Office of 
the President, and the General Accounting 
Office (GAO), which reports directly to 
Congress, are the two major federal agen- 
cies charged with assuring contract com- 
pliance and the efficiency and effectiveness 
of government programs generally. Yet the 
OMB has only one (understaffed) unit 
within it, the Office of Federal Procurement 

Policy, created in 1974, that deals with con- 
tracting services. Relatedly, the GAO has 

found the management of contracting to be 
less than tight on a number of grounds, but 

it has not really taken a hard look at the 
overall problem. 

The federal contracting system is one of 
inordinate complexity. In the procurement 
area alone, which accounts for the bulk of 

federal contracts, there are some 4,000 sep- 

arate legislative provisions — instructing 
bureaucrats how to contract. These laws are 
interpreted by 887 sets of regulations that 
the bureaucracy has imposed upon itself. 
These regulations add up to 64,600 pages, 
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about a third of which are changed every 
year. Some 150,000 federal employees, who 
handle contracts and who deal with tens of 
thousands of private businesses and 485 
separate federal procurement offices in the 
process, must keep abreast of these 
changes.2° In the Defense Department 
alone, there are 25,000 auditors and inspec- 
tors who check up on procurement regula- 
tions that exceed 30,000 pages. These 
regulations are issued by seventy-nine dif- 
ferent Pentagon offices, which must report 
to fifty-five congressional subcommittees 
and twenty-nine congressional commit- 
tees. 4% 

The 150,000 federal contracting officers 

who must deal with the welter of regulations 
regarding privatization have an influence 
beyond their nominal station. Phillip J. 
Cooper notes that “the interaction of com- 
panies with federal contracting officers 
results in the adoption by firms of a set of 
prices and conditions for doing business 
with the federal government which are then 
applied to state and local activities. The 
negotiations with federal contracting 
officers . . . constitute de facto preemption of 
local negotiating efforts.”?7 

Integration: Public Agency Meets Private 
Organization. Cooper has described the 
contractual administrative process as an 
“integration-operation-separation model.” 
The integration phase is, in Cooper’s words, 
“politically overloaded . . . the concept that 
the contracting officer’s primary purpose is 
to acquire a contract that promises the high- 
est quality at the lowest price is misleading if 
not false ... the primary task of the con- 
tracting officer is to balance political 
demands and supports with budgetary 
restrictions and governmental needs.”?% 

Accordingly, firms are sought by the 
federal government in one of two ways: the 
“contract negotiation process” or the 
“advertised bid process.” Although adver- 
tised bidding for virtually all contracts is 
required under federal law, notably by the 
Armed Services Procurement Act of 1949, 

by “the calculations of most authors and 
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government reports, approximately 85 per- 
cent of contract expenditures” are never let 
for bid.?9 

All government contracts, whether they 
already have been awarded or not, are listed 
in the official government publication, Com- 
merce Business Daily. More than 30,000 cop- 

ies are distributed every day, five days a 
week. Although two thirds of these con- 
tracts already have been awarded (or vir- 
tually so) without competitive bidding, 
much of the remaining third appear to have 
been quietly let by federal officials under 
the table to favored contractors, and adver- 
tising them in Commerce Business Daily is 
strictly pro forma. The editor of the Daily has 
noted several “scams” that agencies use to 
avoid competitive bidding, such as miscod- 
ing a contract in the advertisement so that 
potential bidders can never find it (“That 
happens pretty often”); mentioning a par- 
ticular firm in the ad itself (“That’s a pretty 
clear tip-off that there’s not going to be any 
competition”); and mandating absurdly 
brief deadlines for bids. In addition, billions 

of dollars worth of federal contracts are 
never advertised at all in Commerce Business 
Daily —perhaps $4 billion in research con- 
tracts alone in 1979, for example. Even 
more significant, the Beltway bandits con- 
sider the process a joke; according to one, 
“Anybody who believes you read the [Com- 
merce Business Daily] and get your contracts is 
out of it. You’d starve.”°° 

Negotiated contracts, obviously, con- 
stitute the vast bulk of federal contracts, at 
least as measured by dollars expended. 
These are of two types. The first is the 
“negotiated competitive contract.” In this 
version, a group of firms is involved in 

direct negotiations immediately, or some 

advertising is actually indulged in by the 
government and negotiations are then initi- 
ated with the most interesting prospects. 
The other is the “sole source contract.” In 
this contract, the contracting officer selects 
whatever firm or organization that he or she 
believes capable of meeting the terms of the 
contract. Regardless of whether the contract 
was negotiated or bid upon, the contracting 
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officer’s decisions are virtually never over- 
turned on appeals made by disappointed 
rivals.*! “Once integrated into the public 
sector, firms tend to remain there.”22 

Operation: A New Intimacy Between 
Agency and Organization. The “operation 
phase” follows integration, in which the con- 
tractor is legally bound to the government, 
and this phase often involves an interesting 
intimacy between contractor and agency. 
Both sides “play games.” Private companies 
tend to deflate their cost estimates to secure 
the contract. But it is a practice in which 
public agencies are complicit: “One of the 
things that we have got to stop doing in our 
contracting is playing games—the govern- 
ment and the contractor. . . . We know that 
if we tell the [Department of Defense] . . . 
how much something is really going to cost, 
they may scrub it. And they know that if 
they tell the Congress how much it’s really 
going to cost the Congress may scrub it. So 
you Start in with both sides knowing that it is 
going to cost more.” 

Another aspect of the problem is the 
well-publicized “revolving door.” When 
federal officials retire or resign from gov- 
ernment, especially if they were in jobs that 
involve agency contracts with the private 
sector, they frequently end up as highly sal- 
aried executives in the company with which 
they dealt as a federal administrator. One 
investigation by the Federal Pay Commis- 
sion found that when top federal employees 
left government for private industry, their 

salaries went up, on the average, by approx- 

imately 75 percent to 100 percent. The 
longer one was in government service, the 
more lucrative one’s opportunities outside 
afite* 

About a quarter of all military officers 
who retire at the rank of major or above go 
to work for defense contractors.*° One 
study found that, of those military retirees 
who did go to work for defense firms, 28 
percent had taken jobs that related directly 
to work that they had been doing while in 
active service.2° The country’s top eight 
defense contractors alone hired 1,455 mili- 
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tary officers who retired in the 1970s.” 
These “retirees” appear to do very well in 
their second careers. A minimum retainer 
for services in the defense industry is 
$30,000 a year, plus expenses, and consul- 

tants who once held important positions in 
the Pentagon commonly commanded 
$100,000 a year from each company that 
purchased their services.?® 

Moreover, it is not uncommon for public 

officials to start careers in government, 

leave for industry, return to government, 
and so on and so on. This is the “revolving 
door” phenomenon so often decried by the 
press. As one former contract officer at the 
Department of Energy, which spends nearly 
nine tenths of its budget (about $11 billion) 
on contracts with private companies, has 
noted, “People at DOE bounce back and 

forth between government and industry just 
like Ping-Pong balls.”°° There have been 
cases recorded of old friends monitoring 
the contract compliance of each other. First, 
one works for the agency letting the con- 
tract, and the other works for the company 
receiving it; later, the roles are reversed, as 

one leaves the agency to work in the same 
company, and the other returns as a consul- 

tant to the agency to monitor the contracts 
that the agency awards to the company! 
And so the revolving door goes.4° 

It is not surprising that many public 
officials who administer contractual rela- 
tionships with private companies see these 
contractors as prospective employers; objec- 
tivity, consequently, can become blurred. 

One major general in the Air Force, for 
example, accepted a job just before retiring 
to a consultant firm that had just been 
awarded a $97,303 noncompetitive bid by 
him. He was then directed by the firm to 
manage the contract that he had just 
awarded to the firm. He did, and a year 

later the contract was again renewed by the 
Air Force for $99,774.41 

This kind of relationship between gov- 
ernment and business is not isolated. A 
report on contracting practices in the Pen- 
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tagon issued by the General Accounting 
Office found not only that more than four 
fifths of its contracts had been awarded 
without competitive bidding, but that more 
than half of these went to former high-level 
Pentagon executives. Almost three quarters 
of the contracts awarded to former Defense 
officials were awarded without competition. 
Indeed, more than half of all contracts 

awarded by the Pentagon, competitive or 
otherwise, went to former Pentagon 
employees. Significantly, 40 percent of the 
contracts awarded by the Defense Depart- 
ment were originally suggested by the 
contractor instead of by the Department, a 
figure which appears to be about double 
that of civilian agencies.*? 

Even more disturbing, another investiga- 

tion by the General Accounting Office con- 
cluded that 26 percent of 5,100 former 
high- and mid-level Pentagon employees 
who had retired three to four years earlier 
had gone to work for contractors whom 
they had dealt with as federal officials. 
Twenty-one percent had worked on the 
same project in both their federal and post- 
federal careers, and 7 percent had been 

responsible in the Pentagon for defense 
contracts that subsequently supported their 
private employment. An estimated 32 per- 
cent of these former Pentagon employees 
fell into one or more of these categories. 
“The public could perceive,” reported the 
GAO, that these former public admin- 
istrators “may not have acted in the best 
interest of the government because they 
viewed a defense contractor as a potential 
employer.”48 

Although there are numerous federal 
statutes banning conflicts of interest 
between former federal employees and pri- 
vate companies, few, if any, work. Former 

public officials, depending on the circum- 

stances, can be prohibited from represent- 

ing private interests to their former agencies 
for from a year after their departure to a 
lifetime, and penalties for violating these 
laws can be as much as two years in jail and 
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$10,000 in fines. But failure to enforce these 
statutes generally relate to what “represen- 
tation” in such instances really means and 
the concomitant difficulties in proving rep- 
resentation. 

Separation: The Unfulfilled Act. The final 
phase in the contracting cycle is that of sepa- 
ration, or how the government terminates 
contractors and resolves disputes. 

Neither termination nor dispute resolu- 
ton are simple acts, since agencies typically 
accept goods and services from contractors 
over a prolonged period of time. Moreover, 

terminating a contract often has adverse 
implications for the public contracting 
officer as well as for the contractor. Often, a 
contract cancellation “drastically disrupts 
careers of those associated with it, including 
government administrators, private con- 
tractors, and scientists and engineers... . 

[It] hurts regional economies. What causes 
pain locally triggers congressional rescue 
activity.” +4 

Bringing Congress into the act is in the 
interest of neither the agency nor the firm, 

but especially not the agency. Thus, “gov- 
ernment contractual relationships may be 
more like treaties than contracts in that 
often no real separation occurs. Certain 
obligations, which are in most cases politi- 
cally rather than _ legally enforced, 
remain.”45 

Perhaps because of these factors, federal 

administrators are noticeably reluctant to 
check a company’s ability to perform after it 
has completed a project. This situation 
exists despite the fact that an obscure direc- 
tive issued by the Office of Management 
and Budget in 1959 (OMB Circular A-49) 
urges government agencies to evaluate and 
maintain evaluations of the work of con- 
sulting contractors. The circular has been 
virtually forgotten by federal officials, 
although it is still on the OMB’s list of active 
regulations. One study found that OMB 
had assigned not one of its employees to be 
responsible for its administration; “OMB 
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Circular A-49 washes out in the files after 
1962."46 Although there are signs of 
improvement, so lax is the government in 
following up on the performance of con- 
tractors that even debarred and suspended 
firms can still receive federal contracts. One 
investigation by the Senate uncovered 
instances of companies that had been sus- 
pended by federal agencies for fraud but 
nonetheless acquiring contracts from other 
agencies.*” 

Federal Contracting: A Quick Critique 

It may be that neither the manpower nor 
the will to assure compliance by outside con- 
tractors exists at the federal level. Hence, we 
witness an absence of any kind of central 
record keeping by goverhments concerning 
their contractors; a lack of program integra- 

tion; no kind of central control over service 

quality, prices charged to clients, and cost 
overruns; a rather insidious irresponsibility 
developing among government bureaucrats 

who are charged with monitoring and 
arranging contracts; and units charged with 
controlling compliance, but which cannot, 
because they have overloaded working 
schedules.4® The Department of Defense, 
the largest single contractor in government, 
has itself observed that “accurate informa- 
tion on the nature and extent of contract 
studies within the Department is difficult 
and often impossible to obtain. . . . there is 

no effective control of contract studies 
within the Department.”*9 

Conspiracy or Chaos? Statements by 
federal contract officers in other depart- 
ments on research and consulting con- 
tractors perhaps are more colorful:°° 

“The bottom line on contracts—pure 
paper studies.... The public gets 
maybe 10 percent of their money’s worth.” 

Of one $250,000 study, described as “an 
unintelligible pile of papers,” a federal 
administrator said, “Nothing was received 
and we paid thousands for it. It really is a lot 
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‘of gobbledygook. ... As a taxpayer, I’m 
sick.” 

“We're so busy trying to shovel money 
out the door, we don’t have time to see what 

happens to it after it leaves. All the money 
could be stolen and I wouldn’t know it... . 
The place is a madhouse.” 

The waste, and the opportunities, are 

also recognized by the more enlightened 
contractors. A board member of the 

Institute of Management Consultants 

observes: “It’s a game.... Government 

comes to us and wants help in identifying 
their problems, but they don’t seem to be 
able to use the material. They could spend 
much less and get more for it.”°! 

“It looks like a conspiracy, but really it’s 
chaos.”°2 So stated one of the nation’s lead- 
ing experts on government-by-consultants, 

and likely he is accurate. Nevertheless, con- 

flicts of interest can capitalize on chaos more 
easily than on order, and one congressman 
has estimated that 70 percent of all the 
information released by the federal govern- 
ment is “tainted” by dint of having been for- 
mulated by consultants who could have a 
conflict of interest.°? In any case, the Belt- 
way bandits are so ensconced in the Wash- 
ington way of doing things that even their 
most fervent critics allow that government 
would “stop” in the unlikely event that their 
services were suddenly and unilaterally ter- 
minated.># 

Government and Business: Four Cases 

The examples are almost endless, but 
consider four instances of the relationships 
between government and business as they 

pertained to working together in the public 
interest. 

Contracting in Conflicts of Interest. 
Monsanto Research Corporation, an arm of 

Monsanto Chemical Company, was awarded 
a $5.8 million contract by the Enviromental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to measure the 
environmental dangers of various chem- 
icals, including acrylonitrile. Monsanto is 
the nation’s fourth largest producer of 
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chemicals, and the world’s largest manufac- 
turer of acrylonitrile, a chemical used exten- 
sively in industry. Its wholly owned 
subsidiary, Monsanto Research, reported to 

the EPA that acrylonitrile was not haz- 
ardous to the environment, although an 
EPA official stated, “Quite frankly, I don’t 

see how they reached that conclusion. . . . It 
was not reasonable based on the data 
we have.... Our conclusion is that 
acrylonitrile is one of the biggest sources of 
hydrocarbons in the petrochemical indus- 
try. It is a major polluter.”°° 

Similarly, Exxon Research and Engineer- 
ing Corporation, a branch of Exxon Oil 

Company, the world’s largest oil producer, 
was hired by EPA to write the Agency’s 
environmental regulations for off-shore oil 
drilling. On the very day the EPA signed the 
$965,000 contract with Exxon (June 25, 
1975), the company discharged almost half a 
million gallons of polluted water into the sea 
near Alaska’s Prudhoe Bay—a gross viola- 
tion of EPA standards for which Exxon was 
later fined $100,000. When Exxon Research 
and Engineering Corporation sent its report 
to the Environmental Protection Agency, 
the Agency’s contract officers labelled it 
“shallow” and self-serving. Exxon had con- 
cluded that off-shore oil drilling did not 
pose any serious pollution problems. 
According to one EPA official, “There was a 

lot of p. r. [public relations] nonsense in a 
technical report extolling their environmen- 
tal awareness.”°° 

Contracting in Corporate Incompe- 
tence. Conflicts of interest are one thing, 
incompetence another. Consider two addi- 
tional cases. One occurred between 1969 
and 1973 when the Stanford Research 
Institute (SRI) was hired by the U.S. Office 
of Education (now the Department of Edu- 
cation) to evaluate the progress of children 
enrolled in its Headstart Program. When 
the report from Stanford Research Institute 
finally arrived, six months late, at the Office 

of Education, it was judged, with consider- 
able reason, to be unacceptable. The direc- 
tor of the Headstart Evaluation Branch of 
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the Office of Education “found not only that 
the work was poor, but that SRI had pla- 
giarized, from among all possible sources, 

her own work.”°? She went on to note that 
one section of the report was “lifted almost 
word for word from my 1969 paper... . 
can’t your staff think for itself?”> 

Despite what amounted to unequivocal 
proof that the Stanford Research Institute 
had no personnel qualified to undertake an 
evaluation of the Headstart Program and, 

later, the Followthrough Programs for the 

Office of Education, SRI’s contracts were 
continued. Ultimately, the Stanford 
Research Institute was involved in an Office 
of Education contract amounting to more 
than $13 million; the Institute’s “fee,” which 

really meant profit, for this project was 
$857,000. 

Consider another example, the experi- 

ence of the federal government when it 
undertook the largest job evaluation project 
ever attempted through a private con- 
tractor. When Congress created the U.S. 
Postal Corporation out of the old Postal Ser- 
vice in 1969, a remaining problem was 
the job status of the Postal Corporation’s 
750,000 employees. Reviewing and 
recategorizing the work of these employees 
amounted to a huge project in public per- 
sonnel administration, yet the decision to let 

the contract in 1970 ultimately devolved to 
one man, whose background was largely in 
private business. He contacted a small 
number of corporations, but eventually 

awarded the contract to Westinghouse Cor- 
poration, which had bid $3 million—a bid 

that was $300,000 higher than the next 
highest bid, and a million dollars higher 

than the average bid of the four other bid- 
ders. 

Cost and quality do not always correlate, 
and Washington’s experience with West- 
inghouse shows that incompetence can 
come highly priced. By way of indication, 
the team of fifty self-designated experts that 
Westinghouse assembled to conduct a 
sophisticated study of personnel manage- 
ment included a sales manager of soft drink 
vending equipment, and a nuclear safety 
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engineer.°? According to Congress, not one 
member of this team had “specific and 
direct job evaluation experience.”©° In fact, 

so uncertain was Westinghouse over its own 
abilities in this area, that it hired Fry Consul- 

tants to actually train its own people so that 
they could conduct the study! 

Westinghouse was so grossly unqualified 
to conduct a personnel study that its inept- 
ness eventually resulted in the most detailed 
congressional investigation into a consultant 
contract ever undertaken. Among other 
problems, the House Post Office and Civil 

Service Committee concluded that not only 
had the contract been awarded to a firm that 
had absolutely no experience or ability in 
the field for which it was hired, and had 

made by far the highest bid to conduct the 
study, but that there weré no criteria in exis- 
tence by which any contractors were 
selected! This applied not only to the the 
contract involving the Postal Corporation, 
but apparently to the whole of the federal 
government as well.®! 

Two Models of Contracting 

The controversies surrounding federal 

contracting and procurement procedures 
relate to two very different perspectives on 
government’s relationship with industry. 

These opposing world views have been 

called the formal model of contracting and 
procurement and the joint management 
model.®? 

The formal model envisions that the rela- 

tionships within the Federal Contract Pro- 

curement System and, for that matter, the 

“military-industrial complex” itself, as dis- 

crete, highly task-specific arrangements 
among parties that are entirely independent 

of one another. Buyers are wholly separate 
from sellers. As Raymond G. Hunt 
observes, 

The steam behind the . . . [formal model] comes 
from a number of sources: ideologies about the 
American free enterprise economy and anxieties 
about creeping socialism; desires to contract 
fairly; apprehensions about a nefarious military- 
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industrial complex; fears of the political-moral 

dangers of anything other than arms-length gov- 
ernment-industrial dealings; pragmatic hopes 
for market-compelled efficiencies and economy; 

and optimistic expectations that, bolstered by 
sophisticated systems analysis and management 
science devices, market-based fixed price 

arrangements can be contrived that will solve 
many vexing procedural and managerial prob- 
lems in the [Federal Contract Procurement Sys- 
tem]... simply by making them go away.®% 

By contrast, the joint management model 
emphasizes cooperative problem solving 
between the public and private sectors and 
shared managerial tasks. The joint manage- 
ment model assumes that no mechanistic 
formal model strategy “can be competent to 
dynamic undertakings such as [research and 
development] or modern complex system 
acquisition. ... in sharp contrast with the 
[formal model], the basic feature of the 
cooperative [joint management model] is a 
more or less even, although perhaps fluc- 
tuating, distribution of power between the 
participating actors and organizations’—in 
other words, the government buyer and the 
private seller.®# 

The Formal Model: Major Contractual 
Types. Among the contractual forms that 
are used under the formal model are fixed 
price contracts, which state that a private com- 
pany will deliver whatever service or prod- 
uct is written into the contract on a 
predetermined date for a price that will not 
vary, regardless of unanticipated circum- 
stances that may or may not arise prior to 
the delivery date.® 

Another form of contract that falls under 
the category of the formal model is called 
total package procurement. ‘Total package pro- 
curement amounts to a set of somewhat 
artificial devices designed to simulate a com- 
petitive market situation. Under total pack- 
age procurement, contractors are invited to 
bid on a single package that runs from 
development, through production, to even- 
tual operational support of a project. The 
idea was to encourage competition, reduce 
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the length of contract negotiations, and to 

enhance the possibility of more frequent 
fixed price contracting. Total package pro- 
curement was abolished in the early 1970s 
after it was attempted on such fiascoes as the 
C-5A cargo plane and several other projects 
that ended in gross cost overruns. 

A third version of the formal model is the 
incentive contract. Incentive contracts attempt 
to encourage contractors to increase the 
quality of their performance by permitting 
them to share in any monetary gains that 
may derive from improvements that they 
are able to attain in a particular project. For 
example, if a project is delivered ahead of 
schedule, the incentive contract would 
provide a bonus to the contractor on the 
logic that, by being ahead of schedule, the 

contractor saved the government money. In 
practice, incentive contracts rarely work 
because it is so difficult to project in any 
reasonable amount of detail what cost sav- 
ings can be demonstrated to have resulted 
from innovative management practices initi- 
ated by the contractor. According to some 
citizens, the assumptions implicit in an 

incentive contract are, in fact, so complex 

that they have essentially failed as a method 
of implementing the formal model, the 
essence of which is the fixed price con- 
tract.© 

Fixed price contracts, total package pro- 
curement, and incentive contracts are the 
major forms of contracting reflecting the 
values of the formal model, but the kinds of 
contracts used under the joint management 
model display an entirely different belief 
system, one, as we stated earlier, that 
assumes a close working relationship 

_ between the contractor and the govern- 
ment. 

The Joint Management Model: Major Con- 
tractual Types. The major type of contract 
used by the joint management model is the 
cost-plus contract. A cost-plus contract under- 
writes the contractor’s risks by assuring that 
the government will cover all costs accrued 
by the contractor in developing a project 
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and then adds an additional amount as the 
contractor’s profit.®7 

There are at least two kinds of cost-plus 
contracts. One is the cost-plus fixed fee con- 
tract, which provides for reimbursement of 

the contractor along with payment of a fee 
negotiated as a percentage of estimated 
costs of performance that has been estab- 
lished prior to undertaking the work. The 
cost-plus fixed fee contract succeeded the 
now illegal cost-plus percentage of cost contract, 
which based fees charged by the contractor 
on actual costs. This type of contract was 
eliminated because it encouraged con- 
tractors to be as costly as possible, since their 
profits were based on costs they incurred. A 

second type of cost-plus contract is the cost- 
plus award fee contract. Cost-plus award fee 
contracts permit payments of a fee to a con- 
tractor on the basis of after-the-fact evalua- 
tions of performance by government 

officials. Both cost-plus fixed fee contracts 
and cost-plus award fee contracts have been 

criticized on the grounds that they lead to 
cost overruns or are highly subjective 
because awards are determined by govern- 

ment administrators.°® 

Contracting and Weltanschauungen. ‘Vhe 
world views of the formal and joint manage- 
ment models of procurement and con- 
tracting are polar opposites. The formal 
model sees the public and private sectors as 
separate, perhaps adversarial, entities. It 

also assumes that everyone understands 
what the job is, and how it is to be done. 

The joint management model does not 
distinguish between the public and private 
sectors; “a buyer actively participates in a 
seller’s operational decisions and one can 
hardly tell the players except from the logo 
on their coveralls.”®° Also in contrast to the 
formal model, the joint management model 
often assumes—at least in research and 
development contracting—that no one 
really understands what the job is and how it 
is to be done. This is sensible. Research and 
development projects are, by definition, 
projects that explore the unexplored, so 
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much of “the job” to be done always is 
unknown. And R & D projects are an 

important component in_ federal con- 

tracting: more than 70 percent of all federal 
R & D spending is contracted out to private 
enterprise, and Washington supports more 
than half of all research and development in 
the nation.7° 

The joint management model is _ less 
acceptable politically than the formal model. 
It assumes that the world, including the 

federal government and private corpora- 
tions, is interdependent, while the formal 

model does not recognize interdependency. 
Both models have relevance. Govern- 

ment hostility to the private sector implied 

by the formal model may be justified when 
we learn of inordinately lax cost controls 
exercised by the government over private 
contractors, and what appears to be 

extraordinary avarice evidenced by con- 
tractors. The hammer, for example, falls 

somewhat short of what we think of as a 
cutting-edge technology. Yet the Pentagon 
has been charged by its contractors and has 
paid them more than $350 for a hammer 
that can be purchased in a hardware store 
for seven dollars. Incidents such as these are 
not isolated. Can we really accept the trust- 
ing premises of the joint management 
model in light of these occurrences? 

It is also apparent, however, that we 

often do not know what is entailed in fulfill- 
ing a contract, and in this sense the assump- 

tions of the joint management model are 
accurate. The space shuttle, the stealth air- 

craft, and the emerging technologies of 
“Star Wars,” for example, represent R & D 

contracts that could never be conducted (at 
least not honestly) on the basis of a fixed- 
price contract. How does one fix the price of 
making an idea into a reality? But one can 
fix the price of a reality that is known, com- 

mon, and routine, such as collecting gar- 

bage, manufacturing bullets, or buying 

hammers; and these more mundane kinds 

of government contracting often seem to be 
overlooked by critics of the formal model, 
who tend to stress the complexities of the 
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world of research and development in their 
arguments. 

To Privatize or Not to Privatize? 

Should government privatize or not? Was 
the Office of Education less or more effi- 
cient than the Stanford Research Institute 
in managing the Headstart and_ Fol- 
lowthrough evaluations? True, Stanford 
Research Institute did not chalk up an 
admirable record in the process but, on the 

other hand, neither did the Office of Educa- 

tion by letting the contracts in the first place, 
and by then not terminating them when its 
administrators found that the evaluations 
were being conducted with inordinate slov- 
enliness. Was Westinghouse less or more 
efficient than the Postal Corporation in con- 
ducting the personnel reclassification study? 
Competency is difficult to ascribe to either 
party. 

Although we have deliberately steered 
shy of arguing the obverse of the con- 
ventional wisdom (i.e., that business is more 
efficient than government) by contending 
that government is innately more efficient 
than private enterprise, it does appear that 
government agencies may be able to execute 
some of their policies less expensively than 
the private contractors who are contracted 
by government. One estimate, for example, 

placed the cost of personnel working under 
federal grants and contracts at seven times 
the cost of full-time federal personnel.7! On 
the other hand, it also appears that govern- 
ment employees are doing jobs that may be 
best left to the private sector. The federal 
government, according to the Office of 
Management and Budget, pays (at an 
annual cost of at least $18.5 billion) 400,000 

of its employees to operate nearly 12,000 
commercial or industrial activities that could 
be provided by private sources.72 

Compounding the already extraordinary 
difficulties involved in determining pri- 
vatized governmental efficiency are the 
problems unique to managing public pro- 
grams in a political world. Significantly, 
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these problems occur when “advice” from 
private interests waxes into policy executed 
by public administrators. The General 
Accounting Office has called Congress’s 
attention to this fundamental dilemma in 
formal reports dating from 1961. As one of 
them put it, “Federal agencies have used 

contractors. . . to perform work that should 
be done by Federal employees because it 
involves basic management decisions. 
Although contractors may not be making 
final decisions, we are concerned about the 

extent to which contractors are influencing 
agencies’ control of Federal policies and 
programs. . . . it is sometimes difficult to tell 
where ‘advice’ stops and ‘performance’ 
begins.”7 Or, as a top official of GAO put it 
more pithily, “We've seen situations where 
an agency contracts out so much of its data 
gathering and policy analysis that it thinks it 
has control, but the consultant is, in effect, 

making the decision.”’# 
The power that private interests have 

over public policy “makers” in the bureau- 
cracy can be traced to their control of infor- 
mation. For example, the Institute for 
Government Research, founded in the early 
part of the century (in 1926 it merged with 
the Robert Brookings Graduate School and 
the Institute for Economics to form the 
Brookings Institution), was instrumental in 
drafting the Budget and Accounting Act of 
1921, which provided not only the first 
guidelines for writing an annual, coherent 
budget for the federal government, but cre- 

ated the Bureau of the Budget (now called 
the Office of Management and Budget) and 
the General Accounting Office—the two 
most important fiscal agencies in Wash- 
ington. In fact, President Warren G. Hard- 
ing in 1921 asked the Institute for 
Government Research to actually write the 
federal budget! This was a rather incred- 
ible delegation of power by a government to 
a private body. “If there is any task that is 
supposed to be an official and nondelegable 
executive function, it is the preparation of 
the budget.”75 

Nevertheless, comparable activities occur 
today. In the 1970s, for example, the 
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Federal Power Commission and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior requested the Amer- 

ican Gas Association to make the official 

estimates on national gas reserves. So sen- 
sitive was this information that the govern- 

ment permitted the natural gas industry to 
withhold data from the public in making its 

official estimates.’© This kind of policy dom- 

inance by the private sector seems to prevail 
in the energy field although, according to 

the General Accounting Office, it is by no 
means exclusive to it; Education, Health 

and Human Services, and Defense, for 

example, are hardly immune from it.7” 
All too frequently, the complexities that 

emerge from the interface between con- 

tractor and government make worthwhile 

public programs distressingly vulnerable. 
One of the sadder examples of the public’s 
loss resulting from an arrogant press, 

understandably frustrated contractors, an 

ignorant Congress, and timid bureaucrats 

concerns a $3.4 million, five-year contract 

awarded in 1975 by the National Institute 
on Drug Abuse to Medical Research 

Applications, Inc. The firm was to collect 

clinical data on LAAM, a German drug rep- 
uted to be more effective than methadone 

for treating heroin addicts, and to develop it 

for widespread use. By 1979, the research 

(involving 6,000 addicts) was essentially 
completed, “and the work was found to be 
very good.”7® But columnist Jack Anderson 
attacked the Institute (and Congress) as a 
wanton wastrel of taxpayers’ dollars, citing 

the LAAM research contract as but one 

example. Consequently, the House Subcom- 
mittee on Health and the Environment 

questioned the Institute’s management of 
the contract. Soon, according to the federal 
project officer in charge of the contract, 
Institute “people were saying, ‘If we do this 
wrong, Anderson will write an article about 
us’. . . . Everybody was afraid.””9 When the 
nearly completed research project came up 
for renewal of its contract, the Institute 

withdrew its funding. Because of this termi- 

nation, Medical Research Applications 
boxed up some 400,000 pages of first-rate 
data that it had amassed, and stored them— 
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as was its legal right under its contract with 
the Institute. 

The research, a critical part of a larger, 

$10 million research effort about LAAM 
sponsored by the Institute, has never been 
used, either by the government or the con- 

tractor; both sides need the other’s data if 
LAAM is to be used in the United States to 

relieve heroin addiction. Both sides agree 
on one thing, however; misguided politics 

prevailed: A federal official familiar with 
the episode stated, “It was the government 

bureaucracy that botched it up. It was pol- 
itics. The thing is, the contractor did a very 
good job.”8° 

In short, effectiveness, efficiency, and the 

proper role of the private sector in the pub- 
lic's business are difficult to demonstrate 
empirically one way or the other. 

CONTRACTING AT THE GRASS ROOTS 

Although contracting out at the state and 
local levels has never attained the propor- 

tions achieved by the federal government, it 

nonetheless represents a significant way that 
state and local governments implement 
their public programs. Table 11-1 lists the 
major categories of public services that are 
privatized by cities and counties. 

The kinds of services that local govern- 
ments contract out to private corporations 
are surprisingly broad. Contracts are let for 
construction; purchasing equipment, sup- 

plies, concessions, franchises; and supplying 
services, such as solid waste collection and 

disposal. Research indicates that local gov- 
ernments in particular privatize services; 

significant numbers of local governments 
contract out architectural and engineering 
services, street maintenance, building 

repair, and (depending upon the study) gar- 
bage collection.®! 

Governments versus Corporations 

Governments are not relegated to con- 
tracting only with the private sector; they 
may also contract with the public sector in 
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TABLE 11-1 Local Services Contracted with the Private Sector 

Frequency Type of Service 

Contracted Sp ee ee eee a 

(Percent) Professional Housekeeping Direct Citizen Delivery 

50% or Architectural Street 
more services construction 

Engineering Building 
services repair 

33-49 Legal Equipment Solid waste collection 

counsel maintenance Ambulance Services 

15-32 Land use/ Building Nursing for the elderly 

planning maintenance Child day care 
Halfway houses 
Snow removal 

Vehicle 

maintenance 

Administrative 

support 

Food service 

for employees 

Street 

maintenance 

5-11 Grounds Recreation for the elderly 
maintenance Leaf collection 

Public recreation 

First aid for 

employees 

Police 

communication 

Source: Patricia S. Florestano and Stephen B. Gordon, “A Survey of City and 

County Use of Private Contracting,” The Urban Interest, 3 (Spring 1981), p. 25. 

The data in the table represent 225 responses to a survey of 803 member agencies of 
the National Institute of Governmental Purchasing. 

the form of other governments. This phe- 
nomenon, usually called “intergovernmen- 
tal service agreements,” does not boast a 
snappy moniker like “privatization”; if it 

did, presumably it would be called “pub- 
licization.” We consider intergovernmental 
arrangements for implementing public pol- 
icy more extensively in Chapter 12. 

Table 11-2 lists the major services that 
cities contract out to private firms as a per- 
centage of all the contracts they let, that is, 
contracts to other governments and private 
firms combined. Of the twenty-three ser- 
vices listed, contracting to private com- 
panies increased in all but four from 1972 to 
1982. These increases occurred primarily at 

the expense of intergovernmental service 
contracting by cities.8? 

The data in Table 11-2 are supported by 
other measures of the growth in privatiza- 
tion at the grass roots. State and local spend- 
ing for services provided by the private 
sector nearly tripled between 1975 and 
1982, when it hit $81 billion.83 The pri- 
vatization option clearly is an increasingly 
popular one among state and local officials. 

Public Sector, Private Sector, and Third 
Sector 

We should note that our use of the 
term “private sector” in our discussion of 
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TABLE 11-2 Cities’ Use of Private Contracting as Percentage 
of Their Use of All (Public Plus Private) Contracting 

1972 survey 1982 survey 

(2,375 cities (1,439 cities 
responding) responding) 

Services with similar names 

in both surveys 

Solid waste disposal 44% 46% 
Street lighting 80 66 
Uulity billing 56 61 
Ambulance services 57 60 

Animal control 31 26 

Housing 5 23 
Hospitals 38 61 
Recreational facilities 4 33 

Parks 3 68 

Museums 20 20 

Legal services 84 90 
Payroll 56 85 
Tax assessing 14 1s) 

Personnel services 8 18) 

Public relations 67 89 

Services with slightly different 
names in both surveys 

Snow plowing 30 85 

Crime prevention/patrol 2 ay 
Traffic control 4 20 

Insect control 8 33 

Public health 2 19 
Drug/alcohol treatment 7 15 
Mental health 18 14 

Source: Lori M. Henderson, “Intergovernmental Service Arrange- 

ments and Transfer of Functions,” Municipal Year Book, 1985 (Wash- 

ington, D.C.: International City Management Association, 1985), 

p. 201. 

government contracting includes not only 
for-profit corporations but nonprofit organ- 
izations as well—organizations such as social 
service agencies, cultural groups, health 
organizations, and so forth, that are not 

government agencies. Tables 11-1 and 11-2 
include nonprofit organizations but do not 
distinguish between them and for-profit 
companies. Those services that are identi- 
fied in Tables 11-1 and 11-2 as “Nursing for 
the Elderly,” “Child Day Care,” “Halfway 
Houses,” “Recreation for the Elderly,” 

“Public Recreation,” “Housing,” “Hospi- 
tals,’ “Recreational Facilities,” “Public 

Health,” “Drug/Alcohol Treatment,” and 

“Mental Health” often are provided by non- 

profit organizations under contracts with 
local government agencies. 

We are only beginning to learn about the 
contractual and fiscal connections between 
the public sector and the “third sector” (as 
nonprofit, charitable, and voluntary organi- 
zations are sometimes called), and the 
Urban Institute has made some important 
contributions to our understanding of these 
relationships. In a careful empirical exam- 
ination of 3,411 local nonprofit human ser- 

vice organizations in twelve representative 
metropolitan areas and four rural areas, the 

Urban Institute discovered that govern- 
ments are unusually and surprisingly hefty 
supporters of supposedly independent, 
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nonprofit human service organizations. 
More than 38 percent of the revenues of 
these organizations comes from govern- 
ments!84 

Because of “pass through” arrangements 
(e.g., federal monies to subnational govern- 
ments that ultimately are used to fund con- 
tracts with nonprofit service organizations), 
identifying the level of government (z.e., 
federal, state, or local) and each level’s pro- 

portionate contribution via contracts to 
these agencies can be extremely difficult to 
ascertain. However, it appears that most of 

the funds that are used to support contracts 
with nonprofit human services organiza- 
tions are federal funds that Washington has 
transferred as grants-in-aid to state and 
local governments, while almost all of the 

contracting agents who contract with these 
nonprofit organizations are state and local 
officials. In any event, the point stands that 
governments are major actors in the “pri- 
vate” provision of public services. 

In fact, governments are the major actors; 

the next largest source of revenues for non- 
profit human services organizations is fees, 

dues, and charges to clients and members of 
the organizations themselves (less than 30 
percent), followed by private and direct giv- 
ing by individuals (nearly 12 percent), mis- 
cellaneous projects such as bake sales (6 
percent), United Way (more than 5 per- 
cent), income from endowments and invest- 
ments (less than 5 percent), foundation 
grants (less than 4 percent), corporate gifts 

(3 percent), and other sources contributing 
less than 2 percent. Total private giving to 
nonprofit human services organizations 
amounts to only 21 percent of their reve- 
nues, compared to the 38 percent of their 
income that is obtained from government 
contracts!8° 

Just as governments support nonprofit 
organizations, so do nonprofit organizations 
support governments. Forty-two percent of 
all public spending for health care (exclud- 
ing hospitals), social services, housing and 

community development, employment and 
training, and arts and culture goes to sup- 
port the delivery of these programs not by 
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government agencies, but by private, non- 

profit groups!*° 
Another 19 percent of government’s 

human service delivery dollars is contracted 
with private, for-profit organizations. In 
other words, an impressive 61 percent of 
public expenditures for human services is 
channeled to private-sector organizations, 

both nonprofit and for-profit, that are 
responsible for implementing these pro- 
grams! The remaining 39 percent is deliv- 
ered directly by government agencies. The 
largest single deliverer of publicly financed 
human services, however, remains the non- 

profit sector: “It is this government-non- 
profit partnership that forms the core of 
human service delivery systems in the 
United States.”8” 

Public welfare in the United States, in 

sum, is mostly a private enterprise. 

A More Manageable Task? 

State and local governments appear to 
have a reasonably firm, if occasionally ten- 
uous, grip on their private contractors. 
There are four reasons for this. The first 
reason is that privatization is relatively 
restricted among the grass-roots govern- 
ments, and so the supervisory chore is more 
manageable than at the federal level. A 
review of the literature on the topic con- 
cluded that subnational contracting of all 
types with private firms was “limited,”§® and 
that privatizing public services by local gov- 
ernments ran a distant third to governments 
providing the services themselves or via 
intergovernment agreements. “Even in the 
case of the two governmental services most 
frequently contracted to private firms, 
refuse collection and engineering tasks, 
many more jurisdictions provide these two 
services themselves than contract with pri- 
vate firms or other governments.”89 

Second, public controls over certain cate- 
gories of contracting are relatively thorough 
at the subnational levels. Virtually all state 
and local governments have detailed regula- 
tions governing construction contracts with 
private builders; they maintain sizeable 
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building inspection operations and central 
purchasing units that are normally responsi- 
ble and well-run. Moreover, state and local 

governments have considerable experience 
in using the contract (in the form of letting 
franchises, leases, concessions, and arrang- 

ing sales) as a device that actually makes 
money for governments rather than as a 
mechanism for spending it. 

Third, competitive bidding, while not as 

common a practice as it perhaps should be, 
seems to be used frequently by subnational 
governments. One national study found 
that the proportion of local contracts let to 
the private sector on a competitive basis was 
about equal to the proportion that were 
negotiated,?° in contrast to the estimated 85 
percent of all contracts that are negotiated 
by federal agencies. 

Finally, oversight of a company’s perfor- 
mance by state and local officials, while less 

than systematic, at least seems to be a matter 
of concern. One survey found a surprising 
propensity among these officials to take “the 
fairly dramatic step” of changing from pri- 
vate supplier to public provider, or vice 
versa, indicating an interest by state and 
local governments in determining whether 
the private sphere or the public one was the 
more efficient deliverer of services.9! 

Privatization: Official Opinion and Public 
Opinion 

What do local officials themselves think 
about the contracting option? Table 11-3 
indicates these opinions. By and large, local 
officials think that they get both efficient 
and effective service by privatization, 
although there are some substantial minor- 
ity opinions to the contrary. But it should be 
noted that local officials have approached 
the contracting alternative with some cau- 
tion. One study found that local govern- 
ments contracted out no fewer than thirty- 
three services to private contractors, but 

that the average number of services con- 
tracted out by cities and counties averaged 
fewer than eight. “With such a large 
number of possible services, an average of 
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TABLE 11-3 Local Public Administrators’ 

Opinions on Contracting Out Local Services 

Responses 
Statement (N = 225) 

Contracting out costs less than 
government provision 43% 

Contracting out costs the same as 
government provision 13 

Contracting out costs more than 
government provision 27 

No answer 17 

Total 100 

Contracting out results in quality 
poorer than government provision 7 

Contracting out results in quality 
the same as government provision 32 

Contracting out results in quality 
better than government provision 32 

No answer 29 

Total 100 

Source: Patricia S. Florestano and Stephen B. Gor- 
don, “A Survey of City and County Use of Private 
Contracting,” The Urban Interest, 3 (Spring 1981), 

Paizo: 

less than eight does not indicate a substan- 
tial movement from public to private service 
delivery.”9? 

It is entirely possible that local govern- 
ment officials would be more enthusiastic 
about privatization if their citizens were 
more trusting of the privatization option. 
However, the people are notably leery about 
turning over the delivery of public services 
to private corporations. Asked in a national 
survey whether they thought local govern- 
ment or private enterprise could deliver six 
selected services more efficiently, only one 

(hospitals) was identified by Americans as a 
service that private vendors could provide 
more efficiently than local government— 
and this opinion was held by only 1 percent 
more of the people responding. Although 
more highly educated people evidenced a 
greater faith in corporate America as an 
efficient deliverer of local services (college 
graduates picked private enterprise as a 
superior provider of three of the six ser- 
vices), the point nonetheless stands that, in 
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one of the globe’s major bastions of cap- 
italism, government generally is more 
trusted than corporations to deliver public 
programs efficiently. Table 11-4 provides 
details of the survey. 

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTING: 
WHAT MUST BE DONE? 

The relatively high concern displayed by 
local administrators in measuring and com- 
paring the costs of services provided by the 
public and private sectors points to the fun- 
damental dilemma of government con- 
tracting: American governments have no 
instrument, no established procedures, for 

assuring that the public’s business is con- 
ducted efficiently, effectively, and without 
undue influence by private interests. We are 
not arguing that government can be con- 
ducted more efficiently through public 
agencies, or through government corpora- 
tions (considered next), or through private 
business. What we are suggesting is that 
improved means be established to deter- 
mine which of these methods, or possibly 
other devices, should be employed to con- 
duct which projects and services most effec- 
tively and efficiently. 

How can we make these determinations? 
At least two steps seem warranted. One is to 
establish within the chief executive offices of 
all levels of government (7.e., the president, 

the governors, the mayors, and other local 

chief executives) an authority for govern- 
ment contractors that would have the power 
of advising the chief executives on matters 
concerning government contracting. Such 
an authority would categorize government 
contractors according to function and per- 
formance, establish performance auditing 

criteria, assist government contractors in 
efficiently conducting their business, estab- 
lish annual reports on the activities of con- 
tractors, verify the reports that are made to 
governments by contractors, authorize the 

establishing and terminating of government 
contracts, settle disputes, and work with 
public prosecutors.9° Some central author- 
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ity that has access to the chief executives of 
American governments is needed to ade- 
quately control the public’s business. 

A second step that must be taken is the 
reeducation and intellectual upgrading of 
the more than 150,000 federal bureaucrats, 

and uncounted state and local admin- 
istrators, who manage the vast and complex 
contracts and grants processes of American 
governments. An indication of the low levels 
of education held by these federal officials is 
the fact that the federal procurement and 
contracting work force has, on the average, 

a high school diploma plus three months of 
college education. One third of the contract 
officers who work for the Department of 
Education have not even completed their 
mandatory training on contracting and pro- 
curement procedures.%*4 

Currently, a rare “window” exists to 

upgrade the educational level of this work 
force. One half of the federal contracting- 
and-grants officers were eligible to retire in 
1980,9° and there is a unique opportunity to 
recruit new, highly educated personnel who 
are adequately educated and confident to 
manage the huge public contracting system. 
It is important that these recruits be not 
only well-educated but also well-socialized 
into the values of efficient and honest goy- 
ernment. The current federal contracting 
work force, which has not much more than 

a high school diploma, is nonetheless 
responsible for expending considerably 
more than $100 billion a year in procure- 
ment contracts. Education becomes a major 
means in bringing the margins of the state 
under some degree of control for purposes 
of knowledgeable action. 

THE GOVERNMENT CORPORATION 

As we observed at the beginning of this 
chapter, the reluctance of local officials to 
privatize extensively is rooted in certain 
political realities, notably the relatively 
vibrant unions of state and local employees 
that do not want to see their jobs contracted 
away, antiquated fiscal requirements that 



‘
S
A
 

V
O
"
 

“u
or
su
ly
se
M)
 

C9
6]
 

‘S
ax
v 

I,
 

pu
n 

sp
ua

mu
sa

n0
y 

uo
 

sa
pn
an
y 

sy
gn
g 

S
u
S
u
n
y
y
 

‘s
uo
ne
ja
y 

[e
iu
a 

8 
OF

 
6 

La
d 

6 
La
g 

m
o
u
y
 

q
u
a
 

1,
u0

q 
-U
LA
N.
0)
 

10
90
T 

syertdsoyy 

OF
 

8 
LY
 

) 

LY
 

9 

66
 

II
 

6P
 

4 

09
 

6 
66
 

Ol
 

L9
 

6 
VS

 
OI
 

LY
 

él
 

SP
 

G H
I
V
 

9
 

sa
vu
nd
 

m
o
u
y
 

U
0
)
 

1,
u0
qd
 

I
D
O
I
 

|
 

. 

IZ
 

QL
 

IZ
 

OL
 

PL
 

6L
 

69
 

69 
vL IL

 
&L
 

DEL 
quaus 

-ULAN.OL) 

10
90
T 

6
6
-
6
 

‘d
d 

‘(
Gg
6I
 

‘
A
0
N
J
O
 

S
u
N
u
I
I
g
 

JU
sU

IU
ID

ZA
OD

 
W
U
I
Z
A
O
Z
1
I
}
U
T
 

UO
 

VO
Is
sI
MM
UI
OD
 

AL
Os
IA
py
 

 :
a2

4n
og

 

13
 

Ol
 

6
 

LY
 

AN
D 

[
e
n
u
e
 

61
 

6 
0g
 

IF
 

as
ul
ly
 

Id
A0
 

pu
ke

 
Y
0
0
'
0
G
—
O
N
s
I
/
(
 

63
 

Il
 

6F
 

OF
 

o.
na
WU
ON
 

61
 

ra
l 

6
 

GP
 

au
Yy
MU
ON
 

Io
 

Ol
 

8h
 

ra
g 

at
 

M 
GZ
 

v 
6h
 

LY
 

+ 
00
0‘
0F
$ 

WA
 

91
 

bP
 

OF
 

00
0‘
°S
1$
¢ 

t9
pu

n 
au
lo
Oo
UT
 

pr
oy
ss
no
yy
 

66
 

G 
Gr

 
09

 
ar

en
pe

sr
g 

aa
yj
op
 

QI
 

SI
 

0g
 

LE
 

aj
gj

dw
oo

uy
 

jo
oy
ss
 

y
s
 

zy
 

91
 

0g
 

PE
 

GQ
 

19
49
 

ra
d 

8 
LY
 

GF
 

as
y 

Jo
 

si
va
X 

Gg
 

Ja
pu
gQ
 

1
S
 

%O
1 

%8
Pr
 

%B
Pr
 

oy
qn
g 

[e
o]
, 

sa
vu
nd
 

M
o
u
y
 

qu
au

 
sa

vu
vd

 
-u

ho
ry

 
1,
U0
q 

-U
LI

LO
LD

) 
-u

lo
ry

 
I
D
O
L
 

[
2
9
0
7
 

A
I
D
A
 

I
 

ao
uR
eu
az
Ur
Ie
y 

19
9.
05
 

S8
6L
 

‘S
AD
IM
IS
 

PI
}D
IJ
ag
 

40
4 

‘
I
G
N
 

40
 

ay
eA
la
d 

‘S
AZ

II
AI

J[
AQ

 
AI

IA
IV

S 
[L

I0
] 

JN
OG

e 
sa
du
as
aj
ag
 

se
jn

do
g 

so
ny
po
ey
 

S
u
r
e
 

b-
LL
 

AV
Aa
VL
 

335 



6 
gg
 

8g
 

o 
99
 

ue
 

l 
89
 

GZ
 

A
y
 

ye
nu
ay
 

je
 

$G
 

6¢
 

P 
GG
 

It
 

b 
FL
 

GG
 

a
s
u
l
y
 

JI
AO
 

pu
re
 

(
0
0
‘
0
G
—
O
N
I
K
 

l 
SF
 

oP
 

9 
ra
g 

ra
s 

Ol
 

$9
 

12
 

o.
n2
WI
UO
N 

ia
l 

09
 

9%
 

6 
G9
 

9%
 

OI
 

69
 

Lo
 

au
YM
UO
N 

9 
I¢
 

€F
 

G 
ra
o 

6
 

L 
69
 

7a
 

au
yM
 

P 
ra
ni
 

ag
 

z 
ra
g 

OF
 

rd
 

€l
 

GZ
 

+ 
00
0°
0F
$ 

01
 

ra
o 

8g
 

OI
 

1g
 

6§
 

$I
 

19
 

92
 

00
0‘
S1
¢ 

t9
pu
gQ
 

aw
od
Uu
T 

pl
oy
as
no
yy
 

§ 
oP
 

gg
 

z 
0g
 

SP
 

Pp
 

OL
 

92
 

ar
en
pe
ly
 

a3
a]
jo
9 

Ol
 

8g
 

a3
 

8 
6G
 

gE
 

II
 

ee
 

vS
 

ae
[d
u1
od
uy
 

jo
oy
ss
 

yS
ip
y 

ia
l 

6F
 

LE
 

ra
l 

6G
 

9¢
 

PI
 

+9
 

ee
 

GQ
 

19
49
 

9 
ra
e 

oP
 

G 
ra
 

SP
 

9 
99
 

83
 

as
y 

JO
 

si
va
x 

GE
 

1a
pu
y 

BL
 

%E
G 

VA
Ga
 

%9
 

WE
S 

Y
F
 

%L
 

%8
9 

%G
S 

oy
qn
g 

je
10
L 

m
o
u
y
 

qu
au
t 

sa
vu
vo
g 

m
o
u
y
 

qu
au
. 

sa
vu
vd
 

m
o
u
y
 

qu
au
 

sa
up
d 

7,
u0
q 

-U
LI
0.
0)
 

-w
or
y 

7,
u0
q 

-U
LI
L.
0)
 

m
0
 

7,
u0
q 

-U
dI
0.
0)
 

0
7
)
 

10
90
7 

ID
OI
 

10
90
7 

Ay
D 

J 
10
90
7 

a
o
n
 

e
s
 

DI
AI
Ig
 

so
uR
[N
qU
Iy
 

uo
nd
aT
JO
D 

as
eq
ue
y 

sj
oo
g 

Su
ru
ru
mt
mg
 

pu
e 

sy
re
g 

(P
EN
UN
UO
D)
 

S8
6L
 

‘S
Ad
1A
sa
g 

pa
yd
aj
—a
g 

40
4 

‘2
11
\Q
ng
 

40
 

D
E
A
L
 

‘S
AI
II
AI
IC
 

ID
IA
JV
S 

[2
90
7 

Jn
og
e 

Se
du
ad
9j
a4
g 

Ae
In
do
g 

=p
-L
 

1
 

JT
AV
L 

336 



GOVERNMENT CONTRACTING AND THE PUBLIC AUTHORITY 

are often cemented into state constitutions, 

and a reluctance by Americans to turn over 
too many public policies for implementation 
by private bodies. Nevertheless, state and 
local governments have borne the brunt of 
public demands for greater services over the 
last few decades and have, as a result, been 
forced to find ways to accommodate those 
demands. The answer that most states and 
local jurisdictions have found is the creation 
of the public corporation, a mysterious, 
veiled, and secretive entity that functions on 
the fringes of the public domain. 

The government corporation, also 
known as the special authority or public 
authority, is an independent, legislatively 
created monopoly empowered to build, 
maintain, and manage public services, such 
as hospitals, bridges, university dormitories, 
tunnels, roads, senior citizen centers, public 

housing, seaports, mental health facilities, 
airports, pollution control programs, water 
and sewage plants, electrical power utilities, 
and a variety of other projects. Occasionally, 
special authorities have been established by 
governments to conduct relatively exotic 
public policies, such as thoroughbred horse 
breeding, foreign trade, radio stations, tele- 

vision networks, and railroads. 
These special authorities have been cre- 

ated by state and local governments, and 
only until comparatively recently have they 
really been scrutinized as a species of quasi 
government that flourishes on the margin 
of the state. This building public skepticism 
about public authorities stems from 2 
plethora of new perceptions about their 
(heretofore) vaunted effectiveness and effi- 
ciency as implementers of public policy, 
their expanding number, and their bur- 

geoning debt—for which the taxpayer 
ultimately is responsible. 

Fiscal Power 

The developing economic power of gov- 
ernment corporations is both impressive 
and often overlooked. Public authorities 
employ 3 percent of the national labor force 
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and account for 15 percent of the nation’s 
fixed investment. They control four fifths of 
the local public transportation systems, 
three quarters of the country’s water sys- 
tems, and a fourth of our electrical plants 
and railways. The Port Authority of New 
York and New Jersey, one of the larger gov- 
ernment corporations, has more debts than 

thirty-nine states combined, and more oper- 

ating revenues than all but nine of the 
nation’s biggest cities!9° Between 1968 and 
1978, public authorities tripled their fund- 
ing levels. They spend more than $14 billion 

a year on operations and invest more dollars 
(about $10 billion annually) in new capital 
facilities than all state and municipal gov- 
ernments combined!9” Table 11-5 (p. 338) 
ranks by level of debt the nation’s fifteen 
largest government corporations chartered 
by subnational jurisdictions. 

There are perhaps 18,000 government 

corporations; of these, perhaps sixty, and 

possibly closer to twenty (depending on 
one’s definition), are federal corporations.9° 
The remainder are chartered by state and 
local governments. 

New York and Pennsylvania are the 
major states that use the public authority 
and, between them, have developed the two 

basic models for setting them up. In New 
York, public authorities are individually 
chartered by the state legislature. In Penn- 
sylvania, however, local governments (cities, 

counties, towns, and special districts) can 

create government corporations through a 
number of different devices, and with little 

or no interference from the state. Most 
states, more than two thirds, use the Penn- 

sylvanian approach; in fact, only New York 
and Maine specifically require that the state 
legislature enact specific legislation to estab- 
lish each government corporation. 

Public authorities support themselves by 
borrowing money in the nation’s money 
markets, by grants from their sponsoring 
governments, and by charging user fees to 
customers who use the facilities they build— 
such as toll charges levied on toll road driv- 
ers. Most of their budgets, however, are bor- 
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TABLE 11-5 Functional and Financial Activity of Major State and Local 

Public Enterprise: 1976-1977 
ea a ee 

Public Enterprise 

New York State Housing 

Finance Agency (1977) 

Washington State Public Power 

Supply System (1977) 

Electric power 

New York State Power 

Authority (1977) 

Port Authority of New York- 
New Jersey (1977) 

Salt River Project (Arizona) 
(1977) 

Nebraska Public Power District 

(1977) 

Puerto Rico Water Resource 

Authority (1977) 

Washington, D.C. Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority 
(1976-1977) 

New Jersey Turnpike Authority 
(1977) 

South Carolina Public Service 

Authority (1977) 

San Francisco Bay Area Transit 
District No. 2 (1976-1977) 

Omaha Public Power District 
(1976-1977) 

Metropolitan Water District of 
Sn. Calif. (1976-1977) 

Washington Suburban Sanitary 
Commission (1976-1977) 

Dallas-Fort Worth Regional 
Airport Authority 
(1976-1977) 

Electric power 

Terminal and 

Electric power 

Electric power 

Electric power 

Electric power 

Water, sewage 

Function(s) 

Housing, health and 

human welfare projects 

Electric power, water 

‘Transportation 

Roads (transportation) 

Transportation 

Water, electric power 

Transportation 

transportation facilities 

Revenues! Outstanding Debt 
(millions) (millions) 

$309 $4,792 

28? 2,803 

439 ee’) 

524 1,821 

311 1,583 

188 1,406 

606 1,115 

625 1,024 

105 829 

126 810 

144 749 

141 729 

168 671 

174 615 

57 591] 

Source: Michael Denning and David J. Olson, “Public Enterprise and Emerging Character of State 
Service Provisions: Application to Public Ports” (Paper presented at the 1981 annual meeting of Amer- 
ican Political Science Association, New York, Sept. 3-6, 1981), Table VII. 

11977 data are operating revenues; 1976-1977 data are total revenues. 

Revenues reported are small because authority does not actually sell power: it simply owns and oper- 
ates projects. 

rowed, and special authorities have been 
consuming increasingly vast amounts of 
borrowed money. 

Most of us have heard about these public 
authorities in the context of “tax exempt 
municipal bonds.” In fact, government cor- 
porations are able to raise more money for 
investment than either all state governments 

or all municipal governments precisely 
because bond buyers do not have to pay 
income taxes on the interest that bonds gen- 
erate. Public authorities are the largest sin- 
gle category of borrowers in the tax-exempt 
municipal bond market and borrow more 
money than all state and local governments 
combined! “This corporate investment 
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exerts a massive influence on the patterns of 
development in the nation, an influence that 
is largely insulated from public debate.”99 

The rapid growth of the government cor- 
poration’s fiscal role in the national econ- 
omy is beginning to dwarf the role of the 
very state and local governments that gave 
them birth. By 1979, fully half of all the 
long-term debts (which comprise about 95 
percent of all state and local debts) incurred 
by state and local governments had been 
incurred by public authorities (up from 28 
percent in 1955), an amount equal to 15 

percent of all federal, state, and local out- 

standing debt.!°° Currently, _ public 
authorities are nearing 60 percent in terms 
of their annual share of all state and local 
long-term debt.!°! 

This debt is “nonguaranteed” by state 
and local governments. That is, they are not 
technically obligated to pay off creditors in 
the event that the enterprises to which those 
creditors loaned money should default. 
Nonguaranteed debts occur because most 
state and local governments are saddled 
with archaic constitutional clauses and stat- 
utes that place artificially low ceilings on 
how much debt a state or locality may incur, 
or that require inordinately cumbersome 
procedures to borrow funds. Nonguaran- 
teed debts also occur because these govern- 
ments genuinely need the money to meet 
fundamental public needs, such as public 
health and safety. To raise this money, and 
to circumvent their own policy restrictions 
on borrowing (which, in many instances, 
have remained unchanged since the last 
century), subnational governments resorted 
to creating public authorities. Since their 
debts are nominally not backed by the gov- 
ernments that established them, these 
authorities can legally borrow as much as 
they like. As a result, much of the non- 
guaranteed debt of state and local govern- 
ments has been incurred by the government 
corporations that they have founded. 

Precisely how free these governments 
really are of the mounting debts that are 
being incurred by special authorities is 
debatable. Should a_ public authority 
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default, the courts could well find that the 
government which created it nonetheless 
owes its creditors—and, in fact, the courts 

have so ruled in such cases.!9? Moreover, 
many government corporations are em- 
powered by their creators to issue “moral 
obligation bonds,” which means __ that, 

although a state or locality may not tech- 
nically be responsible for an authority’s 
debts, it nonetheless has a legally recognized 
moral obligation to back them. In short, it 
appears that if the typical government cor- 
poration goes bust, it is the taxpayer who 
ultimately may pay its “nonguaranteed” 
debt. 

The Evolution of the Government 
Corporation 

Fiscally speaking (and, for that matter, 
politically speaking, too), the relationship of 
government corporations to the subnational 
governments is not merely one of the tail 
wagging the proverbial dog, but of figuring 
out which end of this moving and shaking 
mass is the tail and which is the dog! This 
disturbing situation is in part the result of 
fiscal experimentation by the federal, state, 

and local governments over the past two 
centuries. 

The first government corporations were 
banks chartered by the states; the federal 

government often held significant portions 
of the stock of these banks. Later in the 
nineteenth century, when all companies in 
nearly all the states were required to have a 
special state charter to set up business, a 

relationship frequently would develop 
between individual legislators and corporate 
interests to expedite the applications of 
business charters. Over time, these rela- 
tionships reached such an intimacy that 
major scandals erupted in many states, and 
both states and municipalities often would 
default on their debts because their govern- 
ments had invested in questionable business 
projects that had gone under. These 
defaults occurred well into the 1920s and 
often involved investments of public funds 
in real estate developments. 
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“Whoops!” 
eS 

A recent incident illuminates the growing economic role that 
government corporations are playing in the nation. 

The Washington Public Power Supply 
System (WPPSS), known as ‘‘Whoops!”’ to 
some critics, is a consortium of twenty- 
three public utilities in Washington State 
and eighty-eight additional public utilities 
in the Northwest. Created in 1957 by nine- 
teen public utility districts and four Wash- 
ington cities to construct a small hydro- 
electric project, WPPSS bumped along for 
years as a typical government corporation, 

thriving with ease in a monopolistic mar- 
ket. Then, in the early 1970s, after reading 
that demand for electricity in the Northwest 
was expected to increase by 7 percent a 
year for the foreseeable future, the directors 
of WPPSS decided to build three nuclear 
power generators, and later expanded the 
project to five. 

By 1983, as a result of borrowing to 
finance the five plants, ‘‘“Whoops’’ was 
more than $8.3 billion in debt. Like govern- 
ments, government corporations such as 

WPPSS are free to raise revenues by selling 
“municipal” (even though they are not 
municipalities) bonds in the bond market. 
Investors in municipal bonds—nearly 90 
percent of whom are private citizens—find 
municipal bonds attractive because the 
interest that the bonds earn is not subject to 
federal income tax; they are tax free. And, 
at a 12.5 percent interest rate for some of its 
bond issues, the WPPSS consortium was 
selling a lot of bonds. In fact, WPPSS was 

the largest issuer of tax-exempt municipal 
bonds ever! 

WPPSS was issuing a particular type of 
long-term municipal bond, the revenue 
bond, to underwrite its nuclear plants. Rev- 
enue bonds repay their buyers through fees 
collected from users of the project that they 
finance; in the case of ‘‘Whoops,’’ for 
example, the bonds’ purchasers would be 
paid back in the form of tax-exempt interest 
with the profits WPPSS made on selling 

electricity generated by its new nuclear 

facilities. 
The other kind of municipal bond is the 

general obligation bond. General obliga- 
tion bonds are backed by the full faith and 
credit of the government that issues them. 
In other words, a government is legally 
compelled to raise taxes, if necessary, to 
meet its ‘general obligations.”” For this rea- 
son, all issues of general obligation bonds 
must first be approved in a referendum by 
the voters. Not so, however, with revenue 
bonds, and that is why governments (and 
government corporations) increasingly like 
them. In the face of tax revolts at the grass 
roots, state and local governments have 
been squeezed into issuing more and more 
revenue bonds. In 1970, 34 percent of all 
long-term tax-exempt bonds were revenue 
bonds; in 1983, 75 percent of these issues 
were revenue bonds. 

Governments feel constrained to issue 
revenue bonds to meet basic service 
demands, but also to finance projects that 
may not be so basic. State and localities 
now issue revenue bonds to underwrite all 
kinds of “‘private uses,’’ such as building 
factories, housing, and buying pollution 
control equipment that would not have 
been contemplated before the tax revolt. 
The reasoning behind this maneuver is that 
the government is enhancing the public 
interest by making more jobs available, 
“leveraging in’’ private-sector dollars to 
strengthen the tax base, assuring public 
heaith, or whatever. But while revenue 
bonds may be in the best interest of a local 
jurisdiction’s citizenry, they may not be in 
the best interest of their investors, who can 
lose their investments if the jurisdiction 
defaults. 

In 1983, WPPSS defaulted. It was not a 
small default. In fact, it was an all-time 
national record: $2.25 billion was 
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defaulted on revenue bonds that had been 
issued for plants 4 and 5, a sum that 
amounted to 2.4 percent of all municipal 
debt in the United States at the time. What 
happens when a public authority, or a gov- 
ernment, defaults? It does not necessarily 
declare bankruptcy and go out of business 
(as WPPSS did not); it merely declines to 
pay its investors—about 100,000 individ- 
ual investors in the case of the ‘“Whoops”’ 
default, such as the retired Tulsa policeman 
who had invested $45,000 in plants 4 and 
5. In fact, more than half of the investors in 

plants 4 and 5 were retirees, and nearly 9 
out of 10 of these retirees were counting on 
their investments in WPPSS for a significant 
portion of their retirement income. 
Although the bond issuer must sell the 
holdings it has acquired under the bond 
issue and turn over the proceeds to its 
investors, these returns typically amount to 
pennies on the dollar. Who, for example, 
would be in the market for two partially 
constructed nuclear plants and the roads 
leading to them? 

Another effect of default, but especially 
the largest municipal bond default in the 
nation’s history, is that it hurts others 
besides investors. The governor of Wash- 
ington released a study concluding that the 
WPPSS default would cost the state 20,000 
jobs. 

Finally, the viability, competence, and 
ethics of the bond market, Wall Street, and 
government come under question. In the 
case of WPPSS, perhaps with reason. Even 

after the board of WPPSS was well aware 
that the Northwest's projected electricity 
consumption rate was never likely to attain 
7 percent a year, and in fact was increasing 
by closer to one percent annually, plants 4 
and 5 were begun anyway. Because 
“Whoops” wanted to spread the wealth 
(and reap the resultant political support), 
forty-five to sixty-five contractors were 
employed on each job site, where nine to 
ten were the norm, resulting in a sixfold 

hike in the System’s original cost estimates. 
“Wall Street was intimately involved 

every step of the way, and kept the spigot 
wide open until belated investor skepticism 
forced it closed,” according to Business . 
Week magazine. An open fiscal spigot 
apparently was irresistible to the small- 
town businessmen who largely made up 
the WPPSS board. According to their own 
chairman of the board, the WPPSS directors 
“had unlimited money. That was the worst 
of it.’’ As one director put it, ‘‘Whenever 
cash was low, we’d just toddle down to 
Wall Street.”’ 

Wall Street was so pleased to sell the 
increasingly questionable = ‘’Whoops’’ 
bonds (pleased, possibly, to the point of 
“bond dumping’’ WPPSS_ issues on 
unsuspecting investors), that the Securities 
and Exchange Commission (SEC) launched 
an investigation similar to the one that it 
conducted in 1977 of New York banks, 
after New York City had nearly defaulted in 
1975. The SEC’s 1,000-page report in that 
case alleged that in 1975 the six banks sold 
$4 billion in city bonds when they knew a 
possible default was imminent, and they 
simultaneously dumped their own New 
York City bonds before the roof fell in. 

The Washington Public Power Supply 
System expresses many of the dilemmas of 
government corporations. They are control- 

led neither by public institutions nor eco- 
nomic competition, yet they are increas- 
ingly important political and fiscal forces. 

Caveat emptor. 

The preceding discussion is drawn from ‘The Fallout 
from ‘Whoops,’’’ Business Week (July 11, 1983), pp. 
80-87; James Bennett and Thomas DiLorenzo, ‘‘Util- 

ity Bond’s Default: Iceberg’s Tip?’’ Washington Times 
(October 26, 1983); ‘Learning from Whoops,’” Wall 
Street Journal (July 27, 1983); ‘‘WPPSS Default Investi- 
gated,’’ Washington Post (November 30, 1983); Andy 
Logan, ‘“‘Around City Hall,’’ The New Yorker (January 

23, 1978), pp. 98-103; and Carrie Dolan, ‘‘Several 
WPPSS Issues Still Unresolved,’’ Wall Street Journal 

(October 24, 1985). 
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As a consequence of these state and local 
defaults on debt, and also as a result of the 
public administration reform movement 
that was sweeping the nation around the 
turn of the century, virtually all state consti- 
tutions still have archaic prohibitions not 
only on high debt levels, but also against 
lending or granting state or local money or 
credit to individuals or firms. These clauses 
have inhibited the development of public 
ownership and investment in private corpo- 
rations. As an alternative, state and locai 

constitutions and statutes have encouraged 
the development of the publicly chartered, 
quasi-governmental public authority 
because its revenue bond method of financ- 
ing allows states and localities to at least indi- 
rectly fund capital projects that are 
sometimes desperately needed. 

The federal government is the single 
entity most responsible for the proliferation 
of subnational special authorities and their 
deepening debt. More than any other single 
factor, federal tax laws have shaped the evo- 

lution of the public corporation at the state 
and local levels, although there is no consti- 

tutional reason why, for example, state and 

municipal bonds should be exempt from the 
federal income tax. In 1913 the Sixteenth 
Amendment permitted Congress to collect 
taxes on incomes, and specified that Con- 
gress may do so “from whatever source 
derived”—including, obviously, income 
from municipal bonds. In addition to its tax- 
exempt status, the municipal bond market 
is, remarkably, the only major securities 
market that is free from oversight by the 
federal Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion, thus permitting greater flexibility in 
competing for investors. 

Federal involvement in the development 
of public authorities can be traced to the 
federal government’s purchase of the Pan- 
ama Railroad Company in 1904. Its involve- 
ment intensified during World War I, when 
Washington set up a number of federal cor- 
porations to assist in the war effort: ship- 
ping, housing, sugar and grain marketing, 

and finance were the major areas of federal 
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involvement during this period. Most of 
these special authorities were disbanded 
after the Armistice, but, with the Depres- 

sion, Washington took a renewed interest in 
the concept. One of Herbert Hoover’s last 
acts as president was the creation of the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation in 
1932, a federal authority that financed the 
establishment of numerous state and local 
government corporations designed to put 
men and women back to work on capital 
improvement projects. 

It was Franklin Delano Roosevelt, how- 
ever, who saw in the government corpora- 
tion a unique opportunity to circumvent 
antiquated state limitations on debt while 
still funneling obviously needed capital into 
the economy, and it was the Roosevelt 
administration that set up the system we 
have today of “nonguaranteed,” public 
authority debt. Roosevelt’s approach was 
twofold: he encouraged the use of non- 
guaranteed debt, and promoted the crea- 
tion of public authorities by states and 
communities. 

Roosevelt’s Public Works Administration 
strongly encouraged the use of nonguaran- 
teed debt by state and local governments, 

and its effectiveness was striking. Between 
1931 and 1936, the number of states per- 
mitting nonguaranteed debt rose from 
thirty-one to forty. Today, all states allow its 
use, and more than half of all municipal 

long-term debt is nonguaranteed.!° 
Roosevelt’s successes in the area of gov- 

ernment corporations, however, were even 
more dramatic. FDR drafted “model legisla- 
tion” for state and local governments to fol- 
low in creating government corporations; 
wrote a personal letter to all the nation’s 
governors in 1934, urging that they back his 

model code and modify their states’ laws on 
debt; and channeled large slices of the 
federal budget into the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation (in 1933 alone, this 
single government corporation accounted 
for more than half of all federal outlays) 
and into Roosevelt’s own Public Works 
Administration. These were the two prin- 
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j cipal federal corporations that bought the 
} revenue bonds of the state and local govern- 
ment corporations which flourished under 

| Washington’s guidance.!°4 
| These policies brought quick results. By 
1948, forty-one of the forty-eight states had 

adopted variants of FDR’s model legislation, 

) and twenty-five states authorized their local 
} governments to set up government corpora- 
} tions entirely by local initiative. Continuing 
federal encouragement (such as various 

) grant programs), and federal tax shelters 

{for certain kinds of investments (such as 
) housing projects), has resulted in more sub- 
} national government corporations, al- 

| though direct federal involvement in their 
} development has not matched that of the 
} 1930s and 1940s.!05 

By the end of World War II, public 
authorities across the country stood at the 

| head of a number of crossroads. The public 
authorities created during the 1930s were, 
for the most part, intended by the federal 
agencies that funded their creation to be 
“self-liquidating” corporations; that is, once 
their capital costs were paid off through the 

| use of user charges (such as bridge tolls), the 
authorities themselves could go out of busi- 
ness and turn their functions over to state or 
local governments. Such, at least, was one 

} option that the authorities had. Another 
alternative was that user charges could be 
continued, and the revenues could be 

| deposited in state and local general funds. 
Yet another alternative was for government 
corporations to keep the user charges flow- 
ing into their corporate treasuries and use 

| those revenues to finance new projects. If 
| they took this final route, public authorities 

would no longer be required to ask govern- 
ments for tax funds. 

The managers of special authorities, for 
the most part, chose the final route. Even 

/though FDR’s bureaucracy for financing 
subnational government corporations was 
dismantled during the 1950s (the federal 
Rehabilitation Finance Corporation, created 

in 1932, perhaps the major backer of state 
and local special authorities throughout the 
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1930s, was abolished in 1954), state and local 
corporations that the feds had originally 
underwritten lived on and prospered in 

their monopolistic marketplaces. 

Political Power 

Political control over a public authority is 
a supremely difficult achievement. The gov- 
ernment corporation is, in theory, responsi- 
ble to those who appoint its board members, 
and normally this is the governor. Although 
political patronage often dominates the ini- 
tial appointments of members of the boards 
of directors of public authorities, the stag- 
gered terms of board membership inhibit 
any kind of effective political control by the 
governor. 

The supervision of government corpora- 
tions typically is assigned to an executive 
agency or several executive agencies of the 
government. But very few states and 

localities have emulated on the subnational 
level the kinds of relatively rigorous controls 
exercised by the federal government over 
federal public corporations, principally 
through the Government Corporation Con- 
trol Act of 1945. In most state governments, 

no single department even maintains an 
accurate listing of active public corpora- 
tions. Nor are there records of who their 
officers are or even what their addresses 
might be. In fact, the Securities Industries 
Association has no more information than 
do state governments on the financial trans- 
actions of government corporations. 10° 

State legislatures and city councils also 
have very limited control, if any, over their 

own public authorities. Although the stat- 
utes that establish public authorities can be, 

and frequently are, very specific and 
detailed, once the authority is established, 

legislative control often becomes a mockery. 
Legislators ritualistically carp that they have 
very little control over their own bureau- 
cracies, much less the independent public 
authority, and even “sunset legislation,” 

which has been enacted in a number of 
states, has not been effective in implement- 
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ing any kind of thorough legislative review 
of the government corporations. Thus, 
while elected bodies may have a rather 
impressive array of sanctions with which to 
threaten public corporations, they do not 
have any realistic means of enforcing those 
sanctions. 

This problem is compounded by the 
intergovernmental system that exists in 
almost all states for establishing public 
authorities that permits counties and muni- 
cipalities to create public corporations 
essentially on their own. Often these local 
charters are vague and unstandardized.!°7 

Suing government corporations in court 
has not provided consistent public control 
over government corporations. Although 
the courts have chipped away, on occasion, 

at the more arbitrary actions of certain pub- 
lic corporations, this process has been piece- 
meal at best, and the judiciary has not 
produced any guidelines of consequence for 
the control of public authorities. 

An Absence of Control 

These realities have contributed to an 
independence of economic and_ political 
action that any company executive or 
elected politician would envy. Public 
authorities, although chartered by govern- 
ments, are rarely controlled by them. The 
career-oriented professional managers of 
government corporation are casually super- 
vised by politically appointed boards that do 
not spend an inordinate amount of time at 
such chores. ‘Tax-exempt bond holders have 
no more interest in scrutinizing the day-to- 
day activities of the government corporation 
than do the stockholders of private corpora- 
tions. As long as the public corporation 
meets the minimum revenue-producing 
requirements, its management does not 
have to show increasing profits, dividends, 
or stock prices. Marketplace competition for 
most public corporations is minimal because 
they operate in monopolistic economic con- 
ditions, and their revenues, as a con- 

sequence, rarely decrease. Moreover, 
management of public corporations can 

- rowness of view in formulating policy—an 

operate at a much higher level of secrecy} 
than can private firms, which must report) 
their finances to the Securities and) 
Exchange Commission. In short, the man-} 

agers of the public corporations have all the ; 
powers and autonomy of management that} 
are shared by their counterparts in the pri-} 
vate corporation, and which the on-line, } 

) 
y 

government bureaucrat does not have; yet, 

the manager of the public corporation does} 
not have to be responsive or responsible to) 
the stockholders, bondholders, boards of |} 

directors, or even the public. As a result of | 
this uniquely independent position in the} 
marketplaces of both commerce and pol-| 
itics, public authorities have waxed more | 

powerful than the subnational governments | 
that chartered them—especially the local | 
governments. 

Inadequate political controls over public 
authorities have contributed to their nar- 

approach that “defines out” the less 
lucrative, people-oriented projects and 
“defines in” capital projects that often can 
disrupt the polities in which they reside. Or, 
at the very least, public authorities do not 
attempt to alleviate the more pressing and 
interrelated public problems of the area. 

A relative absence of political account- | 
ability has led to certain behavioral com- | 
monalities among special authorities, such 
as the tendency to build (and to borrow to 
build) with minimum delay; to choose pro- 
jects that are more conducive to garnering 
profits than providing public service; to 
rarely innovate in their approaches to help 
alleviate public problems; and to stress 

physical rather than social objectives.!°8 
These corporate tendencies, which are 

shared by public authorities across the coun- 
try, tend to reinforce one another, and con- 

stitute the ultimate policy biases of govern- 
ment corporations. For example, public 
authorities often are the targets of environ- 
mental groups, in part because of their 

emphasis on speed in the completion of a 
physical project, with scant concern about 
possibly detrimental environmental 
impacts. Public authorities frequently are 
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responsible for highway and airport con- 
struction and, in many instances, such pro- 

jects have destroyed neighborhoods and 
promoted the energy crisis by implicitly 
assuming, as an integral part of their plan, 
that the automobile’s use will continue una- 
bated. Such policy biases may have resulted 
from a lack of control by government and 
an absence of public participation. As 
Annmarie Hauk Walsh observes, “the suc- 
cesses of public authorities have, in fact, 
motivated much of the criticism of them. 
Critics on the left seek a more purposeful, 
dynamic, and democratically controlled 
public sector. Those on the right seek to 
reduce the scope of government enterprise, 
or at least check its growth, and to limit its 

activities to those that aid private endeavors, 
... public authorities have withstood such 
assaults practically unscathed and continue 
to claim rights of independent manage- 
ment,” 10° 

If government corporations are “prac- 
tically unscathed,” it does not bother all 

observers. Not everyone agrees that govern- 
ment corporations are unaccountable, loose 
cannons rolling on the economic and politi- 
cal decks of the nation. Indeed, they are 
extraordinarily useful. Jameson W. Doig, 
for example, suggests that public authorities 
are precisely what Woodrow Wilson had in 
mind when he wrote his essay on admin- 
istration a century ago.!!° Government cor- 
porations, because they do possess what 
Wilson called “large powers,” and because 
they do separate “politics” from “admin- 
istration” more than most public entities, 

attract large people to their employ—the 
“David Lilienthals” and “Robert Moseses.” 
Additionally, they attract and retain more 
specialized but talented professionals, such 
as planners and engineers, because they are 
insulated from the tides of electoral politics. 
Such drawing power by governments, even 

by quasi governments, is not to be dismissed 
lightly. 

Moreover, unlike government agencies, 

special authorities possess a distinctive abil- 
ity to conduct long-term planning that often 
is absent in the public sector, and in part 

because of this ability, accountability for the 
actions of public authorities is not all that 
absent. In one sense, for example, those 

government corporations that span several 
local jurisdictions constitute a far more visi- 
ble and coherent focus for concerned cit- 
izens than do a batch of “mini-govs,” all 

trying to deal with the same problem in 
their separate, fragmented ways. The con- 
cept of professionalism itself, which is a 

deeply imbued value among personnel in 
public authorities, also provides a brake on 
the emergence of projects that would seri- 
ously violate the public interest as well as 
professional standards. Nevertheless, as 

Doig points out, when all is said and done, 
problems of accountability persist. But these 
problems must be balanced with the public’s 
need to get things done: And this, as the 
career of Robert Moses and his “Tri- 
borough” empire in New York exemplify, 
public authorities can do.!!} 

In sum, if the states and localities seem to 
have avoided the worst excesses of Wash- 
ington in privatizing public policies by con- 
tracting them out, it is equally possible that 
they, as an alternative may have created 
some excesses of their own in the form of 
government corporations. These man-made 
organisms, originally developed as the cor- 
porate progeny of their parent govern- 
ments, clearly have a political life—and a 

will—of their own. Yet, as with all parents, 

state and local governments may ultimately 
be forced to pay the debts of their children. 

Should this payment come due, it will 
prove especially onerous in light of Wash- 
ington’s fiscal and political penetration of 
the states and localities through its inter- 
governmental grants programs. We con- 
sider this aspect of implementation next. 
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12 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
ADMINISTRATION 

Domestic public policy is implemented not 
merely by government, but by governments. 
The administration of a “single” public pol- 
icy involves a pastiche of funding sources 
and public administrators interacting 
through all three levels of government, and 
the field of public administration calls this 
pastiche intergovernmental  relations—the 
series of financial, legal, political, and 

administrative relationships established 
among units of government, which possess 
varying degrees of authority and jurisdic- 
tional autonomy. These relationships are 
also called “federalism” when applied to the 
federal government’s relations with state 
governments. 

FEDERALISM IN TURMOIL 

The concept, structure, and practice of 

federal relations in the United States have 

been in turmoil since the 1960s. Authorities 

differ on the effects of new forms of 

federalism on the public and its interests. 

Theodore J. Lowi has attacked new varia- 
tions of federalism, particularly those of 

the Johnson administration, as overly de- 
centralized, inducing a “crisis of public 

authority” antithetical to the national inter- 
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est, and indicative of “the end of liber- 

alism.”! Lowi’s attack is devastating, 

particularly in his real-life account of urban 
renewal in “Iron City,” where federal 

administrations knowingly permitted and 
financed what amounted to a “Negro 

removal” program by local officials. On the 
other hand, Vincent Ostrom has applauded 
the decentralizing overtones of new ven- 
tures in federal relations as beneficial to the 

assurance of a “compound republic’—that is, 

one where multiple and jurisdictionally 

overlapping administrative units are most 

responsive to the needs of the individual cit- 

izen.2 
Considering how opinions differ among 

scholars on the nature of intergovernmental 

relations, it is not surprising to learn that we 

are dealing with an extraordinarily complex 

system. These complexities are admin- 
istrative, jurisdictional, political, and finan- 
cial—a list that is hardly surprising when we 
consider the enormous number of govern- 

ments thriving in the United States. Table 
12-1 identifies the 83,217 governments in 
the United States by type, and indicates 
their fluctuations between 1942, 1962, and 
1987. 

Much of the proliferation of units of local 
government occurred in the years following 
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TABLE 12-1 Number of Governments in the United States 

by Level of Government, 1942, 1962, and 1987 

Level of Government 1942 1962 1987 

Total 155,116 91,237 83,217 

U.S. government 1 1 1 
State governments 48 50 50 
Local governments 155,067 91,186 83,166 

Counties 3,050 3,043 3,042 
Municipalities 16,220 18,000 19,205 

Townships and towns 18,919 eae 16,691 

School districts 108,579 34,678 14,741 

Special districts 8,299 18,323 29,487 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United 

States, 1985 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1984), p. 261, Table 433; and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Govern- 

ment Units in 1987: Preliminary Report, GL87-7(P) (Washington, 
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D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1987), Pale 

World War II, particularly around the 

fringes of big cities. It was largely due to 
“white flight” from the inner cities and 
unplanned metropolitan growth. The lack 
of prior planning for urban regions is par- 
ticularly noticeable when we consider the 
following examples of growth: Forty-four 
new suburban governments were created 
between 1945 and 1950 around St. Louis by 
builders desirous of escaping strict munici- 
pal building codes. New towns were formed 
around Minneapolis solely as a means of 
taxing a newly arrived industry, and one vil- 

lage was incorporated for the single pur- 
pose of issuing a liquor license. Bryan City, 
California, was created so that a circus 
owner could zone for animal populations as 
he saw fit. The town of New Squier, New 
York, was established so that a kosher 

slaughterhouse could be operated. Gar- 
denia, California, was incorporated so that 

its residents might play poker legally. Yet, 
eager as Americans appear to be to set up 
small towns, they are wary of creating large 
ones. Community efforts to merge urban 
and suburban governments have generally 
failed, despite frequently intensive efforts 
by urban political elites. With the exceptions 
of school districts, which have been dimin- 

ishing in number since the 1930s, and spe- 

cial districts, which have been steadily 

multiplying, the numbers of governmental 

units in all categories have remained more 
or less the same since 1960. 

THE CONSTITUTION AND THE COURTS 

The federal government interacts in major 
ways with both state and local governments. 
We shall consider federal interaction first 

with states, then with localities. 

Much of the federal government’s coop- 
eration with state governments is specified 

by the Constitution, which organized the 

federal system around three basic ideas: (1) 
drawing of boundaries between govern- 
mental activities of the states and the nation; 

(2) establishing and maintaining the identity 
of state and national governments; and (3) 
politically integrating the nation and the 
states. 

Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution 

was instrumental in making distinctions 

between state and national functions. It del- 

egated seventeen specific powers to the 
national government, including defense, 

general welfare, and commerce, and left the 

remaining powers to the states. These 

remaining powers are now known as 

“reserved powers,” a phrase taken from the 

Tenth Amendment, which was added 

rather hastily by the founders in response to 
such populist rabble-rousers as_ Patrick 
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Henry. The Tenth Amendment’ was 
designed to grant the states a more visible 
and defined territory for exercising their 
powers. Section 9 of Article I also dealt with 
states’ boundaries by preventing the 
national government from doing certain 
things, such as suspending the writ of habeas 
corpus; it also forbid the states from doing 
certain things, such as entering into treaties 
with foreign nations and coining money. 

The second area of constitutional 
federalism deals with establishing and main- 
taining the identities between state and 
nation. The most important clause here is 
Section 2, Article IV, which stipulates that 

“no new States shall be Formed or Erected 
within the jurisdiction of any other State; 
nor any State be formed by the junction of 
two or more States, or Parts of States, with- 

out the Consent of the Legislature of the 
States concerned.” 

Finally, the Constitution dealt with the 
integration of national and state govern- 
ments, primarily by providing for coopera- 
tion among them in the performance of 
certain functions. For example, the states 

and the nation cooperate in amending the 
Constitution and electing a president. As 
Kenneth Vines observes, “Perhaps the most 
important factor in making possible political 
integration between the two levels is the 
scarcity of officials with a clearly defined 
identification with the states, resulting in the 

creation of a group of national officeholders 
who also have links to the states.”> This 
arrangement, of course, was designed by 

the founders. As James Madison noted in 
the Federalist papers, “a local spirit will infal- 
libly prevail much more in the members of 
Congress than a national spirit will prevail 
in the Legislatures of the particular states.”® 

These three major features of the rela- 
tions between the state governments and the 
national government—boundary _ settle- 
ment, separate identities, and national and 
state integration—were refined by the 
courts over time. Without question, the 
most influential single case in this process of 
refinement was McCulloch v. Maryland, 
which was settled by the Supreme Court 

under Chief Justice John Marshall in 1819. 
Marshall and his colleagues supported the 
expansion of national powers under the 
commerce clause of the Constitution, which 

gave the national government a powerful 
ability to interpret what was necessary and 
proper in the way of policy under the Con- 
stitution. The case involved the state of Mar- 
yland’s attempt to tax the second United 
States Bank, which was located in Maryland. 
Alexander Hamilton, as secretary of the 
treasury, had proposed a national bank and 

argued that it could be established under a 
strong national government, which could 

and should adopt such measures because 
they were “implied powers” under the Con- 
stitution, even though the Constitution did 

not specifically authorize such policies as the 
establishment of the bank. The Marshall 
Court agreed with Hamilton’s argument, 

stating that, although a bank was not 
explicitly authorized as a power granted to 
Congress under the Constitution, it none- 
theless was implied under Congress’s abil- 
ities to establish and collect taxes, regulate 

commerce, raise and support armies, and so 

on. Hence, Congress had the ability to adopt 
appropriate measures for the realization of 
the powers granted to it by the Constitution 
to do whatever is “necessary and proper to 
implement its specified functions.” This 
notion of “implied powers” as an interpreta- 
tion of the “necessary and proper” clause of 
the Constitution is with us today, and (with 
the exception of the Civil War) remains the 
strongest statement of national power as 
opposed to state power. Table 12-2 lists the 
principal powers of the federal government 
and the implied powers of the states. 

THE EVOLUTION 
OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

Operating within the formal rules of the 
game established by the Constitution and by 
subsequent judicial interpretation, localities, 

states, and the federal government have 

gone through a number of phases in their 
relationships. During the twentieth century, 



TABLE 12-2 The Constitution’s Federal 

Divisions of Powers 

Major powers of the federal government: 

Tax for federal purposes. 
Borrow on the nation’s credit. 
Regulate foreign and interstate commerce. 
Provide currency and coinage. 
Conduct foreign relations and make treaties. 
Provide an army and navy. 
Establish and maintain a postal service. 
Protect patents and copyrights. 
Regulate weights and measures. 
Admit new states. 
“Make all laws which shall be necessary and 

proper” for the execution of all powers 
vested in the U.S. government. 

Major implied powers of the states: 

Tax for local purposes. 
Borrow on the state’s credit. 
Regulate trade within the state. 
Make and enforce civil and criminal law. 
Maintain a police force. 
Furnish public education. 
Control local government. 
Regulate charities. 
Establish voting and election laws. 
“Powers not delegated to the United States 

by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it 
to the states are reserved to the states 
respectively, or to the people.” 

we can discern at least six such phases, often 
overlapping in time, but each possessing its 
own set of unique characteristics.” 

Layer Cake Federalism, 1890-1930 

The first of these phases occurred from 
the late nineteenth century to almost 1930, 

and was characterized by the conflict 
between states, localities, and Washington. 

The major problems centered around defi- 
ning the boundaries and proper spheres of 
influence among various governmental 
jurisdictions, and intergovernmental actors 
(2.e., relevant public officials at all govern- 
mental levels) saw themselves in an adver- 
sarial and antagonistic relationship with 
each other. The mechanisms of inter- 
governmental relationships prior to 1930 
were relatively simple and relied largely on 
legislative statutes, judicial rulings, and 
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federal regulations. Deil S. Wright calls the 
“federalism metaphor’—that is, how inter- 
governmental relations were perceived and 
described in metaphorical terms—during 
this period “layer cake federalism.” In other 
words, people saw the relationships between 
governments as a series of layers: localities 
on the bottom, states in the middle, and the 

federal government on top. 

Marble Cake Federalism, 1930-1960 

The next federal phase occurred from 
the 1930s through the 1950s and repre- 
sented quite an opposite composite of rela- 
tionships than were evident during the 
previous period of intergovernmental con- 
flict. The thirties, forties, and fifties were 
decades of “cooperative federalism” in 
which everyone faced up, essentially as an 
intergovernmental team, to common prob- 
lems of the Depression, World War II, and 

the rise of international Communism. In 
stark contrast to the pre-1930s, officials 
involved in intergovernmental relations 
stressed collaboration and supportive rela- 
tionships. The mechanisms of working rela- 
tionships among governments moved from 
simple statutes and court orders to a 
national planning mode involving the intro- 
duction of formula grants and more sophis- 
ticated versions of intergovernmental tax 
credits. The federalism metaphor changed 
from “layer cake federalism” to “marble 
cake federalism”; increasingly, it was diffi- 

cult to separate the governmental activities 
of localities, states, and nation. 

Water Tap Federalism, 1940-1970 

The next phase, which occurred from the 
1940s through the 1960s, has been called 

“concentrated federalism.” During _ this 
period, the shape of intergovernmental 

relations. was increasingly functional, fo- 
cused, and specific. The federal govern- 
ment increasingly attempted to meet the 
public service obligations and the physical 
development needs of states and commu- 
nities. In terms of the working styles of 
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officials who participated in intergovern- 
mental relations during this period, “pol- 
itics” were largely “out” and “professional- 
ism” was largely “in”; a kind of engineering 
mentality predominated. The new mecha- 
nisms of intergovernmental _ relations 
evolved from a national planning format to 
an emphasis on detailed and targeted cate- 
gorical grants and the monitoring of certain 
service standards. The federalism metaphor 
changed from a “marble cake” to “water 
taps,” stressing the focused and channeled 
nature of the concentrated federalism 
phase; z.e., federal grants, released by Con- 
gress from the federal spigot, flowed from 
Washington to the states, and from the 
states to the localities. 

Federalism in Flower, 1950-1970 

The 1950s and 1960s saw the emergence 
of “creative federalism.” Here the emphasis 
was on meeting the problems of urban 
America, the poor, the dispossessed, and 
minorities. The apolitical, engineering men- 
tality held by officials who were involved in 
intergovernmental relationships during the 
concentrated period of federalism gave way 
to a more political view, focusing on the 

achievement of national goals as they per- 
tained to President Lyndon Johnson’s Great 
Society programs. The mechanisms for 
achieving all this were largely participation 
by the citizenry, program planning, and an 

increasing emphasis on project grants—that 
is, aid given by the federal government to 
states and localities for the completion of 
specific projects. The federal metaphor that 
had relied on plumbing (“water taps”) was 
replaced with one that focused on botany; 

suddenly there was a “flowering” of 
federalism, a metaphor that emphasized the 

verdant proliferation of various inter- 
governmental programs. 

Picket Fence Federalism, 1960-1980 

The 1960s and 1970s saw the emergence 
of a new phase of federalism which stressed 
competition among governmental jurisdic- 

tions. After federalism’s flowering phase, | 

new problems emerged involving coordina- | 

tion, program effectiveness, the competency | 

of delivery systems, and the accessibility of 
citizens to the policymaking process. As in 
the conflictually oriented phase of inter- 
governmental relations, a renewed empha- 
sis was seen on disagreement, tension, and 

rivalry among competitors for federal 
grants. The mechanisms of intergovern- 
mental relations shifted from project grants 
and participation to the consolidation of 
federal grants through such devices as block 
grants, revenue sharing, and the reorgan- 
ization of categorical grants. The operative 
metaphor of federalism’s competitive phase 
became “picket fence federalism,” which 

stressed the fragmented, discrete nature of 

the hundreds of different kinds of cate- 
gorical and project grants that developed 
during this phase. 

Federalism as Facade, 1970—Present 

Finally, the 1970s and the 1980s have 
seen the emergence of “calculative federal- 
ism.” Calculative federalism is the inter- 
governmental system’s way of coping with 
an age of limits. The main problems are 
ones of accountability, monetary con- 

straints, fiscal dependency, and diminishing 
public confidence in the institutions of gov- 
ernment. The public officials who partici- 
pate in intergovernmental relations per- 
ceive the shape of federalism to be one of 
gamesmanship, and they concentrate their 
energies on such endeavors as using federal 
grants for the attainment of local goals that 
were not necessarily envisioned by federal 
policymakers. They concentrate on coping 
with an overload of demands for govern- 
mental services while functioning under 
severe budgetary constraints. Increasingly, 
the mechanisms of dealing with the rela- 
tionships between governments stress loans, 
entitlements, Washington’s bypassing of 
State governments in order to work directly 
with localities, and a variety of crosscutting 
regulations. 

The current metaphor of federalism has 



been called one of “facade.” In other words, 
federalism, as it has been traditionally 

understood, no longer exists; so powerful 

has the federal government become that the 
powers of states and localities, at least in rel- 
ative terms, are no longer of consequence. 

However, as Washington withdraws _ its 

assistance dollars from subnational govern- 
ments (as it is doing), “facade” takes on a 
new meaning, and now facade refers less to 
the overwhelming dominance of the federal 
government in the intergovernmental sys- 
tem and more to the sharp decline in 
federal dollars that long have supported 
that system. 

In describing these phases of federalism, 

we have relied on hyperbole and caricature 
as methods of getting the main points 
across. This point should be kept in mind, 
particularly as it applies to our description 
of our present federal phase, “Federalism as 
Facade,” because exaggeration can be mis- 

leading, and it is not our intention to pro- 
mote what one wag has called, “the Henny 
Penny school of federalism”; that is, the 
notion that the sky of the intergovernmental 
system is falling, either because of too much 
or too little federal activity.® 

Nevertheless, characterizing federalism 

along these six phases is useful as a back- 
ground in gaining a more complete under- 
standing of the relations among America’s 
governments—especially their fiscal rela- 
tions. 

FISCAL FEDERALISM 

The old question in politics of who gets 
what, when, where, and how is nowhere 

more evident than in the intergovernmental 
money game. During the twentieth century, 
these political patterns have changed radi- 

cally. 

The Rise of the Feds: 1913-1985 

Until the Depression struck, local govern- 
ments were the dominant tax collectors in 

the country, but now the nation’s 83,166 
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local governments collect fewer taxes than 
either the fifty state governments or the 
federal government. In 1913, the year that 

the Sixteenth Amendment, which initiated a 
tax on income, was enacted, the federal gov- 

ernment accounted for about 30 percent of 
all governmental outlays at all levels; federal 
aid to state and local governments was 
essentially nonexistent. In a federal budget 
of not quite $1 billion in 1913, only $12 mil- 
lion went to state and local governments. 

Thirty-five years later in 1948 these rela- 
tionships had radically altered. By mid-cen- 
tury the national government was spending 
nearly two thirds of all government out- 
lays—a percentage that essentially holds to 
this day. (Federal spending has since crept 
up to 70 percent of all public outlays.) Nev- 
ertheless, federal aid to state and local gov- 
ernments as a proportion of federal outlays 
still had not increased by very much; in 
1948, federal aid accounted for less than 3 

percent of the federal budget. 
From 1948 to 1986, these relationships 

again altered radically. The role of the 
federal government in relation to the total 
economy almost doubled—from less than 
14 percent to nearly 25 percent of the gross 
national product.? Equally significant is the 
fact that federal aid to subnational govern- 
ments grew from less than $2 billion to $112 
billion during that thirty-eight year period, 
and accounted for more than 11 percent of 
all federal outlays. (Federal aid to states and 
communities peaked in terms of real dollars 
in 1978, when federal grants to subnational 

governments accounted for 17 percent of all 
federal outlays; these figures have been in 
steady decline since then.)!° 

The fiscal scene at the subnational levels 
also has displayed some dramatic changes 
during this century. In 1913, state govern- 
ment expenditures accounted for less than 1 
percent of the gross national product, but 

by 1984 expenditures by state governments 
(contributed from their own sources of rev- 
enues, 7.¢., not counting federal aid to states) 

amounted to 6 percent of the gross national 
product. State government spending 
increased its proportion of total public 
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Back to Basics: a Founder on Federalism 
ee  — 

The following excerpt is taken from Federalist Paper 51, written in 
1788. In this brief condensation, the writer explores the nature of 
governmental relationships. 

In order to lay a due foundation for that 
separate and distinct exercise of the dif- 
ferent powers of government, which to a 
certain extent is admitted on all hands to be 
essential to the preservation of liberty, it is 
evident that each department should have a 
will of its own; and consequently should be 
so constituted that the members of each 
should have as little agency as possible in 
the appointment of the members of the oth- 
ers. Were this principle rigorously adhered 
to, it would require that all the appoint- 
ments for the supreme executive, legis- 
lative, and judiciary magistracies should be 
drawn from the same fountain of authority, 
the people, through channels having no 
communication whatever with one 
another. Perhaps such a plan of construct- 
ing the several departments would be less 
difficult in practice than it may in con- 
templation appear. ... 

But what is government itself but the 
greatest of all reflections on human nature? 
If men were angels, no government would 
be necessary. If angels were to govern men, 
neither external nor internal controls on 
government would be necessary. In fram- 
ing a government which is to be admin- 
istered by men over men, the great diffi- 
culty lies in this: you must first enable the 
government to control the governed, and in 
the next place oblige it to control itself. A 
dependence on the people is, no doubt, the 
primary control on the government, but 
experience has taught mankind the neces- 
sity of auxiliary precautions. .. . 

In the compound republic of America, 
the power surrendered by the people is first 
divided between two distinct governments, 
and then the portion allotted to each sub- 
divided among distinct and separate 
departments. Hence a double security 
arises to the rights of the people. The dif- 

ferent governments will control each other 
at the same time that each will be control- 
led by itself... . 

It is of great importance in a republic not 
only to guard the society against the 
oppression of its rulers, but to guard one 
part of the society against the injustice of 
the other part. Whilst all authority in it will 
be derived from and dependent on the 
society, the society itself will be broken into 
sO many parts, interests, and classes of cit- 
izens that the rights of individuals or of the 
minority, will be in little danger from inter- 
ested combinations of the majority. ... 

Justice is the end of government. It is the 
end of civil society. It ever has been and 
ever will be pursued until it be obtained, or 
until liberty be lost in the pursuit... . 

In the extended republic of the United 
States, and among the great variety of inter- 
ests, parties, and sects which it embraces, a 
coalition of a majority of the whole society 
could seldom take place on any other prin- 
ciples than those of justice and the general 
good; whilst there being thus less danger to 
a minor from the will of a major party, there 
must be less pretext also to provide for the 
security of the former by introducing into 
the government a will not dependent on the 
latter, or, in other words, a will indepen- 
dent of the society itself. It is no less certain 
than it is important, notwithstanding the 
contrary opinions which have been enter- 
tained, that the larger the society, provided 
it lie within a practical sphere, the more 
duly capable it will be of self-government. 
And happily for the republican cause, the 
practical sphere may be carried to a very 
great extent by a judicious modification 
and mixture of the federal principle. 

James Madison 
———— ee eee eee eee 
ee —————— 



expenditures from not quite 12 percent in 
1913 to 17 percent in 1986. State fiscal 
assistance to their local governments also 
grew enormously during the century, from 
less than $100 million in 1913 to $119 billion 
in 1985 (not counting federal grants passed 
on to local governments by the states). State 
aid to local government now accounts for 
more than half of local revenues.!! 

The enormous monetary growth of the 
state and national governments had to come 
at someone’s expense, and that “someone” 
was the local governments. In 1929, local 
governments expended nearly 60 percent 
of all public outlays, virtually all of it from 
their own sources of revenues, and 

accounted for almost 5 percent of the gross 
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national product; they were the dominant 
governmental actors in the American econ- 
omy until the Depression. But by 1986, and 
in spite of the fact that the expenditure rates 
of local governments expanded more 
rapidly than did the national economy, 
spending by local governments from their 
own revenue sources fell to 13 percent of 
total public outlays and about 4 percent of 
the GNP.1? 

The reasons why the federal government 
in particular expanded at the expense of 
both state and local governments, but 
especially local governments, was the intro- 

duction in 1913 of the federal tax on 
income. Figure 12-1 shows the incredible 
productivity of the income tax by all levels 

FIGURE 12-1 Tax Collections by 
Type of Tax, All Levels Of 

Government, 1910-1986 

Source: Advisory Commission on 

Intergovernmental Relations, 

Significant Features of Fiscal 

Federalism, 1987 (Washington, 

D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 

Office, 1987), pp. 38-39 1980 1986 
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of government and explains, at least in part, 
why the federal government became the 
dominant tax collector over the century. 
Prior to 1913, the income tax was the least 

productive tax, while the property tax was 
the most productive. But well before mid- 
century, the property tax had slipped to 
third place, and it had been far outstripped 
by both the income and sales taxes as a 
source of governmental revenues. 

The productivity of the income tax as a 
generator of government revenues had, of 
course, its effect on governments as revenue 

collectors. Figure 12-2 illustrates these 
effects. As it shows, local and state govern- 

ments were displaced by the federal govern- 
ment as the major tax collector. 

Because the federal government, 
through its predominant use of the income 
tax, had become the major fiscal source for 
governments, ways had to be found to pass 
governmental revenues back to those levels 
that could meet the peoples’ needs most 
directly. These ways are what we call “fiscal 
federalism,” a form of intergovernmental 

relations that grew to dominate the field 
around 1960. Prior to 1960, federal grants 
were used to help state and local govern- 
ments to achieve their own policy objectives, 
but following that year the increasing tend- 
ency was for the federal government to use 
the intergovernmental grants system to, in 
effect, bribe state and local governments to 

accomplish national objectives.!? Between 

20 

15 

Tax Collection as % of GNP 

1940-1950 
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1960 and 1980, the number of federal 

grants programs grew from 150 to more 
than 500, indicating the new reliance that 
the federal government was placing on the 
grants system to achieve its ends. 

The Politics of Grants: 
Categorical Grants and Block Grants 

Washington uses two major types of 
grants to pass money to the state and local 
governments: categorical grants and block 
grants. Categorical grants are highly specific 
and rather rigid programs that address nar- 
row policy issues. The typical categorical 
grant has a number of strings attached, and 
each qualification must be met by the recip- 
ient in order to receive the grant. Cate- 
gorical grants account for approximately 85 
percent of the money that the state and local 
governments receive from the federal gov- 
ernment. Washington obviously favors 
these categorical grants since they offer the 
most opportunity for retaining control over 
the expenditures of its money on the policy 
objectives for which federal dollars are 
spent. 

Block grants account for less than 15 per- 
cent of the money that Washington expends 
through its grants-in-aid system. A_ block 
grant is more general than a categorical 
grant, but still there are some strings 

attached. Its major difference is that it 
allows the recipient to exercise more discre- 

FIGURE 12-2 Tax 

Collections by Level of 
Government, as a Percentage 

of GNP, Selected Years 

Source: As derived from U.S. 

Bureau of the Census, 

Historical Statistics 

(Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 

1977). 

1970 1980 



tion in the way that federal dollars granted 
to it are expended. 

Block grants generate substantial political 
heat. At the center of the argument is the 
level of trust that one has in state and local 
officials, as opposed to national officials, and 
the kinds of programs that each level of gov- 
ernment would fund with block grant 
money. Those who favor focusing federal 
dollars toward the needs of the poor and the 
deprived tend to favor the use of categorical 
grants to achieve these ends, while those 
who favor letting state and local govern- 
ments—or those governments that are 
somehow “closer to the needs of the peo- 
ple”—decide how money should be spent, 
and in what areas, favor the use of block 
grants. 

Investigations do indicate that when state 
and local governments receive block grants, 
they tend to use the money for programs 
other than those related to the impover- 
ished. For example, when Congress, at Pres- 
ident Richard Nixon’s urging, consolidated 
seven basic national programs under the 
Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1974, essentially converting them from 
categorical to block grants and thereby giv- 
ing local leaders more control over how the 
funds underwriting these programs were to 
be used, The Brookings Institution found 
that poverty programs had fared better 
under the old Model Cities program initi- 
ated during the 1960s. (Model Cities was 
one of those programs that was subsumed 
by the Housing and Community Develop- 
ment Act.) There had been a shift, both in 

funding and decision making, away from 

the poorest people in the neighborhoods to 
more mixed patterns, and programs had 

changed from an emphasis on social ser- 
vices, such as health and education, to short 
term capital spending for projects such as 
parking lots and downtown renewal. Social 
services spending was found to be low 
under the Community Development pro- 
grams.!4 

Nixon’s halting steps toward decentrali- 
zation of the intergovernmental grants sys- 
tem, which he took by increasing the stature 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 359 

of block grants, were accelerated by the 

Reagan administration. In 1981, Congress 

enacted the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act, which consolidated seventy-seven cate- 
gorical grants and two block grants, with 

authority to spend $7.5 billion, into nine 
new or modified block grants. In addition, 
sixty-two categorical grant programs were 

eliminated altogether. 

The effects of these consolidations and 
eliminations were dramatic, at least if we use 

the number of federal assistance programs 

as a measure. In 1981, Congress had 

funded 534 categorical grant programs and 

four block grants; in 1984, 394 categorical 

grants and twelve block grants (including 
revenue sharing) were funded.!° But if we 
use money as a measure, the effects are less 

visible; block grants -still account for less 

than 15 percent of the federal funds 
granted to states and localities. 

The growing (but still marginal) use of 
block grants as opposed to categorical 

grants by Washington in the 1980s has been 
accompanied by important changes in the 
federal system. First, states rather than local 

governments are now the prime recipients 
of federal block grants; the states, par- 
ticularly during the 1960s and 1970s, often 

had been bypassed in the federal grant sys- 
tem. A second change is that the states have 
even broader discretion in terms of how 
money channeled to them through block 
grants might be spent than they did under 

the block grant programs of the 1960s and 
1970s. Finally, and of greatest significance 

insofar as the recipients of grants from 
Washington are concerned, the total fund- 

ing for the new block grant programs under 

the Reagan administration indicates a large 
and overall reduction in funds for programs 
that block grants are designed to imple- 
ment. Unlike the Nixon block grant pro- 
grams of the early 1970s, there was no 

“sweetened pot” to make the displacement 
of categorical grants by block grants more 
palatable to the more liberal members of 

Congress. 
A third major form of intergovernmental 

assistance from Washington that now no 
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longer exists was known as revenue sharing, 
and it accounted for about 7 percent of the 
federal aid package. Revenue sharing was 
enacted by Congress in 1972 when it passed 
the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act and 
was renewed by Congress for intervals of 
three to four years until late 1986, when 
Congress declined to reauthorize it. As a 
form of federal assistance to states and 
localities, revenue sharing had, by far, the 

fewest strings attached and disbursed funds 
to subnational governments by formula. 
Revenue sharing was the most direct kind of 
federal aid insofar as local governments 
were concerned; revenue sharing funds 
went to 39,000 state governments, special 
districts, counties, cities, towns, townships, 
and Indian tribes; from 1972 to 1986, about 

$8.3 billion in federal funds were dis- 
tributed to these governments in the form 
of revenue sharing. 

Revenue sharing funds were distributed 
according to the proportion of federal per- 
sonal income tax funds provided by state 
and local units of government; thus, richer 

units of governments as defined by their tax 
bases, tended to be favored. About a third 

of the revenue sharing funds went to the 
states; the other two thirds went to local gov- 

ernments. 
Analyses of revenue sharing that were 

‘conducted since 1972 conclude that, while 
small cities and towns used about three- 
quarters of their revenue sharing funds for 
new spending programs (mostly for capital 
projects), bigger urban areas with 100,000 
people or more used only half of the money 
for new spending programs; the remaining 
half went to keep taxes down or to avoid 
borrowing. Among the states, only a third of 
shared revenues were used for new pro- 
grams, and the tendency of both state and 
local governments to use revenue sharing 
funds for keeping a muzzle on the tax bite, 
rather than initiating new spending pro- 
grams, was the norm. State and larger local 

governments used shared revenues mainly 
to keep their fiscal heads above water by 
maintaining existing services without raising 

taxes. They merged revenue sharing funds 
with other revenue sources, thus reducing 
the political visibility of revenue sharing; 
retained traditional patterns of political 
power and enhanced the clout of en- 
trenched special interests; and, contrary to 

widespread speculation (and hope), rein- 
forced the existing inefficiencies of public 
management systems. !® 

The Feds’ Fiscal Hooks in States 

and Communities 

The dramatic expansion of the federal 
government's role in fiscal federalism has 
had an equally dramatic impact on state and 
local governments. Perhaps the most visible 
effect of Washington’s growing influence in 
intergovernmental relations has been the 
sinking of its fiscal hooks into the affairs of 
states and localities. Federal grants in 1954 
accounted for about 11 cents in every dollar 
that states and localities collected in 1954 
and for approximately 22 cents in each dol- 
lar collected in 1985, although this percen- 
tage was down from its peak in 1976 when 
Washington’s grants accounted for more 
than 34 cents of each dollar of state and 
local revenues! !7 

It is the local governments that are the 
most dependent upon both state and 
national governments for their fiscal sur- 
vival. State governments provide most of 
the revenue sources for their localities, and 

have for a number of years. State contribu- 
tions to their local governments, as a per- 
centage of general revenue from the local 
governments’ own sources, peaked in 1980, 

when the states provided nearly 64 percent 
of their localities’ general revenues. In 1985, 
state aid to local governments had declined 
to around 55 percent of local government’s 
total revenues. Direct federal aid as a source 
of local government revenues peaked in 
1978, when Washington was_ providing 
almost 18 percent of the local government 
budget; by 1985, it was 11 percent.!8 

These figures do not tell the entire story 
about the level of local dependency on the 



federal government. If we count federal aid 
to local governments that is passed through 
the state governments, as well as direct 

federal aid to local governments, we find 

that the total amount of federal aid retained 
by the state governments is only slightly in 
excess of the total amount of federal aid 
received by local governments, both directly 
from Washington and indirectly in the form 
of federal dollars “ passed through” the 
states to their local governments.!9 

Table 12-3 clarifies the extent of local 
government dependency that developed 
between 1962 and 1985. In 1962, for exam- 

ple, federal and state aid as a percentage of 
local governments’ own sources of general 
revenue, amounted to 44 cents in every dol- 
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lar. By 1985, this percentage had increased 
to 64 cents. 

The Grants War 

If one of the major effects of the dra- 
matic growth of fiscal federalism during the 
1960s and 1970s was the development of 
state and local financial dependency on the 
federal government, a second impact was 
the fostering of an increasingly cutthroat 
competitiveness among state and local gov- 
ernments for federal dollars. This competi- 
tiveness in turn led to a growing regional 
rivalry that has continued unabated. 
Although among the wealthiest of the 
nation’s regions, the Northeast and Mid- 

TABLE 12-3 Local Government Dependency Index,* 

Selected Fiscal Years 1962-1985 

Type of Government 1985 1981 1978 1962 

Federal and State Aid* Per $1.00 of Own Source General Revenue 

All Local Governments $ .64 $ .76 $ .76 $ .44 
Counties 59 Stes 80 .60 

Cities 42 53 .62 .26 
Townships 38 40 Al .28 

School Districts 1.16 123 1.01 .65 

Special Districts Ray A7 44 15 

Federal Aid* Per $1.00 of Own Source General Revenue 

All Local Governments $ .10 $ .15 $ .18 $ .03 
Counties .09 14 19 01 

Cities 13 ar! .26 05 
Townships 07 .09 13 O1 
School Districts 02 .03 .04 .02 
Special Districts 25 Syl 34 a 

State Aid* Per $1.00 of Own Source General Revenue 

All Local Governments $ .54 $ .61 $ .58 $ .41 

Counties 51 .63 61 59 

Cities 29 32 OF ool 
Townships 31 31 .28 oe, 
School Districts 1.14 1.20 97 63 

Special Districts .08 .10 .10 04 

Source: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Significant Fea- 

tures of Fiscal Federalism, 1987 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 

Office, 1987), p. 60. 
*Intergovernmental revenue from state and/or federal governments. Inter- 

pretation: A figure of $.50 means that for each $1.00 raised locally, $.50 is 

received from the federal and/or state governments. 
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west, beginning in the 1970s, have com 

plained that they are losing industry and 
jobs to other sections of the country, 
especially to the Western and Sunbelt states. 
The Northeast and Midwest argue that 
since they have supported other regions in 
the country over the years through a variety 
of federal grants programs that have 
favored those regions that historically have 
been less wealthy, it is now time for the 
federal government to tlt its grants pro- 
grams toward the Northeast and Midwest. 

The contention that certain regions are 
favored by the federal grants system more 
than others is a controversial one. One rea- 
son for this controversy is the problem of 
determining what kinds of federal pay- 
ments to regions should be included in the 
mix, for there are more types of transfers of 
federal funds to regions than merely grants 
to governments. 

Table 12-4 is a set of indices that measure 
per capita federal payments to regions by 

type of payment. It shows that, in 1984, 
Washington transferred more than $3,300 
in federal revenues to every man, woman 
and child in the nation. These transfers 
included grants to states and localities (such 
as Medicaid and Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children); salaries and wages 
that were paid to federal employees; pay- 
ments to individuals (such as Social Security, 
Medicare, and food stamps); procurement 

contracts (more than three quarters of 
which were let by the Defense Department); 
and other payments (mainly agricultural 
supports and research grants awarded by 
the National Science Foundation). 

Overall, New England gets the most 

federal dollars, followed closely by the Far 
West. When we compare the forms in which 
those federal dollars were transferred, 

however, variations emerge. For example, 

when only federal grants to states and 
localities are considered (which make up 14 
percent of all federal expenditures listed in 

TABLE 12-4 Per Capita Federal Expenditure by Type and Region, Fiscal Year 1986 

Index of Grants to 
Federal State Direct 

Expenditures and Salaries Payments Procurement 
' (U.S. Average Local and to Contract 

Region = 100) Total Governments Wages Individuals Awards Other 

United States 100 $3,331 $452 $496 $1,497 $775 $110 
(100%)* (14%)* (15%)* (45%)* (23%)* (3%)* 

New England 117 3,909 tS} 368 1,569 1,340 117 

Mideast 110 3,654 585 577 1,658 725 108 

Great Lakes 81 2,689 44] 276 1,451 435 85 

Plains 104 3,465 437 388 1,492 758 389 

Southeast 98 3,260 398 573 Debi 7all 657 61 

Southwest 92 3,049 350 491 1,314 803 Ol 

Rocky Mountain 101 3,355 488 629 1232 849 158 

Far West 110 3,671 426 552 1,408 eT 88 
TT SS 

Source: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism, 1987 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1987), p. 16. 

Note: This table includes federal expenditures only; it does not include any state or local own-source revenues used 
to match or supplement these federal expenditures. Not all federal expenditures are included in this table: 
expenditures that cannot be allocated to individual states (such as net interest on the federal debt iternanonal 
payments, payments to U.S. territories, and foreign aid) have been excluded. 
*Percentages in parentheses are the percentages of total federal dollars expended in the category. 



Table 12-4), the Middle Atlantic States are 

clearly dominant; the Rocky Mountain 

States lead in terms of salaries paid to 
federal employees (15 percent of the total); 
the Middle Atlantic States surfaces as the 
top recipient of federal public assistance 
and social insurance dollars (45 percent of 
the total); New England does astonishingly 
well in securing federal procurement con- 
tracts (23 percent of the total), followed 
closely by the Far West; and the Great Plains 
States are the clear leaders in garnering 
federal support dollars for farmers, 
research grants, and other miscellaneous 

payments (3 percent of the total). 
For overall federal spending, there has 

been a dramatic narrowing of regional gaps 
since 1952 in terms of the federal revenue/ 
federal expenditure ratio. As Figure 12-3 
shows, the Southwest and Rocky Mountain 
States generally gain more federal grants 
than they pay in taxes, while states around 
the Great Lakes and in the Midwest (Great 
Plains) generally pay more in taxes than 
they gain in federal grants, but these dif- 

oO 

[es) . fee) 

Federal Expenditures/Federal Revenues 

0.6 

965-67 1969-7 195 
Year 

1974-76 
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ferences are diminishing. More recent anal- 
yses substantiate that the payment of federal 
funds to the Frostbelt and to the Sunbelt as 
a consequence of tax and spending policies 
continues to equalize, although “any lessen- 
ing of the inequalities has been almost 
entirely accidental,” and the federal govern- 

ment “has not intentionally adjusted spend- 
ing and tax policies to help one region or 
punish another.”?° 

Nevertheless, these equalizing trends, 
however unplanned, have not reduced the 
growing tension between regions of the 
country and the competition for federal dol- 
lars, and increasingly a variety of regional 
organizations have cropped up in an effort 
to gain a competitive edge for those dollars. 
For example, in 1977 the thirteen western 
states formed the Western Governors’ Pol- 
icy Office (WESTPO) with a fully staffed 
office in Denver to conduct regional ana- 
lyses of sensitive issues, but primarily energy 
policy. Similarly, in 1976 seven states in the 
Northeast (Connecticut, Massachusetts, 

New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, 

FIGURE 12-3 Ratio of Federal 
Expenditures to Federal Revenues by 

Region, 1952-1976 

Source: Advisory Commission on 

Intergovernmental Relations, Regional 
Growth: Flows of Federal Funds, 

1952-1976 (Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1980), 

foxy BSc 
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Rhode Island, and Vermont) formed a 
Coalition of Northeastern Governors and 
stated as one of its principal objectives the 
presentation of “a united front before the 
Congress and the national administration in 
an effort to redress the current federal 
expenditure imbalances.”?! The founding 
of WESTPO and the Coalition of North- 
eastern Governors was in part a reaction to 
the founding in 1972 of the Southern 
Growth Policies Board, a_ thirteen-state 

organization that conducts research on eco- 
nomic growth management in the South 
and has a well-staffed office in Washington. 
In Congress, regions have banded together 

in a variety of formats including the New 
England Congressional Caucus, the North- 
east-Midwest Economic Advancement 
Coalition, the Great Lakes Conference, the 

Sunbelt Conference, and the Western States 
Coalition (not to mention a Suburban Cau- 
cus, a Rural Caucus, and a Metropolitan 

Area Caucus) all of which symbolize a grow- 
ing regional rivalry that has been promoted 
at least in part by the intergovernmental 
grants system.?? 

A NEW APPROACH TO FEDERALISM 

It was these conditions—the growing fiscal 
(and political) dominance of the federal 
government over state and local govern- 
ments and the increasingly hot “grants war” 
between subnational jurisdictions compet- 
ing for Washington’s dollars—that led to the 
far-reaching proposals of President Ronald 
Reagan in 1982, calling for the reform of 
the federal structure. Although the imple- 
mentation of these proposals has been 
largely frustrated, Reagan’s proposals for a 
“New Federalism” symbolize his less-pub- 
licized successes in altering the role of the 
federal government in the intergovernmen- 
tal system. These successes include a federal 
withdrawal from regional coordination and 
planning, a deregulation of intergovern- 
mental administration, and, most impor- 

tant, a reduction in the fiscal support 

provided by Washington to states and com- 
munities. 

A Not-So-Modest Proposal 

At the heart of Reagan’s reforms, as 
expressed in his proposal for a “New 
Federalism,” was the notion that the federal 

government should not be involved in the 
business of state and local governments. 
This differs from the assumptions that have 
been held by federal policymakers since at 
least 1960, which hold that the federal gov- 
ernment should pay the governments of 
states and communities to implement 
national policies and federal goals. 

To be fair, federal policymakers were 
beginning to question the role of Wash- 
ington in the intergovernmental system 
before the advent of the Reagan presidency. 
President Jimmy Carter’s Commission for a 
National Agenda for the ‘80s had displayed 
a growing disinclination by a Democratic 
administration to further its involvement in 
state and local matters. In its Report on Urban 
America, the Commission advocated that a 

number of state and local issues be removed 
as matters of national concern: “The pur- 
pose and orientation of a ‘national urban 
policy’ should be reconsidered. There are 
no ‘national urban problems, only an 
endless variety of local ones. Consequently, 
a centrally administered national urban pol- 
icy that legitimizes activities inconsistent 
with a revitalization of the larger national 
economy may be ill-advised.”? 

Nevertheless, Reagan’s proposals were 
unprecedented. In his 1982 State of the 
Union address, President Reagan proposed 
his own version of “New Federalism.” 
Under the first phase of this proposal, 
Washington would take over the Medicaid 
program in its entirety. Medicaid is a joint 
federal-state program that provides medical 
assistance to the indigent. In return, states 
and communities would absorb two signifi- 
cant welfare programs that are also run 
jointly by the state and federal govern- 
ments: Aid to Families with Dependent 



Children (AFDC) and food stamps. More- 
over, Washington would “turn back” to the 

states from sixty to seventy categorical grant 
and block grant programs in education, rev- 
enue sharing, transportation, community 
development, and social services; it would 

be up to the states if they wanted to accept 
any or all of these programs. But the states 
would not be required by Washington, or 

anyone else, to provide these and any other 
programs that had been returned to them. 

Objections to President Reagan’s pro- 
posals came from two very different 
sources. One was a national source and was 
related to the level of trust that national pol- 
icymakers have in the motivations and 
capabilities of state and local administrators 
and legislators. Liberal members of Con- 
gress in particular were suspicious that the 
states would not favor the continuance of 
federal programs aimed at the poor, but 
instead would use the money received from 
the federal government to finance pro- 
grams more acceptable to the middle 
class, such as a tax reduction or road im- 
provements. 

A similar concern held by national pol- 
icymakers related to the level of competency 
found in subnational governments. Some 
federal officials were openly worried about 
the abilities of state and local administrators 
to administer welfare programs. 

The other source of objections to the 
Reagan proposals came from state and local 
officials themselves, and, unsurprisingly, 
did not relate to qualms they had about 
their own competence. Here, the issues 

dealt with fiscal equalization and balance. 
Could Washington turn back more and 
more responsibility to the states, while igno- 
ring the fact that some states were rich and 
others poor? Would Washington, in a 
period of increasing fiscal limitations, still 

accept the notion that the federal govern- 
ment was obliged to distribute a monetary 
dividend to states and localities in the form 
of intergovernmental assistance? As a con- 
sequence of these concerns, state and local 
government lobbies also resisted the Reagan 
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proposals. Ultimately, Reagan’s efforts at 
“sorting out” intergovernmental relations 
went nowhere. 

Regional Coordination and Planning: 
Washington Moves Out 

Consequently, the Reagan administration 
tried less dramatic, but significant, ways to 

change the nature of federalism. In 1982, 

Washington began to get out of the business 
of encouraging regional intergovernmental 
coordination and planning. 

Elimination of the “701” Planning Pro- 
gram. First, Congress began withdrawing 
funds that it had long allocated in support 
of various kinds of substate regional coordi- 
nating councils, such as Councils of Govern- 
ments, which are voluntary associations of 
governments within the states that coordi- 
nate intergovernmental planning. Among 
the more important acts of this cutting back 
by Washington was the elimination of “701” 
funding in 1982. The “701” program was 
established under Section 701 of the Urban 
Planning Assistance Act of 1954, and over 

the twenty-eight years of its existence it dis- 
bursed more than $200 million to state, 
regional, and local planning agencies for 

purposes of improving coordinated plan- 
ning. 

Largely as a result of federal require- 
ments or financial incentives that can be 
traced back to at least the early 1950s, state 
and local governments have created over 
the years a vast network of substate inter- 
governmental and interagency coordinating 
bodies. There are roughly 2,000 of them. 
Some 600 of these are regional councils. 
About 70 percent of the regional councils 
are various kinds of policy councils. Some of 
these are controlled by the federal govern- 
ment, such as Economic Development Dis- 
tricts (administered through the Depart- 
ment of Commerce) and Rural Area 
Development Committees (managed by the 
Department of Agriculture). But almost 
half of the regional policy councils are plan- 
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ning councils, usually established by state 
legislation, and another 30 percent are vol- 

untary Councils of Governments.*4* Many of 
these associations could not survive severe 

cutbacks in federal aid, and an estimated 10 

percent of them closed their doors within a 
year of the reductions.?° 

Elimination of the “A-95” Process. Sec- 
ond, and even more significantly, the 

“A-95” process was eliminated in 1982 by 
Executive Order 12372. The “A-95” process 
had been established in 1969 by Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-95. OMB Circular A-95 drew together 
federal mandates for state and local plan- 
ning that were found in several federal stat- 
utes, particularly the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 
(Model Cities), the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968, and the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. It effec- 
tively required states and localities to set 
up OMB-recognized “clearinghouses” em- 
powered to approve state and local grant 
requests if states and localities were to 
receive federal grants in a wide variety of 
fields. Although subnational jurisdictions 
formed these clearinghouses in various 
ways, most set up voluntary Councils of 
Governments. 

Reagan’s’ Executive Order 12372 
replaced OMB Circular A-95 (which had, in 

many ways, permanently altered the face of 
intergovernmental relations) and permitted 
state and local governments to create their 
own review and planning procedures and 
reduce federal regulations.?® 

Elimination of the Federal Regional Coun- 
cils. In 1983, the Reagan administration 

initiated a third tack in leaving problems of 
intergovernmental coordination to the 
locals, and it eliminated the ten Federal 
Regional Councils. In 1969, Richard Nixon, 

resurrecting a presidential commission’s 
report that had been buried by his predeces- 
sor in 1967, established ten Federal Regions 
designed to decentralize operational pro- 
gram decision making. The Federal Regions 
were a good idea. But in 1972, Nixon issued 

Executive Order 11647, which established a 

Federal Regional Council for each Federal 
Region. The Councils were composed ini- 
tially of the top administrators of seven 
major federal departments and agencies 
that had particular concerns in state and 
local affairs. Ultimately, the Councils’ scope 
was expanded to sixteen major agencies. 
The Office of Management and Budget 
had, for a number of years, pushed for the 

creation of these Councils (or something 
like them) as a means of coordinating the 
management of federal domestic pro- 
grams.?/ 

It is less clear that the Federal Regional 
Councils were as good an idea as the Federal 
Regions themselves (which, unlike the 

Councils, are still with us). Analysis after 
analysis concluded that the Councils were 
either irrelevant or bothersome in the man- 
agement of federal domestic programs.?® 

In 1982, Reagan radically reduced both 

the number of federal grants programs that 
the Federal Regional Councils were 
empowered to review, and the number of 

federal agencies that had membership on 
the Councils. He redefined the Councils’ 
mission from managerial to informational 
and deregulatory. In 1983, he abolished 
them altogether. 

Robert W. Gage argues that Reagan 
understood the truly useful functions of the 
Federal Regional Councils better than 
either OMB or his predecessors. In his view, 
the Councils could have been most bene- 
ficial as facilitators of political networking, 
but not as managers of public programs.?9 
But if Gage’s assessment is correct (and it 
likely is), then Reagan’s abolition of Federal 
Regional Councils can, in theory, be miti- 

gated merely by encouraging federal 
regional administrators to get together for 
an occasional lunch. 

The withdrawal of the federal govern- 
ment from the state and local structure of 
planning and program _ coordination 
amounts to a major, if not well heralded, 

change in the nation’s intergovernmental 
relations. But the Reagan administration 
also initiated or, more accurately, acceler- 



ated the initiatives of its predecessors in two 

additional approaches as well: a concerted 
effort to deregulate intergovernmental rela- 

tions (an effort reflected in Washington’s 
withdrawal from the subnational planning 
and coordinative structure), and an effort to 
reduce both federal grants and the dollars 

in those grants to states and localities. 

Deregulating Federalism: 
Slow and Not Too Steady Progress 

A primary component of the Reagan 
administration’s drive to deregulate the 
federal grants system was the consolidation 
in 1982 of a number of categorical grants 
into larger block grants that we reviewed 
earlier; the less specific block grants permit 
more latitude by state and local officials in 
managing federally aided programs. But 
there remained the issue of a welter of 
federal regulations that characterize federal 
assistance packages. 

State officials (and, as we discuss later, 
local officials, too) have had to devote 
increasing blocks of their time to administer 
federal dollars (and their accompanying 
rules and regulations) to their states. Gover- 
nors in the 1960s devoted less of their time 
to state-federal business than did governors 
in the 1970s, and today the typical governor 
spends almost a full working day in a six-day 
working week to these concerns.°° The 
impact of Washington on the states is clearly 
apparent, and only 3 percent of more than 
100 former governors responding to one 
survey stated that they would advise new 
governors to spend less time than they did 
on state-federal relations.*! 

Despite the demands on their time that 
relations with Washington require, the gov- 

ernors believe that the time is worth it. Only 
6 percent of the governors in the poll just 
mentioned believed that state-federal rela- 
tionships were not significant to their overall 
programs to improve the quality of life for 
their states’ citizens.” 

Yet, there are frustrations. Washington 
has grown (at least until 1981, with the 
advent of the administration of Ronald 
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Reagan) more intrusive in the affairs of 
state and local governments, and federal 

regulations over how states (and localities) 
must conduct their intergovernmental pro- 
grams have proliferated. One study found 
that Washington imposed nearly 1,300 

mandates on subnational governments in its 
intergovernmental programs; the average 
number of federal regulations affecting the 
jurisdictions examined was 570 regulations 
per government!#% 

Federal intergovernmental regulations 
come in four types:54 

Crosscutting Requirements. These are the most 

numerous and have been around the longest; 

they apply to virtually all federal assistance 
programs and are used to further national 
objectives. For example, nondiscrimination 
clauses are in all federal intergovernmental 

programs, and if a state violates the clause, 

Washington can withdraw the program—or 
never grant it. 

Partial Preemptions. The subnational govern- 
ments are partially preempted from their tra- 
ditional prerogatives in this kind of regulation 
because the federal government demands that 
the states adopt and administer program stan- 
dards set by Washington, rather than by the 
states, if the states want federal aid. 

Crossover Sanctions. These permit the federal 
government to punish a state by reducing or 
withdrawing federal aid in one or more pro- 
grams if its standards are not being satisfied in 
another program. 

Direct Orders. An eyeball-to-eyeball standoff 
between a state capitol and the national capitol 
is the last occurrence federal officials want, so 

these are the least used; to pit Congress 
against the states raises serious constitutional 
questions. Nevertheless, Congress began man- 
dating direct orders to subnational govern- 
ments in the 1970s, such as its direct order in 
1977 prohibiting cities from dumping sewage 
at sea. 

Figure 12-4 shows the dramatic prolifera- 
tion of all four types of regulations in 
federal intergovernmental programs since 
the 1930s. This expansion has been felt by 
the states. Governors who served their states 
in the 1960s and 1970s believe strongly that 
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these kinds of regulations have encroached 
on states’ rights and responsibilities. More 
than 88 percent said that the federal gov- 
ernment has assumed many of the respon- 
sibilities that appropriately belong to the 
states, and more than 86 percent thought 

that the intergovernmental system needed a 
“major overhaul.”3> 

State administrators share these views, 

and go a step farther: They believe that 
federal governmental programs have dis- 
torted policymaking itself in their states. 
Surveys indicate that some three quarters of 
state agency heads believe that federal aid 
has led to national interference in state 
affairs. Eighty-three percent believed that 
there should be more decentralization of 
authority from the national government to 
the states. Even more significantly, 70 per- 

cent of state administrators in 1978 (up 
from 52 percent in 1964) felt that they 
would use federal assistance grants for dif- 
ferent purposes if the “strings” attached to 
those grants were relaxed, indicating the 
distorting effect that federal aid may have 
on state priorities.3° 

There is a more subtle, but potentially 
equally harmful, impact of federal 
assistance on state governments. Because 
federal aid flows directly to state agency 
heads—federal intergovernmental funds 
for environmental improvements, for 
example, go directly from Washington to 
state environmental protection agencies— 
rather than to the states’ chief executive 
officers, (the governors), it has been sug- 

gested that those state agencies that are 
heavily funded by Washington are also 

FIGURE 12-4 The Growth of Major Programs of Intergovernmental 

Regulation, by Type of Instrument, by Decade, 1930-1980. 
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more autonomous within their - states 
because they are less dependent upon their 
governors and legislatures for their bud- 
gets. Hence, Washington, through its inter- 
governmental programs, has made _ the 
governors’ management task more difficult. 
And, despite the fact that virtually all gover- 
nors believe that Washington’s dollars 
helped them implement their programs for 
their states, there is some reason to believe 
that this conjecture is valid: Surveys of state 
administrators taken since 1964 have found 
that from 44 percent to 48 percent of state 
administrators admit they are less subject to 
supervision by the governors and the legis- 
lature because of federal aid.37 

Despite pledges made by the past four 
presidents to reduce federal mandates by 
“regulatory reform,” the regulations stay 
and, indeed, multiply. The Nixon admin- 

istration began this effort when it initiated a 
procedure by which the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget reviewed regulations pro- 
posed by executive branch agencies prior to 
their required publication in the Federal 
Register. President Gerald Ford carried this 
process further and gave increased over- 
sight authority to OMB specifically to deter- 
mine the “cost effectiveness” of proposed 
rules.3® President Jimmy Carter continued 
to pursue goals of further deregulation, and 
he instituted procedures to limit govern- 
ment paperwork and expand citizen deci- 
sion making in the rule-making process. 

However, no president has been so con- 

cerned with regulatory reform as Ronald 
Reagan. As one of his first acts of office, 

President Reagan established a Task Force 
on Regulatory Relief, chaired by Vice-Presi- 
dent George Bush (the Bush Commission). 
This high level commission was composed 
of cabinet members and staffed by OMB. In 
addition, a number of the groups represent- 

ing state and local officials were invited to 
nominate “burdensome, unnecessary and 
counterproductive federal regulations” to 
be reviewed and eventually modified or 
eliminated by the Commission. More than 
2,500 suggestions were received from 

approximately 300 individuals and groups 
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including the National League of Cities, the 

National Association of Counties, the U.S. 

Conference of Mayors, and the National 

Governors Association.39 
In 1981, the Bush Commission chose 100 

of these regulations for review. After a 
year’s analysis, the Commission issued pro- 
posed or final changes affecting thirty-eight 
of the 100 existing regulations. Twenty-five 
of these regulations have a primary impact 
on state and local governments. Of these 
twenty-five, six have actually been acted 
upon. 

If this seems like slow work, it is. From 
more than 2500 nominations for change, 

the Commission changed only a handful 
after a full year of trying; many of these 
changes were not easy and raised substantial 
political opposition. 

Cutting Back Fiscal Federalism 

Finally and most important, not only did 
Reagan reduce the federal managerial pres- 
ence among the grass-roots governments, 
but he reduced the federal fiscal presence as 
well: Washington’s dollars to state and local 
jurisdictions were slashed. 

As with deregulation, the diminishing of 
dollars in federal grants had started before 
Reagan entered the White House in 1981. 
As we noted earlier, in 1976, federal 

assistance as a percentage of state and local 
budgets attained its peak of more than 34 
percent, but by 1980 federal aid as a source 
of state and local revenues still was holding 
at an impressive 30 percent. President 
Reagan clearly accelerated the cutback in 
federal aid, and the cutback continues; by 

1984, federal assistance amounted to 22 
percent of state and local income.*? More- 
over, the reductions in federal grants to sub- 

national governments have not occurred as 
part of an overall effort to reduce federal 
expenditures—quite the contrary. Only 
federal expenditures for most domestic pro- 
grams have declined; federal spending for 
defense, Social Security, and interest on the 
national debt (the annual deficit of the 
federal government first exceeded $100 bil- 
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lion in 1982—a dubious milestone) all 
increased sharply in the early 1980s. Yet, 
the cutbacks in federal aid occurred pre- 
cisely when states and communities were 
dealing with unprecedented tax revolts and 
the worst recession since the Depression of 
the 1930s. Despite this situation, overall 
government spending at these levels of gov- 
ernment declined because of the admin- 
istration’s policies. 

In sum, Ronald Reagan’s impact on 
federalism was real. He proposed a massive 
overhaul and “sorting out” of fiscal 
federalism that would return intergovern- 
mental relations to their condition before 
1960; he withdrew the federal government 

from its longstanding role as a coordinator 
and planner of regional intergovernmental 
relations. He also attempted to reduce (with 
some success) the number of federal regula- 
tions imposed on state and local officials 
administering federal grants; and, of para- 
mount importance, he significantly cut 

federal assistance to states and localities. 
These are not minor acts. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
ADMINISTRATION: 
THE STATE AND LOCAL PERSPECTIVE 

So far we have been discussing federalism 
largely from the viewpoint of the govern- 
ment in Washington. But the states and 
localities also have active governments. In 
this section we review the states’ relations 
with each other and their involvement (or 
lack of it) in the business of their cities, 

counties, towns, and other local jurisdic- 
tions. 

Interstate Cooperation—and Conflict 

States have been known to cooperate and 
not cooperate with each other, although the 
Constitution requires that “full faith and 
credit shall be given in each state to the pub- 
lic acts, records, and judicial proceedings of 

every state.” Since the clause applies only to 
civil matters and not necessarily to criminal 

violations, we occasionally witness states har- 
boring fugitives from other states if public 
officials feel that the fugitive has been 
treated unjustly in the state from which he 
or she fled. States usually cooperate to 
create interstate compacts and interstate 
agencies. 

There are 179 interstate compacts in 
operation, the great majority of which had 
been entered into during the past three 
decades. Only fifty-seven interstate com- 
pacts were agreed to between 1789 and 
1940, but during the next four decades, an 

additional 122 of these agreements emer- 
ged. 

Interstate compacts normally require 
congressional approval to be set into 
motion, and many have evolved into ongo- 
ing interstate agencies. There are more than 
sixty such agencies dealing with educational 
concerns, river basin management, trans- 

portation, water fronts, fisheries, and 

energy resources. Perhaps the most notable 
example of an interstate agency is the Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey. 
Established in 1921 and headed by six com- 
missioners appointed by the governor of 
each member state, the Port Authority is in 

charge of virtually all transportation in the 
New York and New Jersey areas. It has 
8,000 employees, more employees than any 
other interstate agency (few interstate agen- 
cies exceed fifty employees and a number 
have none). 

Although most textbooks on state and 
local government delineate the kinds of 
cooperative activity between states, few dis- 
cuss the kinds of conflict in which states 
engage. The most obvious example 
occurred in 1861 when the nation went to 
war with itself, an event that in the North is 
called the Civil War, but in the South is still 
referred to as the War Between the States. 

A more recent example concerns the 
gradually developing shortage of water in 
the nation.*! Although this shortage is more 
pronounced in the West than in other parts 
of the country, some researchers have esti- 
mated that by the year 2000 only three of 
the nation’s nineteen water regions will be 



able to live even close to comfortably within 
their water supplies. (The three exceptions 
are New England, the Ohio Basin, and the 
South Atlantic-Eastern Gulf areas.) 

This possible serious shortage in the 
nation’s water is already straining rela- 
tionships among states. Montana and Idaho 
threatened to sue the state of Washington if 
that state seeded clouds over the Pacific 
Ocean, thereby “stealing” water that might 
have fallen as rain farther inland. Oregon 
and Washington have resisted attempts to 
divert water to areas in the western Sunbelt 
states. When Boston embarked on a pro- 
gram to divert water from the Connecticut 
River, Connecticut objected because it did 
not wish to give up water rights that it might 
need in the future. The eight states and two 
Canadian provinces that surround the 
Great Lakes—the world’s largest reservoir 
of fresh water—agreed in 1982 to block 
attempts to divert their water unless all ten 
governments agreed. Iowa, Nebraska, and 

Missouri filed suit opposing South Dakota’s 
efforts to divert part of the Missouri River 
to Wyoming; and El Paso, Texas, chal- 
lenged New Mexico’s law that forbids all 
out-of-staters from using its groundwater. 

Water wars long have erupted among the 
states, and will continue to do so as long as 

water supplies deplete, hydraulic tech- 
nology innovates, and rivers meander. But 
interstate antagonism is surfacing in other 
fields as well. Thirty-three states use some 
sort of severance tax—that is, a tariff on nat- 

ural resources exported to other states— 
and some states have been using the device, 

according to some regional analysts, as a 
weapon against other states in order to 
recruit new industry by lowering taxes. One 
estimate contends that the dozen states that 
export energy to other states (such as Mon- 
tana, which has a 30 percent severance tax 
on coal) will gain close to $200 billion over 
ten years through their severance taxes on 
their energy supplies.42 Some states have 
threatened reciprocity; for example, the 
governor of Iowa floated the notion of 
introducing a severance tax on corn. 

Other statewide “exports” are free of sev- 
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erance taxes, such as pollution spawned in 
one state that ends up in another state. 
Northeastern states long have argued that 
they are the primary recipients of mid- 
western air pollutants that produce acid 
rain. Other states export other kinds of 
undesirable items. Between 1978 and 1982, 
South Dakota gave ninety-three people 
charged with burglary, forgery, theft, and 
other felonies the choice of facing prosecu- 
tion or moving to California; all ninety- 

three moved to the Golden State, whose 

officials promptly dubbed South Dakota’s 
actions as outrageous. In 1984, Oregon 

hiked by up to $400 the income tax that it 
levies on some 40,000 Washington State res- 
idents who work in Oregon; Washington 

retaliated with a $30-a-month tax on Orego- 
nians who work in Washington. Texan wel- 
fare officials take pains to inform their cli- 
ents that benefits are higher in every other 
state except Mississippi and that welfare 
payments in Texas show no prospects of ris- 
ing, while Florida officials have carefully 
explained to their Haitian refugees that ten 
other states might offer better relief aid. 

All is not happy in the realm of the 
American states. 

The States Tame Their ‘Creatures’ 

The states can cooperate with each other 
as equals, but their relationships with their 

own local governments are quite different. 
The phrase, “creatures of the states,” 
describes the place of local governments rel- 
ative to their state governments more than 
adequately. It is drawn from a statement 
made by Judge John F. Dillon in 1868 that is 
now known as “Dillon’s rule.” “Creatures of 
the state,” a concept upheld by the U.S. 
Supreme Court in 1923, simply means that 
such units of government as counties, 
towns, townships, school districts, special 
districts, multipurpose districts, cities, and 
villages have no independence beyond what 
the state grants them. The state government 
determines the area of political and admin- 
istrative discretion its subunits of govern- 
ment may or may not have. “This means 
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that a city cannot operate a peanut stand at 
the city zoo without first getting the state 
legislature to pass an enabling law, unless, 

perchance, the city’s charter or some pre- 
viously enacted law unmistakably covers the 
sale of peanuts.”4% 

State legislatures achieve this kind of con- 
trol through the type of charter that they 
grant a city. Most city charters are quite long 
(New York City’s, for example, fills several 
hundred pages) because the states often 
want to retain minute degrees of control. 
There are four general types of charters: 
special act charters, general act charters, 

optional charter laws, and home rule char- 

ters. 

The special act charters are charters that have 
been drawn specifically for a particular city. 
Such cities remain completely under state leg- 
islative control; often these charters help state 

legislatures to pass laws that are written specif- 
ically for a particular city. Edward Banfield 
and James Q. Wilson quote by way of example 
an ordinance stating that “Fall River be autho- 
rized to appropriate money for the purchase 
of uniforms for the park police and watershed 
guards of said city.”44 

General act charters tend to categorize cities by 
population and then apply state legislation to 
all cities in each size category. Usual divisions 
are cities with less than 10,600 people, with 

10,000 to 25,000 people, and so on. 

Optional charter laws give city governments rel- 
atively more free choice. They offer optional 
forms of government that a city may wish to 
adopt, such as council-manager, commission, 

or whatever. 

Home rule charters provide cities with the great- 
est degree of self-governance. Still, home rule 
charters are furnished by the state legislature 
or the state constitution and may be taken 
away as easily as they are granted. Home rule 
got its start in 1875 in Missouri; today more 
than half of the states have constitutional 
clauses that provide for home rule charters. 
Roughly two thirds of the cities in this country 
with populations of more than 200,000 people 
have some form of home rule. Political battles 
over acquiring urban home rule often are 
bloody, with “good government” groups, city 
mayors, and city managers usually pitted 

against rural legislators and large municipal 

taxpayer groups. 

Regardless of the type of charter a city 
may have, the point remains that these char- 
ters are granted according to the discretion 
of the state polity; Judge Dillon’s rule stands 
in that all cities and other units of govern- 
ment remain the creatures of the state. 

State Urban Policy: 
A New Responsiveness 

As the foregoing review of city charters 
implies, states can treat their creatures with 
severity or laxity. Joseph Zimmerman has 
observed that states may play the role of 
inhibitor, facilitator, or initiator in their 

relations with their own local governments; 

unfortunately, the role the most frequently 
played, in Zimmerman’s view, is the first.*° 
Nonetheless, the states have made strides in 
contributing constructively to urban gov- 
ernment. 

Table 12-5 presents an overview of how 
free from restraints local governments are 
from their states. Nationally, counties tend 

to have less freedom than do cities; cities 
enjoy their greatest freedoms from state 
controls in functional areas, such as sanita- 

tion, and they have the least liberty in the 
area of finance. Counties have the most 
freedom in personnel matters but, like 
municipalities, are most restricted by their 
states in the finance area. States clearly seem 
concerned with the fiscal health of their 
local governments.*® 

All states have established offices specifi- 
cally endowed with responsibilities pertain- 
ing to local affairs, although only five 
existed prior to 1966.47 These offices 
provide advisory services and assist the state 
in coordinating local administrative func- 
tions. Most are concerned primarily with 
regional planning; relatively few have 
responsibility for specific programs such as 
urban renewal, housing, and poverty. 

The states have taken a variety of manag- 
erial and policy steps in dealing with their 
local governments. Ten states have created 



their own Advisory Commissions on Inter- 
governmental Relations patterned after the 
federal model, and another twenty-one 

have created similar advisory panels of local 
officials. Forty-three states have commis- 
sions on intergovernmental cooperation, 
and all states have departments of com- 
munity affairs.4§ 

Research indicates that those state com- 
missions which focus on local governments 
tend to stress the desirability of fiscal 
reforms, of reducing functional fragmenta- 

tion among local governments, and of 
providing greater authority and more home 
rule for local jurisdictions.*9 In a few states, 
these and related bodies are beginning to 
take on a genuine policymaking role for 
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their urban and local governments. Texas, 

for example, has been active in discouraging 
the separate incorporation of satellite cities, 
as have Indiana and Minnesota to a lesser 
degree. In 1968 Connecticut abolished 
counties as a unit of government and, as a 
result, “state government may in effect 
become the metropolitan government unit 
in Connecticut, since Connecticut trans- 

ferred county functions to the state.”>° 
What is the larger panorama of rela- 

tionships between the states and their local 
governments? Is the role of the states 
declining, or is it actually increasing? 

The typical answer to these questions, at 
least in the past, has been that the states 

have often proven to be more of a hin- 

TABLE 12-5 Discretionary Authority of Cities and Counties by State and Function 

City 

Structure of Functional 

Government Areas Finance 

U.S.a 2.05 2.02 3.16 

Alabama 4.50 2.50 2.00 
Alaska 1.00 2.00 2.00 

Arizona 2.50 2.00 1.75 

Arkansas 5.00 3.00 3.00 

California 2.00 2.00 2.00 

Colorado 2.50 3.00 3.50 

Connecticut 1.00 1.00 2.00 

Delaware 1.50 2.00 3.00 

Florida 1.00 1.30 4.50 

Georgia 5.00 1.00 3.00 
Hawaii —e —< ee 
Idaho 3.00 2.00 5.00 

Illinois 1.10 2.00 1.50 

Indiana 5.00 2.50 4.00 

Iowa 1.80 1.90 4.50 

Kansas 1.00 1.00 3.00 

Kentucky 1.50 3.50 2.60 
Louisiana 1.00 1.50 3.00 

Maine 1.00 1.00 1:50 

Maryland 1.00 1.50 2.25 
Massachusetts 1.00 2.00 5.00 

Michigan 1.00 1.00 2.00 

Minnesota 1.00 1.00 4.00 

Mississippi 2.00 2.00 4.00 
Missouri 1.00 1.00 3.00 

Montana 1.00 2.00 5.00 

Nebraska 1.50 2.00 3.50 
Nevada 2.50 3.50 4.00 

New Hampshire 2.00 1.50 4.00 
New Jersey 3.00 2.00 4.00 

County 

Structure of — Functional 

Personnel Government Areas Finance Personnel 

2.10 3.30 3.24 3.69 2.87 

1.75 4.50 4.00 4.75 2.25 
2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 
1.75 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

1.50 1.00 3.00 3.00 1.50 

2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
2.00 4.50 5.00 4.50 3.00 
2.00 = Bo _b 5 

2.50 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

2.50 1.00 1.30 4.50 2.15 
1.00 5.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 
—< 1.00 3.20 4.00 3.50 
4.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 

2.60 2.10 3.30 2.80 3.80 
2.00 4.00 3.50 4.00 2.00 

3.30 4.00 2.50 4.50 3.60 
1.50 2.50 2.50 3.00 3.00 

3.50 3.50 3.50 2.60 2.50 

1.00 2.00 2.00 3.50 2.00 

1.50 1.75 4.00 3.50 2.00 

1.25 2.60 2.33 3.20 yal) 

3.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 
1.00 4.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 

1.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 

2.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 

1.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 

2.00 1.00 2.00 4.00 3.50 
1.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 

3.00 2.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

1.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 1.00 

2.00 3.00 3.50 4.50 3.00 
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TABLE 12-5 Discretionary Authority of Cities and Counties by State and Function (cont.) 

City County 

Structure of Functional Structure of F unctional 

Government Areas Finance Personnel Government Areas Finance Personnel 

New Mexico 3.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 5.00 

New York 1.50 3.00 4.00 4.00 1.50 3.00 4.00 4.00 

North Carolina 1.00 1.00 2.50 1.00 1.00 1.25 2.50 2.50 

North Dakota 1.80 1.50 3.50 2.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 2.00 

Ohio 1.00 1.50 2.50 1.50 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.50 

Oklahoma 1.00 1.50 2.50 1.50 4.00 3.50 3.50 3.50 

Oregon 1.00 1.50 2.00 1.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 1.50 

Pennsylvania 2.00 2.00 2.50 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 
Rhode Island 1.00 2.00 5.00 3.00 =o —b —b —b 
South Carolina 4.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 

South Dakota 3.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 3.00 

Tennessee 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 2.00 

Texas 1.00 1.20 1.50 1.00 5.00 4.80 4.50 2.00 
Utah 2.50 2.00 3.50 2.00 3.50 3.00 3.00 1.50 

Vermont 5.00 2.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 3.00 

Virginia 3.00 1.50 2.00 1.25 4.00 2.50 3.00 2.29 

Washington 1.30 2.50 3.50 3.00 3.00 2.80 4.00 4.50 

West Virginia 4.00 2.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 3.00 

Wisconsin 1.00 2.00 3.00 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.00 2.50 

Wyoming 1.00 3.00 3.00 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 

Source: Joseph F. Zimmerman, The Discretionary Authority of Local Governments, Urban Data Service Reports, Vol. 13, 
No. 11 (Washington, D.C.: International City Management Association, November 1981), p. 11. Data reprinted 
with the permission of the U.S. Advisory Committee on Intergovernmental Relations. 

Key: A score of | indicates the greatest amount of freedom from state control; a score of 5 indicates the least amount 
of freedom. 

4 Unweighted average. 

5 There are no organized county governments in Connecticut or Rhode Island. 

¢ There are only four local governments in Hawaii: the County of Hawaii, the County of Kauai, the County of Maui, 
and the City and County of Honolulu. 

drance than a facilitator in resolving the 
problems of local governments. Consider, in 

this regard, the following conclusions from 

several studies: “Despite the increasing 
amount of effort that they have devoted to 
urban affairs, the states have continued to 
evidence little desire to intervene in metro- 
politan governmental reorganization—with 
the important exception of school dis- 
tricts.”>! Or, “Although states have in- 
creased their aid to local governments, such 
aid generally has not gone to the areas of 
greatest need.”>? Or, “If one were to use the 
past as the basis of forecasting the future 
role of the state and local government 
reorganization, the prospects for a new, 
affirmative role would be_ exceedingly 
dim.”53 

By the 1970s, however, such views were 

beginning to change. In part, this change 
resulted from the simple fact that more 
empirical and systematic investigations were 
being conducted on the relationships 
between states and their local governments. 
Studies indicate that the states tend to 
emphasize four policy areas when they deal 
with local governments: physical develop- 
ment, such as upgrading industrial and resi- 
dential infrastructures; the enhancement of 

cooperation between the public and private 
sectors; fiscal incentives to help local 

development patterns; and citizen participa- 
tion in the development of local objec- 
tives.>4 

Related research has concluded that 
states are really rather sensitive to the needs 



of their more depressed cities, at least when 
this sensitivity is measured by the amounts 
of money that states transfer to their 
needier urban areas. Localities receive 
grants from other governments in three 
forms: direct aid from their states, direct aid 
from the federal government, and aid from 
state governments that combine state funds 
with federal funds received by the states (or 
what are known as “pass through” funds, 
since federal money is being passed through 
state governments to local governments). 
One analysis found that depressed cities 
benefited most favorably when they 
received intergovernmental grants through 
this final method, indicating an awareness 
by states of their more pressing urban prob- 
lems. In fact, the state capitols may be more 
concerned with these issues than is Wash- 
ington: 

A state-federal partnership in allocating aid to 
local jurisdictions has produced greater respon- 
siveness to distressed cities than has federal aid 

alone. Among plausible explanations for this 
finding are the substantial management diffi- 

culties inherent in the federal attempt to deal 

directly with local governments, the perceived 

need for direct federal aid programs to include a 
sufficient number of local jurisdictions to assure 

majority votes in the Congress, and the inability 
of federal grant programs to take account of dif- 

fering fiscal relationships among levels of gov- 

ernment. ... In contrast, individual states deal 

with smaller numbers of local governments, have 

a clearer understanding of their problems, and 

therefore can deal with those problems in a more 
responsive and flexible manner.°° 

Just as research has indicated the deep- 
ening and increasingly sensitive state inter- 
est in local problems, the apparent 
withdrawal of federal interest in the affairs 
of both state and local governments has led 
some observers to conclude that the states 
will, by necessity, assume a new and more 

aggressive posture relative to their local 
communities. 

As a consequence of these shifts at the 

national level, plus a growing body of infor- 

mation about state and local governmental 
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relationships, the overall scholarly assess- 
ment of the states’ role in local affairs is 
showing indications of change. As a leading 
scholar of intergovernmental relations has 
observed, “The states have been roundly 
and soundly chastised for their neglect of 
urban distress and decline. The criticisms 
are not without foundation. Yet a balanced 
view, particularly taking into account 
developments of the 1970s, shows the states 
on record as taking numerous and varied 
urban-oriented policy initiatives.”°° 

Managing Intergovernmental Programs 
in the States 

State governments have their own sets of 
intergovernmental relationships, but they 
conduct them quite differently from the 
feds. In fact, there is a radical difference in 
philosophy, and control over intergovern- 
mental programs seems, on the whole, 
tighter at the state levels than at the national 
one. Rather than establishing conditions 
that a prospective recipient must meet to be 
eligible to receive federal assistance, states 
simply order their recipients (virtually 
always a local government) to implement 
programs on the basis of clear directives 
given by state agencies; bargaining with 
recipients is rare in the states.°7 

This approach is quite different from 
controlling the implementation of a pro- 
gram through the conditions that are put on 
the government’s aid program in the first 
place, such as is done almost exclusively in 

Washington. The _ relatively substantial 
authority that the states have is largely made 
possible because from a legal perspective 
localities are “creatures of the state” and 
subservient to it. 

Another aspect of the different imple- 
mentation styles between state governments 
and the federal government is the apparent 
fact that state agencies tend to be far more 
“nuts-and-bolts” and practically oriented in 
their implementation of intergovernmental 
programs. At the state level, the objective is 

one of getting a program accomplished, 
generally through direct mandates, and 



376  INTERGOVERNMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 

being done with it. Federal policymakers, 
however, see a major aspect of their mission 
to be the inculcation of new social values 
and management techniques by the recip- 
ients of their funding. Thus, we see the pro- 
liferation of federal mandates over a wide 
variety of federal assistance programs. 
These kinds of extraneous (in the sense that 
they do not directly apply to the purpose of 
a specific program) requirements and con- 
ditions set by the federal government for 
states and localities are virtually nonexistent 
in state programs for local governments. 

Another difference between the state 
style of implementation and the federal 
style is that the state legislature is directly 
involved in how state assistance to local gov- 
ernments is to be implemented. This 
implies, among other things, that the state 

legislators give their bureaucrats far less 
leeway than do their federal counterparts. It 
also implies, however, that state legislators 
are able to take a more responsible and 
detailed interest in state assistance to local 
governments and that they have developed 
their assistance programs with the advice 
and input of officials from the local levels of 
government.°8 

How much of an impact local govern- 
ments have in determining implementation 
procedures and processes that are man- 
dated by state government tends to be a 
function of statewide wealth, urbanism, and 

high levels of population. The Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Rela- 
tions found, for example, that some state- 

wide intergovernmental assistance systems 
are dominated by state government (in 
these states, the state government provides 

local assistance directly), whereas in others 

they are dominated by local governments 
(in these states, a federal-style grants system 
is used). State government dominance of 
the statewide intergovernmental assistance 
system seems to associate with the more 
populous, urbanized, and wealthy states.59 

Another study, this one focusing more 
specifically on the states’ use of mandates in 
dealing with their local governments, also 
found a strong correlation between a state’s 

high affluence and a high tendency to issue 
mandates to its localities. The competi- 
tiveness of a state’s political parties and a 
high quality of state public administration 
also associated with a state’s propensity to 
issue mandates to local governments.°° 

Direct Federalism: The Feds and Cities 

If anything, the federal government has 

a greater political impact on localities than 
on states. The formal linkage between local 
and national government often has been 
called “direct federalism,” indicating that 
state governments are frequently bypassed. 
Nevertheless, the major impact of the 
federal government on local governments is 
more accidental than planned. For example, 

Rand Corporation studies have shown that 
federal officials may often have more con- 
trol than local officeholders over the shape 
of the economy in a particular locality. The 
Rand studies indicated the following: In St. 
Louis, federal housing and highway policies 
attracted many central-city residents to the 
suburbs; in San Jose, federal military pro- 

curement procedures accelerated the local 
growth rate; in Seattle, Federal Civil Avia- 
tion policies were probably detrimental to 
the area’s major employer.®! There is, in 
fact, substantial evidence to warrant the 

conclusion that “federal stimulation pro- 
duced independent housing authorities, a 
type of special district, and federal encour- 
agement of the growth of suburbia through 
underwriting liberal mortgage arrange- 
ments indirectly led to the creation of many 
new suburban governments,” and that the 

creation of the federal Department of 
Housing and Urban Development and 
Department of Transportation are “both 
institutional examples of recognition by the 
national government of its deep involve- 
ment in metropolitan affairs.”®? 

Since 1960, this “deep involvement” by 
the federal government in local affairs has 
increased. Although local governments 
received only 10 percent of the total federal 
aid package in 1965, by 1980 the figure had 
hit 30 percent.®? By 1980 there were thirty- 



nine separate federal grants programs in 
which Washington dealt directly with com- 
munity officials, bypassing, in the process, 
state administrators altogether. Federal reg- 
ulations on the conduct of local govern- 
ments have accompanied these programs 
with a vengeance. Of the nearly 1,300 
federal mandates built into the intergovern- 
mental grant system, a surprising number, 
911, applied only to local governments or 

directly affected local governments through 
the states.®+ 

It is not too surprising, perhaps, that 
local officials have a less than trusting 
attitude concerning the federal govern- 
ment. A national study of cities found that 
pluralities or majorities of local office- 
holders believed in most cases that federal 
regulations on local governments resulted 
from Washington playing an inapproriate 
role in urban affairs (40 percent); that their 
cities did not have the resources to comply 
with federal regulations (39 percent); that 

inefficient federal management made com- 
pliance difficult (65 percent); that Wash- 
ington went too far in stipulating how its 
requirements should be met (51 percent); 
and that the mandates themselves were 
unrealistic (50 percent).® 

One examination of the economic impact 
of federal regulations on seven localities in 
only five grant programs concluded that the 
cost borne by these local governments in 
complying with them was about $25 per cit- 
izen! Compliance costs in these five pro- 
grams alone equaled 19 percent of the total 
federal aid received by the seven local gov- 
ernments, effectively canceling out what 

they had received from Washington under 
general revenue sharing!®° 

Quite aside from concerns about man- 
agement and money, federal intergovern- 

mental programs may, in the view of local 
officials, also distort local policy. A survey of 
local administrators in all cities and counties 
that had received federal aid during the 

past year found that officials in about two 

thirds of these cities, and roughly 80 per- 

cent of the counties, stated that they would 

have made different budgetary allocations 
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had they been permitted to do so. Seventy- 
five percent of both city and county admin- 
istrators would have made moderate to sub- 
stantial changes. More than two thirds of 
the city administrators, and more than three 
quarters of the county administrators 
believed that their governments would shift 
their local funds to other efforts if their 
federal grants were cut off. Such a finding 
implies that local officials are making policy 
decisions to a large extent based on what 
federal money is available rather than on 
the basis of what their genuine local needs 
are.o? 

Interlocal Agreements 

If there is tension between Washington 
and local governments, ‘local governments 
themselves seem to be getting on famously 
with each other. Cities and counties have 
devised a number of ways of working 
together as a means of providing more, bet- 
ter, and cheaper services to their citizens, 

and they are cooperating with each other 
enthusiastically.©° One method is the inter- 
governmental service contract, in which one 
jurisdiction pays another to deliver certain 
services to its residents. More than half—52 
percent—of cities and counties have entered 
into intergovernmental service contracts. 
Cities and counties contract most frequently 
with each other for jails, sewage disposal, 
animal control, and tax assessing. 

Another form of interlocal agreement is 
the joimt service agreement, or agreements 
between two or more governments for the 
joint planning, financing, and delivering of 
certain services to the residents of all par- 
ticipating jurisdictions. Sixty percent of cit- 
ies and 54 percent of counties have entered 
into joint service agreements. The services 
most frequently provided under these 
agreements are libraries, communications 
among police and fire departments, fire 
control, and sewage disposal. 

Cities have moved away (albeit mar- 
ginally) from entering into intergovernmen- 
tal service contracts since 1972 (when the 
first national survey on the practice was con- 
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ducted) and have shown an increasing pref- 
erence for contracting with private firms 
and negotiating joint service agreements 
with other local governments. Joint service 
agreements in particular are experiencing 
an upsurge in popularity, from 35 percent 

of cities that were involved in them in 1972 
to 55 percent in 1983.69 

A third type of interlocal agreement is 
the intergovernmental service transfer, or the 

permanent transfer of a responsibility from 
a jurisdiction to another entity, another gov- 
ernment, a private corporation, or a non- 
profit agency. Transferring a responsibility 
permanently is a serious matter for any gov- 
ernment because it is a sacrifice of authority 
and power, so it is perhaps surprising that 

40 percent of cities and counties executed 
such transfers between 1976 and 1983. 
Favored areas of transfer were public works 
and utilities, health and welfare, and gen- 

eral government and finance.’° 
Regardless of the type of interlocal agree- 

ment, patterns emerge. Larger jurisdictions 
are far more willing to enter into them than 
are smaller ones. Council-manager cities 
and counties with a county administrator 
tend to favor them, as do inner cities rather 

than suburbs. Metropolitan counties prefer 
them more than nonmetropolitan ones. The 
motivation of local officials to enter into 
interlocal agreements is usually “economies 
of scale”’—they believe that some services 
can be delivered more effectively and eff- 
ciently over larger tracts of territory, or by 
larger jurisdictions.7! 

FEDERALISM AND THE PYRAMIDING 
OF POWER 

A final summing up on the nature of rela- 
tions between governments in the United 
States points to one conclusion: that govern- 
mental power in this country is centralizing 
despite Americans’ ultralocalist leanings. 

Perhaps the clearest indication of this can 
be seen by examining measures of financial 
resources, services, and worker availability. 

The nation’s 19,000 municipalities raise less 

money today than do the nation’s fifty state 
governments and considerably fewer dol- 
lars than does the national government. 
Although money is paid to the national gov- 
ernment and part of these revenues are sent 
back to the state and local governments 
through grants, this practice connotes, at 

least in the view of some, a centralization of 

governmental power at the national level. 
But such centralization also may be hap- 

pening at the state level. By ranking the 
local proportions of financial resources, ser- 
vices, and worker availability by state, G. 
Ross Stephens found that certain states were 
quite centralized in relation to their local 
governments, whereas others were rela- 

tively decentralized. Stephens concluded 
that larger states tend to be decentralized 
governmentally, whereas smaller states are 

more centralized.’* Other studies by and 
large confirm Stephens’s findings.’? 

There is additional evidence that govern- 
ments are centralizing. Not only is cen- 
tralization occurring at the state level, but at 

the local level, too. In national studies con- 

ducted since 1972, it has been found that, 

generally speaking, larger local govern- 
ments are taking over the responsibilities of 
smaller ones.’* Fifty-six percent of the 
intergovernmental service contracts let by 
cities, for example, are given to counties.”° 
A plurality (48 percent) of all joint service 
agreements are entered into with counties, 
and counties are the principal service 
providers for more than half of all services 
provided through these agreements.’7© Most 
significantly, however, counties and region- 
al organizations receive most of the inter- 
governmental service transfers; in other 

words, these relatively large units of local 
government are permanently taking over the 
traditional duties of cities and towns, and at 

the request of those cities and towns. Fifty- 
four percent of all intergovernmental ser- 
vice transfers go to counties, and 14 percent 
(the next highest) to regional organizations, 
such as councils of governments.?7 

Whatever the cause and whatever the 
outcome, it appears that subnational gov- 
ernments are moving power not only up the 



intergovernmental pyramid, to higher levels 
of government, but owt of smaller jurisdic- 
tions and into larger ones. If, it seems, the 

American people like ultralocalist govern- 
ment, the people whom Americans elect 

and appoint to run their governments do 
not. State and local officials have been 
engaged in a slow but steady process of cen- 
tralizing and shifting responsibilities for ser- 
vice deliveries both upward and outward for 
many years in an effort to meet the needs of 
their citizens more effectively and effi- 
ciently. It is a process that shows no signs of 
reversing. 

If this assessment is accurate, then it is a 
tribute to the professionalism and inven- 
tiveness of America’s grass-roots bureau- 
crats, because they have gradually cen- 
tralized and consolidated major govern- 
mental functions over the years, while 
working within the confines of a national 
political culture that places an unusually 
high value on maintaining  ultralocalist 
“responsiveness,” and often at the price of 
impairing governmental efficiency and 
effectiveness. 

In Part IV, we have been reviewing the 
ways that public administrators implement 
public policies. But implementation rests on 
decision making, and decision making in the 
public sector, in turn, is based on underly- 
ing moral and ethical assumptions held by 
individual decision makers about how the 
world works and what is right or wrong 
about how the world works. We consider 
this final, and perhaps most important, 

aspect of public administration next. 
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CHAPTER 

13 

TOWARD A BUREAUCRATIC ETHIC 

The notion that the public bureaucracy 
stands in need of ethical sensitivity in order 
to serve the public interest is a fairly new 
one. Although the first code of ethics for 
public administrators was adopted in 1924 
by the International City Management 
Association (ICMA), it was a code that 

reflected the anticorruption and antipolitics 
values of the municipal reform movement 
of the period rather than a statement of 
professional ethics in the tradition estab- 
lished by the fields of education, engineer- 
ing, law, medicine, and other professions. 
Congress imposed a code of ethics on 
federal administrators in 1958, and twenty 

years later expanded the code of ethics and 
founded the federal government’s Office 
of Government Ethics as part of the Ethics 
in Government Act of 1978. The Office of 
Government Ethics has yet to establish a 
reputation of zeal for investigating ques- 
tions of ethical behavior by federal officials. 
The first state code of ethics was established 
in 1967. It was only in 1984 that the chief 
association of public administrators at all 
levels of government, the American Society 
for Public Administration, saw fit to write 

and adopt a code of ethics for professionals 
in the public sector. 
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There were reasons for this lethargy, 
and the reasons had less to do with a deter- 

mination among public administrators to 

permit and condone unethical practices in 

their field and more to do with a common 

assumption held by society (including pub- 
lic administrators) about what the proper 
role of public administration and govern- 

ment was to be. Prior to the abandonment 

of the politics/administration dichotomy 
and the principles of administration, the 

public administrator needed morality no 
more than a hotel clerk carrying out his or 

her daily duties. After all, of what use was 

morality to a person who did no more than 

execute the will of the state according to 

certain scientific principles? Provided that 

public administrators accomplished their 

given tasks efficiently and economically, 
they were, by definition, moral in the sense 

that they were responsible. (In fact, the 
original ICMA and federal codes of ethics 
place notable stress on efficiency as an eth- 
ical concept—a notion that many ethicists 
might find puzzling.) Morality, after all, 
necessitates ethical choice, and, as the lit- 

erature was wont to stress, ethical choice 

simply was not a function of the function- 
aries. 



PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION’S ETHICAL 
EVOLVEMENT 

The Demise of the Politics/Administration 
Dichotomy 

Three developments have been instru- 
mental in the emergence of the concept that 
ethics are, in fact, pertinent to public admin- 
istration. One, of course, was the abandon- 
ment of the politics/administration dicho- 
tomy. When this naive bifurcation was elimi- 
nated, when politics and administration 
were recognized as being part of the same 
parcel, it was also admitted implicitly that 
morality had to be relevant to the 
bureaucracy. Now the public administrator 
was forced to make decisions not only on the 
comfortable bases of efficiency, economy, 

and administrative principles, but on the 
more agonizing criteria of morality as well. 
Public administrators had to ask themselves: 
What is the public interest? 

The Emergence of Decision-Making 
Theory 

The second development was the new 
role of decision-making theory in public 
administration. Herbert A. Simon _ had 

called for the rigorous analysis of decision- 
making behavior as central to the future 
study of administration; he simultaneously 

decimated as simplistic the “proverbs of 
administration” in his Administrative Behav- 

ior.' Simon argued that administrators 
made decisions on bases other than those of 

economy and efficiency. He contended that 
social and psychological factors had a sig- 
nificant effect on the decisions that decision 

makers made. And, before the appearance 
of Administrative Behavior, Harold Lasswell 

in Psychopathology and Politics? and Chester I. 

Barnard in The Functions of the Executive® 
had made essentially the same argument. 
The contention that decision makers made 

decisions on the bases of feeling, emotion, 

and mental sets, as well as on “rationality,” 

implied that public administrators could 
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make highly questionable, even immoral, 
public policies that possibly would affect 
whole populations. This was a_ serious 
matter. Public administrationists became 
increasingly cognizant of the disquieting 

notion that a sense of ethics—a sense of the 
public interest—was a genuine need in the 
practice of public administration. 

This concern was exacerbated by the 
appearance of a new body of literature that 
addressed the topic of morality in public 
administration in a different manner. Paul 
H. Appleby, in Morality and Administration in 

Democratic Government, took on the ethical 

problems posed by the tensions between 
pluralistic politics and bureaucratic hier- 
archy. In Appleby’s view, the pressures of 

politics and hierarchy forced moral dilem- 
mas “up” to the highest appropriate pol- 
icymaking levels in legislatures and bureau- 

cracies and simultaneously simplified the 
number of choices available to public bu- 
reaucrats, usually leaving them with only 

two options. This was a realistic appraisal of 
the moral situation of the public bureaucrat; 
it emphasized the lack of ethical subtlety 
that the bureaucrat was permitted in mak- 
ing decisions. Although a situation might 

have “gray” areas in reality, decisions usu- 
ally had to be either “black” or “white.”4 

Similarly, Norton Long explained the 

connections between moral choice and 
administrative decision making in the public 
bureaucracy by his survival thesis. In Long’s 

opinion, all decisions made by public admin- 
istrators could be explained by their desire 
that their agencies survive. Long perceived 

this situation as beneficial to the public 
interest more often than not, but his reason- 

ing did not rest easily with many of his col- 
leagues as one that cultivated moral recti- 

tude in government.° Likewise, Joseph Har- 
ris, in Congressional Control of Administration, 

implied that federal public administrators 
made their decisions primarily on the basis 
of satisfying a few men who headed power- 
ful committees in Congress; his logic did not 
strike many as a sound rationale for pro- 
moting the public interest.® 
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Perhaps the most shattering analyses of 
the public administrator’s relationship to 
the public interest were Gordon Tullock’s 
The Politics of Bureaucracy’ and Dwaine 
Marvick’s Career Perspectives in a Bureaucratic 
Setting.8 Although we reviewed their contri- 
butions in Chapter 5, a brief consideration 
of their works’ implications for bureaucratic 
ethics is warranted. 

By arguing that all decision making in 
bureaucracies is predicated on the individ- 
ual “reference politician” getting ahead in 
the hierarchy, Tullock implied that, among 

public administrators, what is good for the 
public, or even for the organization, is at 

best an incidental consideration. Marvick’s 
empirical study of public administrators 
hypothesized that all individual behavior in 
public organizations was a matter of con- 
scious or sublimated self-interest. Some par- 
ticipants had deep security needs that 
obstructed organizational innovation. Oth- 
ers needed simply the opportunity to “do 
their own thing” and had no commitment 
beyond protecting that opportunity. Still 
others were consciously willing and able to 
disrupt, disorient, and undermine the 
organization if they felt such behavior 
would advance their own career goals. In 
brief, research such as Tullock’s and Mar- 

vick’s was disconcerting not only to public 
administrationists, but to democratic the- 

orists as well. As Ferrell Heady observed, 
with the experiences of France and Ger- 
many chiefly in mind, public bureaucrats 
“have obediently and even subserviently 
responded to whatever political leaders 
have gained power.”9 

The Counterculture Critique 

A third development that has led scholars 
and practitioners in public administration to 
dwell more acutely on the meaning of the 
public interest is the emergence in America 
of the “counterculture.” The term counter- 
culture is here used to refer to that body of 
literature that criticizes the American 
administrative state as being inhumane, 

technocratic, impersonal, and “faceless.” 

The counterculture’s critique of the public 
bureaucracy is an especially fundamental 
one: It states that the typical public admin- 
istrator is not immoral but amoral that is, he 

or she has been so seduced in his or her 
thinking by the values, pressures, and prop- 
aganda of the technocratic state that he or 
she no longer is capable of comprehending 
what morality is or is not. Thus, even if pub- 

lic administrators wanted to do the “right” 
thing—indeed, even if they thought that 
they were doing the right thing—they nei- 
ther would be able to make the proper 
moral decision nor recognize it should they 
happen to stumble upon it. 

The counterculture’s argument is essen- 
tially a linguistic one. It holds that the sym- 
bols and values of technological society 
prevent individual men and women from 
choosing the life-styles that they in fact 
would probably choose if they were not pro- 
pagandized by the technocracy to be 
aggressive, amoral, competitive, even war- 
like “consumer hedonists.” Herbert Mar- 
cuse, for example, stresses the symbolic 

aspects of this view. He contends that the 
media and institutions of society represent a 
profound kind of authoritarianism, one that 

co-opts protest via the continual repetition 
of certain phrases over the mass media that 
restrict, by their drilling meaninglessness, 

alternative thinking; for example, the Soviet 
Union’s unending repetition of the phrase 
“warmongering capitalist imperialism” over 
its media squelches the objective analysis of 
Western economic and foreign policies on 
the part of its citizens while encouraging 
widespread paranoia. !° 

Likewise Jacques Ellul states that citizens 
in technological societies dwell on “tech- 
nique” to the exclusion of “reality”; thus, 
moral choices are “defined out” of admin- 
istrative problems, and technical means 
become far more important than ethical 
ends.!! 

Similarly, Theodore J. Roszak argues 
that “scientism” is inadequate as a way to 
analyze social problems because it “hexes” 



our thinking on moral issues. As Roszak 
states, 

. we have produced the scientized jargon 
which currently dominates official parlance and 
the social sciences. When knowledgeable men 
talk, they no longer talk of substances and 

accidents, of being and spirit, of virtue and vice, 
of sin and salvation, of deities and demons. 
Instead, we have a vocabulary filled with nebu- 
lous quantities of things that have every 
appearance of precise calibration, and decorated 
with vaguely mechanistic-mathematical terms 
hike “parameters,” “structures,” “variables,” 

“inputs and outputs,” “correlations,” “inven- 

tories,” “maximizations,” and “optimizations.” 
. .. the more such language and numerology one 
packs into a document, the more “objective” the 
document becomes—which normally means the 
less morally abrasive. . . . 

Thus to bomb more hell out of a tiny Asian 
country in one year than was bombed out of 
Europe in the whole Second World War becomes 
“escalation.” . .. A comparison of the slaughter 
on both sides in a war is called a “kill ratio.” 
Totaling up the corpses is called a “body count.” 
Running the blacks out of town is called “urban 
renewal.” Discovering ingenious new ways to bilk 
the public is called “market research.” Outflank- 
ing the discontent of employees is called “person- 
nel management.” ... On the other hand, one 

can be certain that where more colorful, emotive 
terms are used—"the war on poverty,” “the war 

for the hearts and minds of men,” “the race for 

space,” “the New Frontier,” “the Great 

Society,’—the matters referred to exist only as 

propagandistic fiction or pure distraction. !2 

Charles Reich dubs this situation “Con- 
sciousness I” and lists its characteristics as a 
critique of the administrative state: the 
reduction of personal freedom via the amal- 
gamation and integration of the public and 
private interests of society; the value-neu- 
tral, even value-less, bureaucracy that is con- 

sistently biased in favor of existing policy; 
the autonomy of the administrative 
bureaucracy, which makes particular deci- 
sions untraceable to particular sources; the 
displacing of traditional private property, 
such as land owned by people, by “the new 
property” of people belonging to organiza- 
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tions—thus, status and identification con- 
ferred by the organizations replace private 
property in humanity’s traditional structure 
of values; and, finally, the law as an “inhu- 

man medium” that relates to classes and cat- 
egories in society, but not to individual 
people. These features combine to produce 
the major symptoms of the administrative 
state, the essence of which “is that it is 

relentlessly single-minded; it has just one 
value technology as represented by 
organization, efficiency, growth, progress.” 
The effect on the individual public admin- 
istrator of this relentless single-mindedness 
is the development of “a profound schizo- 
phrenia.” Not only is his or her working self 
separated from his or her private self by the 
creation of unwanted needs and _ status 
drives via advertising, but also there is a split 
between the public self and the private self 
which is accomplished through the nourish- 
ing of his or her “liberal” feelings of elitist 
paternalism for the dispossessed as well as 
the cultivating of his or her own needs for 
status and identity in a consumer-oriented 
society. !3 

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND THE 
RECOGNITION OF THE PUBLIC INTEREST: 
TWO INTELLECTUAL ATTEMPTS 

The counterculture critique of the moral 
dilemma of public administrators (7.e., that 
they are amoral because of the obfuscation 
of their language and symbols and the frac- 
tionalization of their sense of identity) is a 
profound one. Public admunistrationists, 
while increasingly concerned with admin- 
istrative ethics and decision making, have 

not yet addressed themselves to the neces- 
sary chore of defining a workable frame- 
work of moral choice for the public 
administrator. 

Bureaucratic “Responsibility” 

In fact, public administrationists have 

avoided this task by implying that a moral 



386 TOWARD A BUREAUCRATIC ETHIC 

framework is really not needed when they 
examine instead the various ways in which 
“responsibility” and “accountability” are 
assured in public bureaucracies.14 For 
example, some scholars, such as Carl 
Friedrich and Norton Long, contend that 
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mitments that public administrators glean 
from being socialized into the public service, 

along with the “representative elite” nature 
of their bureaucracies, act as internal con- 

_ straints against the perpetration of anti- 
\_ democratic policies. 

Most public administrationists, however, 
argue that a plethora of external checks 

\ exists as well, assuring compliance with the 
\ public interest. Charles Hyneman and 
| Herbert Finer, for instance, believe that leg- 

/ islative surveillance is an adequate check. 
\ J. D. Lewis and L. Von Mises contend that 

_ citizen participation in bureaucratic decision 
making accomplishes the task of matching 

\_ bureaucratic behavior with the public inter- 
est. Henry J. Abraham makes a case for the 

~ use of an ombudsman (a figure in Scandina- 
vian governments and elsewhere who has 

\ no official power but great personal pres- 
') tige which he or she uses to rectify unjust 

| bureaucratic decisions on an_ individual 
/ basis) as an effective means for assur- 
\ ing administrative responsibility. | Dwight 
Waldo, John M. Pfiffner, and Robert Pres- 

- thus have stated that decentralization of the 
f bureaucracy provides an effective means of 
“implementing the public interest.| Gordon 
Tullock and Harold Wilensky urge the use 
of publicizing bureaucratic information to 
insure accordance with the public interest. 
And K. C. Davis believes that judicial review 
of administrative decisions checks policies 
not in the public interest. In a very real 

- sense, however, these efforts miss the cru- 

cial point: that public administrators do 
make political decisions, but that no effec- 

tive moral and philosophic guidelines (as 
opposed to mechanisms for correcting “bad” 
decisions) exist for the making of these deci- 
sions in the public interest. 

Organizational Humanism 

What some writers have called “organiza- 
tional humanism” represents another kind 
of skirting of the issue. Rather than denying 
the appropriateness of bureaucratic ethics, 
however, organizational humanism dances a 
baroque minuet around the problem of 
moral choice. In an unusually solid review 
of this literature, Robert B. Denhardt 

observes that organizational humanism con- 
tains at least three themes that are of par- 
ticular utility to the development of a theory 
of bureaucratic ethics: treating members of 
an organization humanely leads to greater 
organizational efficiency; treating organiza- 

tional members humanely promotes organi- 
zational change; and treating the individual 

in an organization humanely is, in and of 
itself, a desirable objective.!° 

Organizational humanism was spawned 
in the literature of human relations and 
organization development—literary tradi- 
tions that constitute two of the significant 
streams of the open model of organizations 
that we reviewed in Chapter 3. It focuses on 
the individual in the organization and his or 
her personal development. As we _ shall 
see, organizational humanism verges on 

addressing the question of bureaucratic eth- 
ics, but like the literature of bureaucratic 
responsibility, ultimately draws short of it. 

Some of the early studies in the open 
model of organizations brought out ques- 
tions—often morally tinged questions—con- 
cerning the individual’s role in the 
organization. Chester I. Barnard’s recogni- 
tion of the “informal organization”; the 

Hawthorne studies that focused on the 
importance of social and_ psychological 
rewards for workers; Douglas McGregor’s 
development of the “Theory Y” model of 
workers’ personalities; and Robert Blake 
and Jane Mouton’s notion of the “manag- 
erial grid,” in which they argued that a high 
organizational concern for people and the 
team approach to management most closely 
corresponded with high organizational pro- 
ductivity—all these had the effect of teasing 



out the idea that the satisfaction and hap- 
piness of the individual person in an organi- 
zation was an important element in 
organizational effectiveness. !© 

Chris Argyris is among the better known 
writers in developing the argument that 
organizations would improve themselves if 
they were able to develop the full human 
potential of their members. In Personality 
and Organization, for example, Argyris 
argued that the normal dynamic of organi- 
zations was to “dematurize” people in 
organizations, and if organizations changed 
their internal dynamics then more creative 
and contributing organizational members 
would result. Argyris conceived of learning 
as the primary means through which indi- 
vidual members could develop their human 
capabilities, and “learning” to Argyris 
meant learning not only about the organiza- 
tion, but about one’s self; learning, in 

Argyris’s mind, equated with the matura- 
tion of both the organization and the indi- 
vidual.!7 

In a perceptive critique of Argyris’s work, 
Denhardt observes that by emphasizing 
learning, Argyris “implies a_ relationship 

involving shared meanings and raises the 
possibilities for creating not only conditions 
of trust, openness, and self-esteem, but also 
conditions of community.”!® But for what- 
ever reason, Argyris chose not to extrapo- 
late the implications of learning in 
organizations, which in Denhardt’s view 
constitutes the “potentially radical implica- 
tion of Argyris work,” because, by infer- 

ence, Argyris’s idea of learning ultimately 
forces the issue of developing a set of 
bureaucratic ethics. Fundamentally, Argyris 

is still “bound to an instrumentalist perspec- 
tive,” or one that places the organization’s 

needs above that of the individual’s hap- 
piness.!9 

Robert T. Golembiewski, on the other 

hand, goes a step further. Rather than argu- 
ing for the desirability of emotionally 
mature organizational members, as does 
Argyris, Golembiewski directly addresses 
the problem of morality within the organi- 
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zation and the prospects of freedom for the 
individual worker. Golembiewski asserts 
that “moral sensitivity can be associated with 
satisfactory output and employee satisfac- 
tion.”2° Golembiewski’s major contribution 
is that he confronts the question of morality 
in organizations, arguing that organization 
development, particularly the laboratory 
approach (recall Chapter 3), represents an 
unusually useful method of bringing moral- 
ity to organizations. 

The literature that we have been cover- 
ing so far is drawn largely from organiza- 
tion theory and, with the occasional 
exception of Golembiewski, this literature 

was not written by nor directed to the world 
of public administration. With the advent of 
the “new public administration” in the early 
1970s, however, this situation began to 
change. We reviewed the new public admin- 
istration in Chapter 2 in terms of its effects 
on the intellectual evolution of the field. 
Although its impact was not particularly 
lasting and, as has been pointed out, it was 
“a movement from the beginning more fic- 
tional than real,”?! the literature associated 

with the new public administration nonethe- 
less has overriding tones of moral and eth- 
ical concerns, and thus has pertinence here. 
Writers in the tradition of the new public 
administration emphasized’ the _ para- 
mountcy of equity over efficiency and of 
participation by organizational members 
over hierarchy.?? 

One of the more interesting contribu- 
tions to this literature has been written by 
Eugene P. Dvorin and Robert H. Simmons, 

who observe that “little of the literature of 
public administration reflects on the nature 
of public interest, and virtually none reflects 

belief in the dignity of man as the ultimate 
value.” Conversely, they add, the other 
branches of the government do have opera- 
tional definitions of the public interest. Both 
the legislative and adjudicative branches 
“have their myths and techniques by which 
they serve these myths.” In the legislature, 
the operational concept is majority rule as 
the fundamental precondition of democ- 
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racy. In the judiciary, the concept is stare 
decisis, or judicial precedent, by which the 
evolutionary development of legal princi- 
ples is perceived as the basic method for 
obtaining a system of justice that reflects the 
public interest. In both of these examples 
there are, of course, flaws. As Dvorin and 

Simmons say, the “myths” of majority rule 
and stare decisis in reality “serve several func- 
tions—to meet the psychoemotional needs 
of the society and to protect and defend 
both legislators and judges.” Nevertheless, 

the point stands that these concepts do not 
pretend to be value-neutral, and they do go 
far toward defining the abstract notion of 
the public interest in workable terms that 
meet the needs of the legislative and 
adjudicative institutions of society. Not so, 
however, with the executive branch, which 

has no such operational definition. 
Dvorin and Simmons urge that “radical 

humanism” constitutes the public bureau- 
cracy’s functional concept of the public 
interest. In their words: 

“Radical humanism” forwards the proposition 
that the ends of man are the ends of man... . 
Radical humanism is radical because it is not 
willing to compromise its human values on any 
grounds... . Radical humanism calls for the ulti- 
mate capitulation of operational mechanics and 
political strategies to a concept of the public 
interest based on man as the most important con- 
cern of bureaucratic power.?3 

This statement is fine as far as it goes. 
Regrettably Dvorin and Simmons go no fur- 
ther, and a serious problem arises in terms 
of what “radical humanism” means when it 
is applied to particular administrative prob- 
lems. The same may be said, in fact, for 

organizational humanism in general. 

AN EXAMPLE OF APPLIED ETHICAL 
CHOICE IN PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 

Consider, for an example, a growing 

dilemma in the field of public personnel 
administration: hiring members of socially 
disadvantaged groups. There are two posi- 

tions. One is that government should make 
special efforts, including the reduction of 
entrance standards, to hire members of 

those segments of American society that 
have endured various forms of racial, 

religious, ethnic, or sexual discrimination. 

The reasoning is that, because of cultural 

bias in testing, lack of educational oppor- 
tunity, and general social prejudice, govern- 
ment owes those people who have suffered 
these injustices a special chance to get 
ahead. If this should entail some bending of 
the civil service regulations (as is done for 
veterans), so be it. Such rule-bending will, 

after all, only balance the social equities for 
those applicants who have had to suffer big- 
otry in the past, and this is only as it should 
be since government is the single institution 
most responsible for assuring equality of 
opportunity in society. 

The other position is that no “lowering of 
standards” should be considered, regardless 

of the applicant’s past tribulations. The logic 
for this viewpoint is that government owes 
the best governance possible to all the gov- 
erned. To hire applicants who do not score 
as well on tests as other applicants, or who 
do not have comparable educational attain- 
ments, or who are just less qualified, irre- 

spective of the tough breaks in their 
backgrounds, is to do a disservice to the 

populace generally, deprived groups in- 
cluded. Governmental economy, efficiency, 

effectiveness, and responsiveness will dete- 
riorate to the detriment of all unless only 
the top applicants are hired. 

(It must be noted here that both argu- 
ments, pro and con, have been simplified 

considerably in order to emphasize the eth- 
ical aspects of each. Other pertinent facets, 
such as the efficacy of tests in measuring 
administrative ability and the role of strict 
civil service standards in protecting appli- 
cants who came from disadvantaged groups 
against discrimination, were reviewed in 
Chapter 9.) 

It is reasonably apparent from this exam- 
ple that organizational humanism does not 
offer much of a guide to the public admin- 
istrator in formulating a decision in terms of 



promoting the public interest. Organiza- 
tional humanism states that treating people 
humanely should be the ultimate end in 
bureaucratic decision making, but which 
option should the public administrator 
choose in the case cited? Is humanity best 
served by hiring or promoting a deprived 
group member who may not execute his or 
her duties especially well, or is humanity 
best served by not hiring (or by holding 
back) the same disadvantage group mem- 
ber, perhaps never permitting him or her to 
realize his or her full human potential and 
allowing the individual to aid the cause of 
his or her people? This dilemma can be ren- 
dered even more exquisite by making the 
hypothetical member of the deprived group 
in question an applicant to an agency 
designed to end discrimination against 
deprived groups, such as the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission. 
Thus, depending on one’s point of view, to 

hire or not to hire him or her implies a lack 
of sincerity in advancing the cause of disad- 
vantaged groups. In any event, organiza- 
tional humanism would seem to lack a viable 
framework of clear-cut referent points for a 
public administrator in making an ethical 
choice that is in “the public interest.” 

¥ 

JUSTICE-AS-FAIRNESS: 
A VIEW OF THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

What is needed for the public admin- 
istrator is a simple and operational articula- 
tion of the public interest that permits him 
or her to make a moral choice on the basis of 
rational thinking. It is forwarded in this 
book that such a useful concept may exist in 
the form of a theory of justice offered by 
philosopher John Rawls. 

Rawls extends the notion of a social con- 
tract formulated by John Locke, Jean- 
Jacques Rousseau, and Thomas Hobbes, 

and contends implicitly that the public inter- 
est can be discerned in most situations by 
applying two “principles of justice”: (1) that 
“each person is to have an equal right to the 
most extensive basic liberty compatible with 
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a similar liberty for others,” and (2) that 
“social and economic inequalities are to be 
arranged so that they are both (a) reason- 
ably expected to be to everyone’s advantage, 
and (b) attached to positions and offices 
open to all.” Should these principles come 
into conflict, the second is expected to yield 
to the first; thus, just as in organizational 

humanism, the dignity of the individual 
person is considered to be of paramount 
importance.?+4 

Rawls’s theory of justice goes further, 
however. His principles necessarily lead to 
the conclusion that inequalities of wealth, 

authority, and social opportunity 

are just only if they result in compensating 
benefits for everyone, and in particular for the 
least advantaged members of society. These prin- 
ciples rule out justifying institutions on the 
grounds that the hardships of some are offset by 
a greater good in the aggregate. It may be expe- 
dient but it is not just that some should have less 
in order that others may prosper.?° 

In short, as Rawls observes, his principles 

in essence are a rigorous statement of the 
traditional Anglo-Saxon concept of fairness. 

INTUITIONISM, PERFECTIONISM, 
AND UTILITARIANISM 

The usefulness of Rawls’s justice-as-fairness 
philosophy can be elucidated by contrasting 
it with other philosophies of the public 
interest. One is the intuitconist philosophy, 
expressed by Brian Barry, Nicholas 

Rescher, and W. D. Ross, among others.?° 

Intuitionist theories expound a plurality 
of first principles, which may conflict when 
applied to particular situations but which 
offer no precise method for choosing the 
principle that should take precedence in 
cases of conflict. Such dilemmas are 
resolved by intuition, by what seems most 

nearly right. Intuitionist philosophies do 
not help the conscientious public admin- 
istrator to make a rational decision in light 
of an explicit theory of the public interest, 
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other than rendering him or her some 
solace in justifying present practices. In 
other words, public administrators already 
make decisions on the basis of intuitionist 
theories—that is, they do what seems to be 
to them most nearly right on an individual 
basis and given particularistic circum- 
stances. The view here, however, is that this 

practice—an ethical “muddling through”— 
is increasingly inadequate for a society in 
which rapid change is the only constant. 

A second major philosophical school that 
addresses the public interest is perfectionism. 
The first and sole principle of perfectionism 
is to promote via society’s institutions the 
attainment of excellence in art, science, and 

culture. There are, however, two forms of 
perfectionism. In its relative form, as advo- 
cated by Aristotle, the perfectionist princi- 
ple is one among many first principles and 
thus overlaps with intuitionism. In its abso- 
lutist form, however, there are no problems 

of ambiguity: the public administrator 
should always strive to support the upper 
intellectual crust of his or her society; any 
misfortune for society’s least fortunate seg- 
ments that accrues from the necessary 
allocation of resources and that results from 
implementing the perfectionist principle is 
morally justified by the benefits incurred by 
the best members that the society has. As 
Nietzsche put it so pithily, the deepest 
meaning that can be given to the human 
experience is “your living for the rarest and 
most valuable specimens.”?7 

Perfectionism is a counterpoise to the 
egalitarian notions rife in a democratic 
society, and for that reason we shall not 
dwell on it as an appropriate ethical deci- 
sion-making framework for American pub- 
lic administrators. Nevertheless, this is not 

to imply that perfectionism has not been 
used as an operating premise by American 
bureaucrats in making decisions. The 
National Science Foundation’s traditional 
criterion for financing “pure” scientific 
research (which has been with few excep- 
tions the only kind of research that the 
Foundation has financed)—that science 

should be funded for the sake of science— 
would appear to be an implementation of 
the perfectionist principle, although this 
emphasis has been changing in recent years. 

A third ethical framework for the deter- 
mination of the public interest is wuddl- 
itarianism, as represented by Jeremy 
Bentham, Adam Smith, David Hume, and 

John Stuart Mill.2® Of the philosophies that 
have had the most influence on_ public 
administrators in terms of intellectual rigor 
and social appropriateness, utilitarianism 
holds first place in theory, if not in actual 
practice. 

The reasoning of utilitarianism is both 
democratic in values and systematic in 
thought. It holds that a public policy will be 
in the public interest provided the policy 
increases the net balance of social satisfac- 
tion summed over all the individuals 
belonging to the society. In other words, if a 
public policy makes everybody slightly bet- 
ter off, even if some individuals are left 

slightly worse off in other ways as a result of 
that policy, then the policy is just and the 
public interest is served. An example of a 
utilitarian public policy would be one that 
increased the income of medical doctors by 
raising everyone’s taxes and turning over 
these new revenues to doctors, thereby 

increasing everyone’s net balance of health 
by inducing a greater net balance of individ- 
uals to enter the medical profession. Even 
though society’s least well off individuals 
would lose money under this arrangement, 
the policy, nevertheless, would be just and 
in the public interest under a utilitarian the- 
ory because everyone’s net balance of health 
would be increased, including that of the 
least well off. The logic behind this justifica- 
tion of such a public policy is that since indi- 
viduals try to advance as far as possible their 
own welfare in terms of net increases, it 

therefore follows that the group should do 
the same, and the society likewise. 

The ethical theory of justice-as-fairness, 
however, would hold that such a public pol- 

icy was not just and not in the public interest 
because it reduced the welfare of the least 



well off people in society, even if it is for the 
net benefit of the whole society. With some 
alterations, our hypothetical policy could be 

made just under Rawls’s principles; for 

instance, by not taxing the poor but still let- 
ting them take part in the overall health 
benefits that derive from the policy. It is on 
the same logic that the United States has a 
mildly “progressive” income tax structure 
which is supposed to tax the rich propor- 
uionately more than the poor, rather than a 
“regressive” income tax structure that taxes 
the poor proportionately more than the 
rich, or even a “proportional” tax that taxes 
the indigent and the wealthy at the same 
rate. 

Although, as we noted earlier, util- 

itarlanism is practiced more by chance than 
by choice among American bureaucrats, 
occasionally agencies will select util- 
itarianism quite consciously as their opera- 
tional definition of the public interest. An 
example is provided by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, which has adopted ben- 
efit-cost analysis as its method of deciding 
which engineering projects are in the best 
interests of the nation. But the assumptions 
underlying the Corps’ use of benefit-cost 
analysis are squarely set in a utilitarian phi- 
losophy, and can bring utilitarian con- 

sequences. 
For instance, in 1983, the Corps of Engi- 

neers conducted a benefit-cost analysis of 
flood control for La Puerta del Norte, a fre- 
quently flooded community of 150 families 
living in mobile homes near the Santa Cruz 
River in Pima County, Arizona. The Corps’ 
study concluded that flood control projects 
for La Puerta del Norte would not be cost 
effective because the potential flood damage 
that could be wreaked on mobile homes 
would not be great in terms of dollar losses. 
If, however, La Puerta del Norte had consis- 

ted of expensive homes, then the Corps’ 
analysis likely would have justified a flood 
control project because the Corps’ benefit- 
cost formula was predicated on estimating 
the potential dollar loss in property damage 
that might result from floods.?9 Thus, cost- 
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lier homes (and wealthier people) are 
favored over cheaper homes (and poorer 
people) in the Corps’ benefit-cost analyses 
because the technique itself is based on util- 
itarian precepts. 

APPLYING THE JUSTICE-AS-FAIRNESS 
THEORY 

Intuitionism, perfectionism, and __ util- 

itarianism illuminate by contrast the 
usefulness of justice-as-fairness as an ethical 
framework for public administrators in 
making decisions that are in the public 
interest. But how would justice-as-fairness 
help the public administrator in deciding 
our original dilemma, that of hiring “less 
qualified” applicants from disadvantaged 
groups in society? It would, by the inev- 
itability of its logic, argue for the hiring of 

these applicants on the following grounds: 

1. Not hiring them would be further depriving 
society’s most deprived groups for the sake of 
the whole society. 

2. Hiring them would facilitate the full realiza- 
tion of their “basic liberty” (or personal dig- 
nity) without encroaching on the basic liberty 
of others. 

3. Hiring them helps assure that all positions 
and offices are open to all. 

4, Hiring them helps assure that privileges 
innate to such offices continue to work toward 
the advantage of all in a reasonably equal way, 
because the privileges and positions are being 
extended to the least well off in society. 

Moreover, of the ethical frameworks con- 

sidered, only justice-as-fairness would by its 

logic permit the public administrator the 
decisional choice of making a special effort 

to hire members from disadvantaged 

groups. Utilitarianism would demand that 

the good of the whole be the first priority, 
regardless of consequences for society’s least 
well off. Perfectionism, in effect, would say 

to hell with society’s least well off since they 
are not considered at all in its value struc- 

ture. Intuitionism, which most _ public 
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On the Moral Dilemma of the Public Administrator 

The following passage illustrates a typical (aside from the 
attendant publicity) ethical situation confronted by the public 
administrator. Former Beatle John Lennon and his wife Yoko Ono 
wished to remain in the United States for several reasons, notably 
their cultural attachment to New York City and Yoko’s child by a 
previous marriage, whom they would lose custody of if they were 
deported. A number of luminaries testified on behalf of their 
staying in the country—the president of the United Auto Workers, 
the mayor of New York, and the curator of the Metropolitan 
Museum of Art, among others—and there were reasons to believe 
that the charge being used to deport the Lennons—that John 
Lennon had been indicted in England for possessing marijuana— 
was an incidental consideration in the minds of top Immigration 
Service officials. 

The hearing ended, the Lennons disap- 
peared briefly to be fingerprinted for their 
visa applications, and the flock of reporters 
waited for them in Mr. [Vincent] Schiano’s 
office. Mr. Schiano [Chief Trial Attorney for 

the New York District of the United States 
Immigration Service] was not trying par- 
ticularly hard to conceal his lack of enthusi- 
asm for deporting the Lennons—he is, he 
said, another Beatle fan among millions— 
but, as the reporters idly asked him ques- 
tions to pass the time, he grew a trifle 
uncomfortable. Someone asked him if he 
thought it was really such a good idea to 
kick John Lennon out of the country, and he 
said, “‘What | think isn’t the point. | feel that 
the law bars him from becoming a perma- 
nent resident. The law allows no discretion 
at this point, and that’s it. Even if we loved 
the Lennons, we couldn’t do anything 
about that.’ 

“Maybe the law should be changed, 
then,’’ a reporter suggested. 

“Well, a bill was introduced in Congress 
to give us the right to choose between the 

good guys and the bad guys on something 
like this. | mean, if we know a guy is a big 
drug dealer but the only conviction on his 
record is for possession of marijuana, we 
ought to be able to deport him. But if it’s 
just a kid who got himself busted for a joint, 
that’s something different.” 

The reporters asked more questions, and 
finally Mr. Schiano mumbled, as if to him- 
self, ‘You know the old saying—sometimes 
the best guarantee of civil liberties is the 
inefficiency of government.” Then he said, 
“| think I’d better stop talking. I’m still heal- 
ing from some old wounds. I’ve had to sue 
for every promotion I’ve gotten.” 

The Lennons entered, and Mr. Schiano 
looked relieved. ‘Tell you what,’”’ he said 
to John. ‘‘I’ll go to Tittenhurst’’—Tittenhurst 
is the Lennons’ country house in England— 
‘and you take my job.” 

‘Maybe you got a deal there,’’ said John. 

Hendrik Hertzburg, ‘‘Poetic Larks Bid Bald Eagle Wel- 
come Swan of Liverpool,’” The New Yorker. Copyright 
© 1972 The New Yorker Magazine, Inc. Reprinted 
with permission. 
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administrators practice, permits the choice 
of hiring members of minority groups, but 
only as a coincidental happenstance and not 
by the force of its theory. 

Justice-as-fairness offers the public ad- 

ministrator a workable way for determining ~ 
the public interest. So, for that matter, does 

utilitarianism and perfectionism, but we are 

rejecting those frameworks in this book, the 
former because it logically permits the least 



advantaged persons in American society to 
be disadvantaged further and thus  is_ 
“unfair” and not in the public interest in all 
instances, and the latter because its anti- 

democratic values are incompatible with the 
dominant values of American society. The 
choice in this book of justice-as-fairness as 
an operating logic for the public admin- 
istrator is, of course, a value choice by the 
author and should be recognized as such by 
the reader. But it is believed to be a reason- 
able one under the circumstances. 

CONCLUSION: POLITICS AIN’T BEANBAG 
AND MANAGEMENT AIN’T FOOD STAMPS 

It is fitting to close this book on what the 
public administrator should and should not 

do as the moral, amoral, or immoral actor in 
the public bureaucracy. One can learn 
the techniques of management science, the 

notions of organization theory, and the 

intricacies of policy implementation and 
formulation, but ultimately public admin- 

istration is a field of thought and practice in 
which personal ethical choices are made. 
Those who enter the field, either as thinkers 

or practitioners (and, one hopes, in both 
roles), are, not infrequently, required to 
make decisions about moral questions that 

have far-reaching social consequences. Pub- 
lic administration is a profession of large 
responsibilities, and moral choices and eth- 
ical obligations will always be an integral 
part of those responsibilities. 

We observed in Chapter 2 that the 
academic field of public administration 
combined both political science and man- 
agement, and thus it is not only larger than 

either but different from both. What holds 
for the study of public administration holds 
equally for its practice. 

Practicing politicians, in explaining their 
craft, state simply that “politics ain’t bean- 
bag.” Like most clichés, the phrase when 
new was insightful, witty, and accurate, and 

it remains so. “Politics ain’t beanbag” sum- 
marizes professional politics: individuals 
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competing ruthlessly against other individu- 
als for power in an arena in which few if any 
rules apply—a_ refined variant of the 
Hobbesian state of nature. 

To this verity of political life we might 
add one that describes the practice of man- 
agement: “Management ain’t food stamps.” 
Managers, in other words, are charged with 

advancing organizations and policies, but 
they are not charged with advancing (or 
even maintaining) the welfare of individu- 
als. Of course, it is often true that when cer- 
tain kinds of organizations and _ policies 
progress, so do the fortunes and welfare of 
those individuals associated with them or 
affected by them, and one can argue (per- 
suasively) that society created organizations 
and policies to benefit itself and the people 
composing it. But these happy occurrences 
are incidental to the fundamental duty of 
managers. The prime directive of manage- 
ment is to look after the system. 

Because public administration combines 
the professions of both politics and manage- 
ment, we have in some ways the worst of 

both worlds: individual political and manag- 
erial actors competing against others to 
advance their own ends and the ends of 
their system. The profession of public 
administration thus becomes both unusually 
brutal (“politics ain’t beanbag”) and 
unusually insensitive to the welfare of the 
individual members of the public organiza- 
tion (“management ain’t food stamps”). 

This condition can elide easily into a 
potentially nasty administrative structure. It 
is a condition unique to the practice of pub- 
lic administration, and public admin- 

istrators should always be keenly aware that, 
as a consequence, their profession offers an 
unusually rich variety of opportunities to 
make moral or immoral decisions, to make 
ethical or unethical choices, to do good or 

evil things to people. 
As one who both practices and thinks 

about public administration, this writer asks 

that, if you enter the field, you remember 

when making your choices to ask yourself 
how people will be helped or hurt by your 
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decisions. Few questions are more impor- 
tant in any context, but in the context of the 
public life of the nation, none is more 
important. 

Public administration is neither beanbag 
nor food stamps. 
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A 

ANNOTATED INFORMATION 
SOURCES IN PUBLIC 

ADMINISTRATION AND RELATED 
FIELDS 

This appendix annotates major bibliogra- 
phies, guides, dictionaries, directories, and 
encyclopedias in public administration and 
related fields, including political science, 
management, American government, law, 
statistics, and the social sciences. Entries are 

listed under their organizing category 
alphabetically by title. Numbers appearing 
in the right-hand margin are the entries’ 
Library of Congress call numbers and 
should facilitate your locating the work. The 
appendix is organized as follows: 

Contents of Appendix A 

I. Public Administration 
A. General Works 

B. Public Budgeting and Finance 
C. Public Personnel Administration and 

Human Resource Management 
D. Community Planning 
Ek. Education, Internships, and Jobs 

II. Related Topics: Political Science, Manage- 

ment, Law, and Statistics 

A. Political Science and Public Policy 
B. Management and Business Administra- 

tion 
C. Law and Justice 
D. General Statistical and Data Sources 

III. American Government: Federal, State, and 

Local 
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A. Federal Government 

B. State Government 

C. Local Government and Urban Affairs 

IV. Miscellaneous Useful Materials 

Browsing through library shelves often 
can produce the richest lodes of knowledge. 
The following list provides Library of Con- 
gress call numbers that are among the most 
useful to students of public administration. 

Call Numbers Most Specific to Public 
Administration 

HD 216-244 (public land) 

HD 3611-4730 (state and industry, public 
works) 

HD 8000-8030 (state labor) 

HJ (public finance) 

HT 1-399 (cities and towns, planning) 

JF (constitution and administration) 

JK (U.S., constitution and government) 

JL (British and Latin America, constitution 
and government) 

JN (Europe, constitution and government) 

JQ (Asia, Africa, Australia, Oceania, constitu- 
tion and government) 

JS (local government) 



1. PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 

This portion of Appendix A deals with 
information resources that focus directly on 
public administration and its subfields, pub- 

lic budgeting and finance, public personnel 
administration and human resource man- 
agement, and community planning. A final 
section lists sources dealing with educational 
programs, internships, and jobs in public 
administration. 

Contents of Section | 

. General Works 

. Public Budgeting and Finance 

. Public Personnel Administration and 

Human Resource Management 

D. Community Planning 

E. Education, Internships, and Jobs 

QW Pp 

A. General Works 

Basic Documents of American Public JK 
Administration 1776-1950. Frederick C. 411 

Mosher. New York: Holmes and Meier, .B3 

1976. Just as the title states, the book covers 

the basic early American documents of 
public administration. An excellent 
compendium. 

Basic Documents of American Public JK 
Administration Since 1950. Richard J. 411 
Stillman II. New York: Holmes and Meier, .B32 
1982. Editor’s introductions place each 1982 
topic and document into perspective. The 
1976 edition organizes documents under 
“The Foundations, The Management 
Movement, Depression and New Deal and 
the Post War Period.” The book reveals 
postwar reforms in organization, personnel, 

budgeting and accountability. 

Directory of Organizations and Indwiduals JK 
Professionally Engaged in Governmental 3 
Research. Austin, Tex.: Governmental .G627 
Research Association, 1981. Notes national, 

state, and local agencies concerned with the 
improvement of governmental 
organizations, administration, and 
efficiency. Indexed by names of 
organizations and individuals. 
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Documentation in Public Administration. 

New Delhi: Indian Institute of Public 
Administration, 1973—. (Previous title, 
Public Administration Abstracts and Index of 

Articles, 1957-1972.) Indexes articles from a 
few selected journals relating to public 
administration. Issued monthly without 
cumulations. The coverage is limited, but 
still useful for long abstracts of major 
articles and for some emphasis on 

administration in developing areas. 

Guide to Library Research in Public 
Administration. Antony Simpson. New York: 
Center for Productive Public Management. 
John Jay College of Criminal Justice, 1976. 
Excellent, comprehensive guide to the 
literature. Opens with an overview of the 
field of public administration, discusses 
research and then details resources. 

Guide to Public Administration. D. A. 

Cutchin. Itasca, Ill.: Peacock, 1981. An 
excellent review of the field, Cutchin’s 

Guide covers concepts, theories, and facts 

and lists them alphabetically; provides 
annotated bibliographies of research 
sources and journals; and furnishes 

organization charts of agencies in the 
federal executive branch. 

Handbook of Information Sources and 
Research Strategies in Public Administration. 
Mary G. Rock. San Diego, Calif.: Institute 

of Public and Urban Affairs, San Diego 

State University, 1979. A guidebook to the 
major research sources and retrieval tools 
for public administration and public affairs 
information. Includes evaluation of basic 
texts and readers. Beginning researchers 
and practitioners will profit from a perusal 
of this. 

Public Administration: A Bibliographic 

Guide to the Literature. Howard E. McCurdy. 
New York: Marcel Dekker, 1986. Some 

1,200 books and articles are listed and 
annotated in thirty-three categories, 

focusing on the 181 most frequently cited 
books in the field. Essays on the evolution 
of public administration as both a scholarly 
field and a profession are included. The 

book is an update of the 1973 edition. 

Public Administration Dictionary. Ralph 
Chandler and Jack C. Plano. New York: 
Wiley, 1982. Terms are alphabetized within 

seven chapter headings, but the index gives 
a term’s location. In addition to a 
definitional interpretation the authors 
include a section explaining the 
“significance” of the term. 
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Public Adminstration in American Society: JK 
A Guide to Information Sources. John E. 42] 
Rouse, Jr. Detroit, Mich.: Gale Research, -R63 

1980. The 1,700 annotated entries cover 

the literature of public administration, “a 

professional discipline with no fixed 
principles, ideology or methodology.” 
Author, title, and subject index. 

Appendices describe the American Society 
for Public Administration and National 
Association of Schools of Public Affairs and 
Administration. 

Public Administration Series: Bibliography. JT 
Monticello, Ill.: Vance Bibliographies, 1351 
1978—. Bibliographies vary in length and Al 
quality. Cover a wide range of topics B38 
related to public affairs, local to 

international. Treatment may be empirical, 
theoretical, or practical. 

Public Affairs Service Bulletin. New York: Z 

Public Affairs Service, 1915—. This index, 7163 

with annual cumulations, unifies a wide .P9761B 
variety of sources concerned with public 
affairs. It lists books, pamphlets, 
periodicals, and government documents. 
Most articles include brief explanatory 

items. 

Public Policy: A Yearbook of the Graduate JA 
School of Public Administration, Harvard 51 

University. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard .P8 

University Press, 1940—. Each volume 
contains several essays on various subjects, 

emphasizing public administration. 

Recent Publications on Government Z 
Problems. Chicago: Merriam Center Library, 
1932-. Semimonthly. Lists and briefly 
annotates new acquisitions received by the 
pioneer Merriam Center Library, a 
resource center jointly sponsored by such 
public administration organizations as 
American Planning Association, American 

Public Works Association, Public 

Administration Service and Council of 
Planning Libraries. Entries are arranged by 
subject. Good current awareness tool with 
an emphasis on local and regional issues. 
Selective indexing of journal articles. 
Annual cumulation by subject. 

Sage Public Administration Abstracts. JA 
Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1974-. A 1 
quarterly publication that lists and abstracts .S27 
more than 1,000 publications in the field 

annually. Abstracts are indexed by author, 

title, and subject, and a year-end 
cumulative index is published. 

Subject Catalog of the Institute of Z 
Governmental Studies Library. University of 7166 
California, Berkeley. Boston: G.K. Hall and .C3 
Co., 1970; First Supplement, 1978. Listing 

this as just a bibliography is misleading, for 

it is, in fact, a reproduction in book format 

of the subject card catalog of an extremely 
valuable, in-depth public administration 

collection dating back to 1918. Specialized 

subject headings, developed at Berkeley 
and used in the catalog, are compiled in 

Volume 1. Consult the list for terms to 

search. Pamphlets, articles in periodicals 

and government documents constitute the 
bulk of the entries. 

B. Public Budgeting and Finance 

Budget in Brief, U.S. Washington, D.C.: 
Executive Office of the President, Office of 

Management and Budget. Abridged 
explanation of the budget. Describes 
federal budget plans in all major policy 
areas. 

Budget of the U.S. Government. 
Washington, D.C.: Executive Office of the 
President, Office of Management and 

Budget. Presentation of the president’s 
budget proposals and how they were 
formulated. Includes president’s budget 
message, and general assumptions about 

the economy; analysis of the U.S. budget 
system; budget breakdowns by function 
(national defense, education, health, etc.). 

Lists the amount each agency receives. 

Budget of the U.S. Government, Special 
Analysis. Washington, D.C.: Executive Office 
of the President, Office of Management 
and Budget. Analyses of specific programs 
financed from the budget. Gives financial 
information on employment, health, 
income security, civil rights, crime 
reduction programs, research and 
development, environmental protection, 
and other aspects of the economy. 

Economic Report of the President. 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. Annual. President’s report 
for the past fiscal year. Review of per capita 
consumption, business fixed investment, 
housing, exports, wages, corporate 
profitability, monetary policy, energy, and 
agricultural developments. Also gives 
information on world economy. 

Facts and Figures on Government Finance. 

Washington, D.C.: Tax Foundation. 1941-. 

Biennial. Information about taxes, 

expenditures, and debt at federal, state, 
and local levels. Statistics also cover selected 
national economic series, social insurance 
programs, and government enterprise 
operations. Glossary and Index. 
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C. Public Personnel Administration 
and Human Resource Management 

Directory of National Unions and Employee L 
Associations, 1979. Washington, D.C.: U.S. ae 
Department of Labor, 1980. 
Comprehensive listing of unions, including 
information on structure and membership. 
Indexed. 

Human Resources Abstracts. Beverly Hills, Z 
Calif.: Sage Publications, 1966—. Quarterly. 7165 
(Previous title, Poverty and Human Resources .U5P2 
Abstracts.) Information on human, social, — 

and manpower problems and solutions as Z 
they relate to public policy is arranged by —_7164 
broad topic with author and subject .C4P115 
indexes. Cumulative index for each year. 
Includes books, reports, periodicals, and 
government documents. 

Human Resources Yearbook. Craig T. HF 
Norback, ed., Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 6949/2 
Prentice-Hall, 1985— Annual. A yearly -U5H85 
compendium of all aspects of personnel 
administration, both public and private. 

Labor-Management Relations in the Public HD 
Sector: An Annotated Bibliography. N. Joseph 8005 
Cayer and Sherry Dickerson. New York: 6.U5 
Garland, 1983. Topical arrangement of 
scholarly articles, monographs, and books 
published since 1962 and dealing with 
public sector relations. Appendices list 
journals publishing articles in this area and 
organizations. 

Michigan Index to Labor Union Periodicals. Z 
Ann Arbor, Mich.: Bureau of Industrial 
Relations, Graduate School of Business 
Administration, University of Michigan, 
1960—. Covers about 50 publications and 
issued monthly with annual cumulations. 

Paul Felix Warburg Union Catalog of Z 
Arbitration. A Selective Bibliography and Subject 7164 
Index of Peaceful Dispute Settlement Procedures. .L1S43 
Compiled and edited by Katharine Seide. 
Totawa, N.J.: Rowan and Littlefield, 1974. 
A joint listing of the arbitration materials in 
19 libraries in the U.S., including the UN 
Dag Hammarskjéld Library. Part three of 
Vol. II notes “International Public 
Arbitration,” and Vol. III includes 
“Community Dispute Settlement 
Procedures.” Volume I is an alphabetical 
listing of all documents; Volumes II and 
III provide these entries by subject. 

Personnel Bibliography Series. U.S. Office | PM 
of Personnel Management Library. 1 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 22/2 

Printing Office, 1970—. A comprehensive 
annotated listing of books and articles on 
themes of relevance to public personnel 
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administration. Each issue concerns a 

particular theme, such as “Scientists and 

Engineers in the Federal Government,” or 

“Managing Human Behavior.” Although 
the series began earlier, only titles 
beginning in 1970 are presently available. 

Personnel Literature. U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management Library. 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1969-. A monthly 
annotated listing of a wide range of public 
personnel materials. 

D. Community Planning 

Geo Abstracts Regional and Community 
Planning. Norwich, England: Geo Abstracts 
Ltd., 1972—. Six issues per year. Subject 
arrangement of articles on planning theory 
and methodology as well as economic, 
environmental, and social planning. Annual 
cumulative index in last issue is‘arranged 
by region and by author. 

Housing and Planning References. 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, 1962-. 
Six times a year. Good coverage of the 
subject, including both U.S. government 
and nongovernment sources, periodicals 
and monographs. Major disadvantage is 
that it does not cumulate, although each 
issue is arranged by subject. 

International Handbook on Land Use 
Planning. Nicholas N. Patricios, ed., 

Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1986. 

The first comprehensive treatment of land 
use planning techniques used around the 
globe. 

Land Use Planning Abstracts: A Select 
Guide to Land and Water Resources. New 
York: EIC Intelligence, 1974—. Annual. 
Abstracts key land use articles, conferences 
proceedings, governmental reports, and 
special studies. Covers power plant siting, 

strip mining, transportation controls, and 

Western water problems. Also includes 
annual review of events in these fields and 
a Statistical section with maps and graphs. 
Subject, geography, and author index. 

E. Education, Internships, and Jobs 

Complete Guide to Public Employment. 
Ronald S. Krannich and Caryl Rae 
Krannich. Manassas, Va.: Impact 
Publications, 1986. Projects employment 
prospects in the public sector, explains 
effective job search skills, details how to 
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approach government in exploring job 
opportunities, and has special sections on 
“third sector” and international job 
opportunities. 

Directory of Graduate Programs in Public — JF 
Affairs and Administration. Washington, D.C.: 1338 
National Association of Schools of Public A2N28a 
Affairs and Administration, 1972-. 
Published biennially, the Directory is a rich 

information resource on graduate 
programs in public administration in the 
United States and Canada. 

Directory of Public Service Internships: JK 
Opportunities for the Graduate, Post-Graduate, 2480 

and Mid-Career Professional. Debra L. Mann, .16N37 

ed. Washington, D.C.: National Society for 1981 
Internships and Experimental Education, 
1981. Entries for programs throughout the 
United States include the name, address, 

phone numbers, contact person, 

administering agency, number of interns 

accepted, program objectives and design, 
eligibility, selection, and remuneration. Lists 

programs in federal, state, and local 

government, and in public policy and 
urban affairs. 

Internships: 16,000 On-the-Job Training jis 
Opportumties for all Types of Careers. 901 

Cincinnati, Ohio: Writer’s Digest Books, .166 

1983. Views internship as experiential 1983 
education and offers advice on applications. 
Subject breakdown includes Public Interest/ 
Public Service Groups and Government/ 
Public Administration. 

The Student Guide to Fellowships and LB 
Internships. New York: E.P. Dutton, 1980. 2338 
Written by students of Amherst College, S843 

this guide presents advice on applying for 
internships, including sample résumés. 
Each subject area opens with a general 
introduction followed by listing of specific 
programs, with “The Inside Word” giving 
inside advice. 

Il. RELATED TOPICS: POLITICAL SCIENCE, 
MANAGEMENT, LAW, AND STATISTICS 

Political science and public policy, manage- 
ment and business administration, law and 
Justice, and general statistical and data bases 
all are highly pertinent to an understanding 
of public administration. This section covers 
information sources in these areas. Some sta- 
tistical and data sources are listed under other 
headings that are directly applicable to them. 

Contents of Section II 

Political Science and Public Policy 

Management and Business Administration 

Law and Justice 

General Statistical and Data Sources coe > 

A. Political Science and Public Policy 

ABC-POL SCI: A Bibliography of Contents: Z 

Political Science and Government. Santa 674.5 
Barbara, Calif.: American Bibliographical .A45B45 

Center, Clio Press, 1969-. Five issues per 

year. Students may use this title to keep up 
with the latest articles in political science, 

government, and public policy. It 
reproduces the tables of contents from 

about 300 journals, with indexes for 

authors and subjects. Index cumulates. 

Almanac of American Politics. Michael JK 
Baron. New York: E.P. Dutton, 1979-. yf 

Annual. Provides political information by A45 
state on governors, senators, Year 
representatives; district information 
(population, voter profile, economic base, 
tax burden); and political group ratings of 

representatives and senators. 

American Political Dictionary, 6th ed. Jack JK 
C. Plano and Milton Greenberg. New York: 9 
Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1982. Unlike an 

A to Z dictionary, words are alphabetically 
arranged under fourteen chapter headings. 
Of use will be “Public Administration: 
Organization and Personnel” and “State 
and Local Government.” In addition to 
definitions, authors also explain significance 
of the terms. 

American Politics Yearbook. Jarol B. 
Manheim. New York: Longman, 1982-. 1 
Chapter 4 notes policy planning -A49 
organizations and Part Three lists 
alphabetically “Policies and Issues” with 
citations of articles in the New York Times, 

departments, agencies, and interest groups 
involved, search terms for finding the 
subject in basic indexes and bibliographic 
references. 

Combined Retrospective Index to Journals in Z 
Political Science, 1866-1974. Arlington, Va.: 7161 

Carrollton Press, 1978. Provides C18 
retrospective bibliographic access to many 
journals never previously covered. Supplies, 
in one search, citations which formerly 
would have required searching many 
different indexes volume by volume. 
Entries in hierarchical subject arrangement 
under keywords. Chronological 



arrangement within categories. Author 
index in Vol. VII and VIII. Take time to 
locate pertinent categories using the listing 
at the front of the volume (i.e., Vol. 3 
“Public Administration”). Journal titles are 
entered by code numbers. Code list is at 
front and back of the volume. 

International Bibliography of the Social Z 
Sciences: Political Science. London: Tavistock 7164 

Publications, 1952—. Annual. An extensive .E2158 
bibliography covering 5,000 books, 
journals, and national and international 
documents. One section is devoted to 

“Government and Public Administration.” 

Published by the International Committee 
for Social Science Information and 

Documentation. Subject and author 
indexes. 

International Political Science Abstracts. JA 
Paris: International Science Association. 36 

1951—. Bimonthly. Abstracts the leading 15 
U.S. and foreign scholarly journals, 
although not all articles in each journal are 
abstracted. Probably the best starting point 
for literature searches in the field of 
foreign and comparative government and 
political theory. Abstracts are in English for 
English language articles; foreign language 
publications abstracted in French. Index, 
cumulated annually, is in English by subject 
and by author. 

Perspective: Monthly Reviews of New Books JA 
on Government! Politics/International Affairs. 1 
Washington, D.C.: Perspective, 1972-. .P47 
Eight times per year. Reviews in this 
publication are substantive and signed. The 
scope is international. Annual index for 
previous year appears in January—February 
of following year. 

Political Science Abstracts. (formerly Z 
Universal Reference System). New York: IFI 7161 
Penum, 1966—. Annual supplements since __.U643 
1967 update the base set of ten volumes. 
Volumes are organized around broad 
subjects, z.e., Vol. IV covers “Administrative 

Management: Public and Private 
Bureaucracy”; Vol. IX, “Public Policy and 
the Management of Science.” Valuable 
because entries include not only books, 

pamphlets, and periodical articles, but also 
chapters of books as well. A challenge to 
use because of its complicated arrangement 
and indexing system, but extremely 
worthwhile. 

Statesman’s Yearbook: Statistical and JA 
Historical Annual of the States of the World. 51 
New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1864—. Sy 
Annual. Published continuously for more 
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than 120 years, the Yearbook covers 

international organizations and countries, A 

to Z. History; area and population; 

government and constitution; defense, 

international relations; economy; energy 
and natural resources; industry and trade; 

communications; justice, religion, 
education, and welfare; diplomatic 
representatives, and books of reference are 
narrated for each country. Great for 

comparative studies. 

United States Political Science Documents. Z 
Pittsburgh, Pa.: NASA Industrial 7163 
Applications Center, University of -U58H9 
Pittsburgh, 1975—. Annual. Detailed 

abstracts and indexing from selected major 
American journals publishing scholarly 
articles in the broad area of political 
science. Coverage includes public 
administration, political and policy sciences. 
Published annually in two volumes, indexes 

are available for author/contributor, subject, 

geographical area, proper name, and 
journal. Journal index valuable for 
comparisons of annual output among 
journals in like fields. Political Science 
Thesaurus II (Z 695.1.P63B4 1979) serves as 
terminology control volume for USPSD. 

B. Management and Business 
Administration 

Business Periodicals Index. Bronx, N.Y.: Z 

H.W. Wilson, 1958—. Monthly except 7193 
August. Subject index to business -A66 
periodicals. Includes a book review index 
under author name. Quarterly and annual 
cumulations. Good for management, 
personnel, budget, and finance. Easy to use 
with its A to Z entries. 

Encyclopedia of Management, 3rd ed. Carl HD 
Heyel, ed., New York: Van Nostrand 30.15 

Reinhold, 1982. Theories noted in this .E49 

volume transpose effectively into public 1982 
sector administration. Definitions are 

followed by listings of associations, journals, 
cross references, and information sources; 

903 authorities contributed to this 1371- 

page volume. Indexed. 

International Review of Administrative JA 
Science (Revue Internationale des Sciences 26 

Administratives). Brussels: Institut 158 
Internationale des Sciences Administratives, 

1928—. Each quarterly issue has a 
“Bibliographical Section” which contains 
abstracts of recent books on administration, 
plus a list of periodical articles. 
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Management Contents. Northbrook, IIL: 

Management Contents, 1975—. Biweekly. 
Tables of contents of over 350 business- 
management journals stressing decision 
making and forecasting. 

Management Research. Amherst, Mass.: 
University of Massachusetts School of 
Business Administration, 1968—. Monthly. 

An annotated bibliography of considerable 
use, covering periodical articles dealing 
with administration, organization, social 

responsibilities, personnel policy, personnel 

testing and selection, motivation and 

performance,human behavior, human 

resources development, etc. Also contains a 

list of new books and editorial notes about 

periodical publications. 

C. Law and Justice 

Black’s Law Dictionary, 5th ed. 
Minneapolis, Minn.: West, 1979. The latest 

edition of this classic in the field reflects 
new legal concepts and doctrines while 
retaining old English, European, and 

federal terms. Pronunciation guides have 

been added, as have a U.S. government 

organizational chart, the U.S. Constitution, 

and a listing of U.S. Supreme Court 
Justices and terms. 

CIS/Annual: Abstracts of Congressional 
Publications and Legislative History Citations. 
Washington, D.C.: Congressional 

Information Service, 1970—. Monthly. In 

the Abstract volume, the section 
“Legislative History Citations” is arranged 
by Public Law number. Besides noting the 
hearings and committee prints, the entry 
reveals references appearing in the Weekly 
Compilation of Presidential Documents (GS 
4.114). 

Code of Federal Regulations. Agency 
regulations which have the force of law are 
arranged by subject in separate volumes 
(titles), each with its own index. A multi- 
volume extensive index is available (KF 
70.A3415x). 

Congressional Bills and Resolutions. The 
Government Printing Office now issues 
current bills on microfiche with a 
Cumulative Finding Aid (GP 3.28:Congress 
#) which indicates, by bill number, the 

microfiche and grid location where the bill 
may be found. 

Congressional Hearings. Since 1970, 
Congressional hearings are available as part 
of the Congressional Information Service 

Ub, 
7164 
.07M 2834 

KF 
156 
.B53 
1979 

KF 
49 
.C62 

108 

KF 
40 
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(CIS)Microfiche Collection, accessed 
through the CIS Index. Paper copies of 
pre-1970 hearings are accessed through the 
Monthly Catalog of U.S. Government 
Publications. CIS U.S. Congressional Committee 
Hearings Index (KF 49.C6225x) is in 
publication and now available for the 79th 
through 91st Congresses. 

Congressional Index. Chicago, IIl.: 
Commerce Clearing House, 1953/54-. 
Looseleaf, updated service indexes 

legislation by subject, author, and bill 

number. Includes summaries, statutes, and 

voting records. 

Directory of Criminal Justice Information 
Sources. Thomas Ketterman. Washington, 

D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

Justice. Lists agencies that provide 
information on criminal justice, including 
telephone numbers, director or head, and 

information on area of activity. 

Federal Register. Agency regulations, 
proposed and adopted, first appear in the 
Federal Register, published daily Monday 
through Friday, with monthly, quarterly, 
and annual indexes. 

Finding the Law: A Workbook on Legal 

Research for Laypersons. Al Coco. Bureau of 
Land Management. Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1982. 
Prepared by the Law Librarian, who also 
teaches law librarianship, at the University 

of Denver. Excellent workbook on federal 

law with illustrations, definitions, and 

resource Citations. 

Index to Legal Periodicals. Bronx, N.Y.: 

H. W. Wilson, 1908—. Monthly. Subject, 

author, and book review indexes are 

accompanied by table of cases. Useful 
headings: public finance, documents and 

records, public officials and employees, etc. 
Annual cumulations. 

Major Legislation of the Congress. 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1979-. Monthly during 
sessions. Classified subject arrangement. 
Discusses issues surrounding major 
legislation under consideration. Summary 
issue published at end of each Congress. 

Shepard’s Acts and Cases by Popular Name, 
Federal and State. Colorado Springs, Colo.: 
Shepard’s Citations, 1979—. Cases are listed 
alphabetically by popular name. Covers 
cases to October 1979. Cites sources in 
which act can be found. Pamphlets 
updated. 
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Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics. 
U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of 
Justice Statistics. Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1972—. Issued 
annually since 1972, the Sourcebook 
describes the criminal justice systems, traces 
public attitudes on crime, records crime 
rates, and analyzes arrestees, defendants, 
prisoners, and parolees. 

Statutes-at-Large of the United States of 
America. Published at the end of each 
session of Congress since 1789, the volumes 
include public laws, reorganization plans, 
private laws, congressional resolutions and 
proclamations. Often the sole source of text 
of private and temporary legislation not 
included in statutory compilations. 
Organized by date of enactment of law. 
Indexed. 

Subject Compilation of State Laws: Research 

Guide and Annotated Bibliography. Lynn 

Foster and Carol Boast. Westport, Conn.: 
Greenwood Press, 1981. Facilitates 

comparative studies of state laws by subject 
areas. Includes indexes. 

United States Code. These 16 basic 
volumes plus annual supplements arranged 
by subject laws that are currently in effect. 
Table translates Statutes-at-Large numbers to 

U.S. Code entries. 

D. Statistical and Data Sources 

American Statistics Index. Washington, 

D.C.: Congressional Information Service, 
1974—. Monthly. Guide and index to the 
statistical publications of the U.S. 
Government. The index is by subject, 
geographic area, and category (2.e., statistics 
by race, sex, and geographic area). 
Publications in the abstract sections are 
analyzed in detail with references to page 
and table numbers. This is a major and 
unique index in the field of statistics and 
one that should be consulted. Will prove 
useful in subject searches, since narrative 
publications which contain statistics are 
included. Annual and five-year 
cumulations. 

Bureau of the Census Catalog. Washington, 

D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Annual. 

Guides user to the wealth of publications 
resulting from census activities. Data covers 

population, housing, governments, 

transportation, etc. Includes data products 

produced by the reformatting of census 

statistics. 
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Regional Statistics: A Guide to Information HA 
Sources. M. Balanchandrian. Detroit, Mich.: 217 

Gale Research, 1980. Identifies by subject —.B34 
the sources of socioeconomic data for small 

areas. Includes publications of federal, Z 7554 
state, chamber of commerce, and utility .U5D34 

company offices. 

Statistical Abstract of the United States. U.S. HA 

Bureau of the Census. Washington, D.C.: 202 
U.S. Government Printing Office. Annual. A388 

Statistical compilations from federal — 
agencies are presented. Notation of C3 
information source leads researchers to .134 

additional information. The best single 
source for national data on every topic. 

Statistical Reference Index. Washington, HA 
D.C.: Congressional Information Service, 214 

1980—. Monthly. Companion to AS/, this 8 

resource indexes statistics published by 
sources other than the federal government, Z 
such as publications from trade, 7554 

professional, and nonprofit associations and .U557 
institutions; business organizations; 
commercial publishers; independent 

research centers; state government 
agencies; and university research centers. 
SRI covers business, industry, finance, 

economic and social conditions, government 

and politics, the environment, and 

population. Includes data on foreign 
countries. Issued in index and abstracts 
sections. Indexes are cumulated annually. 
Indexing is by subject, names, categories 
(geographic, economic, and demographic), 
issuing sources, and titles. 

Ill. AMERICAN GOVERNMENT: 
FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL 

Section III covers information sources for the 
federal government, state governments, and 

local governments, including urban affairs. 
Federal state, and local budget resources are 
covered under Section IB of this Appendix. 

Contents ot Section III 

A. Federal Government 

B. State Government 

C. Local Governments and Urban Affairs 
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A. Federal Government 

Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance. 
Washington, D.C.: Executive Office of the 
President, Office of Management and 

Budget, 1980. Compendium of federal 
programs that provide financial assistance 
to state and local governments, for-profit 

and nonprofit organizations, and 

individuals. Lists eligibility requirements, 
amount of money available, application 
procedures, and related programs. 

Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. 
Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, 

Inc., 1971—. Current awareness tool 

provides narrative background for intent of 
legislation. Summaries of bills and voting 
records. Congressional Quarterly Almanac (JK 
8.C66) cumulates same information on an 

annual basis. Includes special reports and 
presidential messages. 

Congressional Record. Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office. Daily 
during sessions. The fortnightly index that 
accompanies the daily record of 
congressional debates; includes an Index to 
Proceedings and a History of Bills and 
Resolutions. Access is by subject, sponsor, 
and bill number. The final bound issue 
published at the end of a session includes a 
comprehensive status table for bills enacted 
into law. 

Encyclopedia of Governmental Advisory 
Orgamzations. 5th ed. Linda E. Sullivan and 
Anthony T. Kruzas, eds. Detroit, Mich.: 

Gale Research, 1985. Guide to public 

advisory committees, boards, panels, task 
forces, commissions, conferences, etc. 

Grouped by subject, with subject and key- 
word index. Each entry has information on 
history of the committee, membership, 
program, publications, and reports. 

Federal Information Sources and Systems. A 
Directory Issued by the Comptroller General. 
Washington, D.C.: General Accounting 
Office, 1981. Directory of executive 
agencies with sources of fiscal, budgetary, 
and program-related data and information. 

Federal-State-Local Government Directory. 
Bonnie A. Stern, ed. Washington, D.C.: 

Braddock Publications, 1977. Federal 

government offices with names and 
telephone numbers, and their state and 

local offices. Arranged by state. 

Federal Yellow Book. Teri Calabrese, ed. 

Washington, D.C.: Washington Monitor. 
Annual. Loose-leaf directory of federal 
departments and agencies; names, titles, 
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room and telephone numbers of 25,000 
principal federal employees. Updated 
throughout the year. 

Guide to U.S. Government Directories, J 83 
1970-1980. Donna Rae Larson. Phoenix, 37 

Ariz.: Oryx Press, 1981. A subject-indexed 
list of directories published by or for a £1223 
government agency. .A12L37 

1981 

Guide to U.S. Government Directories, J 83 

1980-1984. Donna Rae Larson. Phoenix, A Leif 

Ariz.: Oryx Press, 1984. A subject-indexed 

list of directories published by or for a L223 
government agency. .A12L3% 

1984 

Historic Documents of (YEAR). E 

Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, 839.5 
1972-. Full text or pertinent excerpts of -H57 
documents are preceded by background 
information and, on occasion, relevant 

subsequent developments. Chronological by 
month, entries highlight development of 
policy from issues. 

Index to U.S. Government Periodicals. Z 
Chicago, Ill.: Infordata International, 

1970-. Quarterly. Indexes substantive 
articles of lasting research and reference 

value that have appeared in the major 
periodicals published by the U.S. 
Government. Annual cumulations. 

Monthly Catalog of United States 
Government Publications. Washington, D.C.: 

U.S. Government Printing Office, 1895-. 
Monthly. Principal index for government 
documents. Lists all U.S. Government 
Printing Office publications by issuing 
agency, with monthly, cumulative 
semiannual and annual indexes. Multiple 
access points are available for recent years: 
authors; title; subject (Library of Congress 
subject headings); series/reports; stock 
number and title keyword. Cumulative 
Subject Index to the Monthly Catalog, 

1895-1971 and Cumulative Title Index to 
United States Public Documents, 1789-1976 

make it possible to check quickly such 
entries for those years. 

United States Government Manual. 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 

Printing Office. Annual. This annual 

“official handbook of the federal 

government” has descriptions of all Cc 
government agencies, including a statement 3 
of purpose or authority for each, addresses, .134 
tables of organization, and lists of key 

officials. Similar information is provided for 
international organizations in which the 
U.S. participates. 
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Washington Information Directory. Mary M. F 
Neumann, ed. Washington, D.C.: 192 
Congressional Quarterly. Lists top-level fe. 
appointments in the government, all .W33 
congressional assignments, plus revised and 
updated sources of information available in 
Washington. Agency and organization 
index as well as subject index. 

B. State Government 

Book of the States. Lexington, Ky.: JK 
Council of State Governments, 1935-. 2403 
Biennial. Contains a mass of descriptive .B6 
and statistical data concerning state 
governments, their organization, finances, 
programs and services, and 
intergovernmental relations. Elective and 
administrative officials of each state are 
listed in supplements. 

Guide to State Legislative Materials. Mary KF 
L. Fisher. Littleton, Colo.: Fred B. 1 
Rothman, 1979. One-stop resource noting  .G8 
for each state the availability of bills, 
hearings, debates, committee reports, 
legislative digests, journals and proceedings, 
slip laws, session laws, legislative reference 
services, bar association legislative 
recommendations, attorney general 
opinions, executive orders, administrative 
regulations, legislative manuals, state law 

guides, and contact personnel. 

Handbook of State Policy Indicators. 4th ed. HC 
David R. Morgan. Norma, Okla.: Bureau of 106.7 
Government Research, University of .M67 
Oklahoma Press, 1982. Comparative 1982 
ranking of state in such areas as 
demography, state revenue and 
expenditures, and political and 
governmental features. 

Monthly Checklist of State Publications. LC 
Library of Congress. Washington, D.C.: 30 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1910-. ae) 

Monthly. Published by the Library of 
Congress since 1910, the Checklist includes 

state publications arranged under state 
name, then by issuing agency. It includes 
only those items received from each state 
by the Library of Congress. Periodicals of 
state agencies are listed each year in the 
June issue and then cumulated in the 
December issue. The Checklist also includes 
publications of associations of state officials, 

regional organizations, library surveys, 

studies, manuals, and statistical reports. 

There is an annual index arranged by 
subject. 
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National Directory of State Agencies. JK 
Arlington, Va.: Information Resource 2443 

Press. Biennial. Includes listing of state .N37 

agencies by both state and by function, 
giving names of individuals, full addresses, 
and phone numbers for state services in all 
areas. State Information Book (JK 2443 .L84 
1980) includes federal offices in each state. 

State Government Research Checklist. Z 
Lexington, Ky.: The Council of State 1223.5 
Governments, 1957—. Bimonthly. 
Accessions list of materials received by the 
States Information Center of the Council of 
State Governments. Concentration here is 
on research reports issued by legislative 
service agencies, state study commissions, 
the Council itself, university bureaus of 
governmental research and the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations. 

C. Local Government and Urban Affairs 

City Data: A Catalog of Data Sources for Q 
Small Cities. Stephen J. Carroll, et al. Santa 180 
Monica, Calif.: Rand Corp., 1980. More .AIR416 

than 270 sources of data on the quality of | R-2612- 
life in small cities with at least 2,500 HUD 
population. Entries note source, contact, 
description, geographic coverage, 
frequency, years covered, caveats, torm 
(machine readable, hard copy), availability, 
and comments. 

County and City Data Book. U.S. Bureau HA 
of the Census. Washington, D.C.: U.S. 202 
Government Printing Office. Quinquennial. .A36 
The most convenient format for extracting _—— 
statistics from the many different Census C 
Bureau series, such as the Census of 
Governinent. Access by county, by SMSA, C83 

and by city for all places over 25,000 1982 
population. Data comes from census of 
population, manufacturing, retail trade, etc. 
Equally useful is the State and Metropolitan 
Area Data Book(C 3.134/5:982). 

Index to Current Urban Documents. Z 7165 

Westpoint, Conn.: Greenwood Press, .U51654 

1972—.Quarterly. Bibliographic guide to —— 
publications of more than 280 of the largest Z 1223 
U.S. cities, counties, and regions. Indexed .Z7136 

by subject and geographic identity. 

Metropolitan Area Annual. Albany, N.Y.: HT 

Graduate School of Public Affairs, State 334 

University of New York at Albany, 1966—. .U5M56 
An annual reference volume with section 

entitled “Metropolitan Area Bibliography,” 

which lists recent books, articles, and 
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pamphlets, plus a “Metropolitan Surveys” 
section listing studies in progress or 
recently completed on metropolitan 
problems. 

Metropolitan Area Problems: News and 

Digest. New York: Conference on 
Metropolitan Area Problems, 1957—. Each 
bimonthly issue has a section entitled 

“Recent Publications on Metropolitan Area 
Problems,” which contains a selective listing 

of books and articles. 

Municipal Year Book. Washington, D.C.: 

International City Management Association, 

1935—. Annual survey of detailed data for 
local governments in U.S. and Canada. 

Narrative sections discuss trends and issues. 
Directory section notes organizations, 
administrators, and officials. “Sources of 

Information” section identifies books, 

reports, monographs, reference sources, 

and periodicals for major municipal 
departments. 

Perwodical Literature on United States Cities. 
Barbara Smith Shearer and Benjamin F. 
Shearer. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood 

Press, 1983. Lists 4,919 articles in widely 

available journals about cities with 
populations exceeding 100,000. 
Arrangement is by name of city. Among 
subjects covered are “Housing and Urban 
Development” and “Government and 
Politics.” Subject and author indexes. 

Sage Urban Studies Abstracts. Beverly 
Hills, Calif.: Sage 1973—. Quarterly. 
Indexes same type of publications as Sage 
Public Adminstration Abstract and is 
particularly good for planning and land 
use. The cumulative index is arranged by 
author and by subject. 

Urban Affairs Abstracts. Washington, 

D.C.: National League of Cities, 1972-. 
Weekly. Covers up-to-date, relevant urban 

literature. Quarterly and annual 
cumulations have an author and a 

geographic index. 

Urban Affairs Annual Reviews. Beverly 

Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1967—. A series of 

“annual reference volumes designed to 
present critical analyses” in various fields of 
urban studies. 

Urban America: A Historical Bibhography. 

Neil Shumsky and Timothy Crimmins, eds. 
Santa Barbara, Calif.: ABC-Clio Press, 

1983. More than 4,000 entries dealing with 

urban life were selected from America: 

History and Life, Vol. 11 through Vol. 17. 
Sections cover both historical and 

contemporary American urban life; 
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Canadian urban life; American Indian 

urban settlements; and historiography, 

methodology, bibliography, and teaching. 

Author index and extensive subject index. 

IV. MISCELLANEOUS USEFUL MATERIAL 

Section IV lists miscellaneous information 
resources, concentrating on the social sci- 
ences, that are of particular utility to students 
of public administration. 

American Behavorial Scientist. Beverly 
Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1957—. Each monthly 1 

issue contains an insertion section entitled .A45 

“New Studies: A Guide to Recent 

Publications in the Social and Behavorial 

Sciences.” This consists of brief abstracts of 

articles selected from over 300 journals, 
plus significant new books. 

Bibliographic Index: A Cumulative Z 
Bibliography of Bibliographies. Bronx, N.Y.: 

H.W. Wilson, 1938—. Three times per year. 
Bound cumulation in December issue. 
Subject and author index to bibliographies 
with 50 or more citations. Bibliographies 
may be published separately or as sections 
within books, pamphlets, or periodicals. 
Easy to use. 

Changing Attitudes on Governments and Y3 
Taxes. Advisory Commission on Ad 9 
Intergovernmental Relations. Washington, 8:17 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. Year 
Annual. A very useful survey sponsored 
each year by the ACIR on public 
perceptions of governmental services, 
policies, and taxes. Each new issue 
replicates past surveys going back to 1972. 

Cwwil Rights Directory. Washington, D.C.: CR 
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. List of 1 
agencies with civil rights responsibilities. .10:15-3 
Includes federal, state, and private 
organizations; research organizations; 
women’s organizations; and state and local 
commissions on the status of women. 

Directory of Directories. 2nd ed. James M. AY 
Ethridge, ed., Detroit, Mich.: Gale 2001 
Research, 1983. Directories are listed under .D52 
broad subject areas and indexed by title 1983 
and subject. Biennial with supplements. 
Section on “Law and Government 

(Including Military)” is useful. “Public 
Affairs and Social Concerns” concentrates 

on social work; good for locating 

foundation directories. 



Effective Research and Report Writing in 

Government. Judson Monroe. New York: 

McGraw-Hill, 1980. Extolls skills necessary 
for effective written communication in 

public sector field. Also useful is Research 
and Report Handbook: For Managers and 

Executives in Business, Industry, and 
Government by Ruth Moyer (HF 5719.M69). 

Guide to Grants: Governmental and 

Nongovernmental. Donald Levitan. 

Washington, D.C.: Government Research, 
1985. Designed for the grants seeker in 

virtually every area. 

International Encyclopedia of Sociology. 15 
volumes. Michael Mann, ed. New York: 
Macmillan and The Free Press, 1984.This 
work supplements the old Encyclopedia of the 
Social Sciences, published in the early 1930s. 
A synthesis and summary of the “state of 
the art” in all the social sciences. Consisting 
of original articles contributed by leading 
social scientists, it covers the disciplines of 
Anthropology, Economics,Geography, 
History, Law, Political Science, Psychiatry, 
Psychology, Sociology, and Statistics. There 
are a number of articles on organization 
theory, administrative science, and one on 
public administration by Dwight Waldo. 

Journal of Economic Abstracts. Chicago: 
American Economic Association, 1963—. A 
quarterly journal containing lengthy 
abstracts of articles in the major economic 
periodicals, both English and foreign. 
Supplemented by a five-volume Index of 
Economic Jowrnals (Homewood, IIl.: Irwin, 
1961-62) which indexes, but does not 

abstract, economic articles published from 
1886 to 1963. 

PAC Directory: A Complete Guide to 
Political Action Committees. Compiled by 
Marvin Weinberger and David U. Greevy. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger, 1982. In 
addition to listing Political Action 
Committees (PACs), the directory notes 
contributions, names and Standard 

Industrial Classification of company 
sponsors, and indexes of PAC support. 

Psychological Abstracts. Arlington, Va.: 
American Psychological Association, 1927-. 

Monthly. Classified arrangement. Monthly, 
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with semiannual and annual cumulative 
author and subject indexes. Use Thesaurus 
of Psychological Index Terms to find subject 
headings and related terms. Index refers 
you to abstract number in a specific volume 
and year. Full citation includes titles in 
italics. Includes books, pre-1980 

dissertations, reports, and periodical 
articles. Good for personnel and training 
issues, applied psychology. 

Research Centers Directory. Detroit, Mich.: 

Gale Research, 1982. University-related and 
nonprofit research organizations are 
described in terms of their governance, 
research activities and fields, and 
publications and services. Updated 
supplement, New Research Centers (AS 8.N4). 

Social Sciences Index. New York: H.W. 
Wilson, 1974—. Quarterly. (Previously titled, 
Social Science and Humanities Index, 1965-73, 

and International Index to Periodicals, 

1907-1965.) Author and subject index with 
annual cumulations. Indexes journals of a 
scholarly nature, and easier to use than 
such indexes as Psychological Abstracts or 
Sociological Abstracts. 

State of Black America. Washington, D.C.: 
National Urban League. Annual. A 
particularly authoritative yearly 
compendium on the status of black 
Americans. 

Using Government Publications. 2 vols. 

Jean L. Sears and Marilyn Moody. Phoenix, 
Ariz.: Oryx Press, 1985, 1986. Volume I 

provides guidelines by subject and agency; 
Volume II is more specialized, and 

concentrates on statistical and other 

techniques. 

Work Related Abstracts. Detroit, Mich.: 

Information Coordinators, Inc., 1979-. 

Monthly. Succinct abstracts from over 250 
management, labor, government, 
professional, and university periodicals. 
Articles concerning public affairs are found 
throughout the twenty broad subject 
divisions, such as “Personnel Management,” 

“Socioeconomic and Political Issues,” and 

“Government Policies and Actions.” Loose- 

leaf. 
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SELECTED ANNOTATED JOURNALS 
RELEVANT TO PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION 

The following list identifies and describes 
journals that are particularly germane to 
public administration on a general level. 
That is, it encompasses such areas as public 
policy analysis, public personnel administra- 
tion, budgeting, and so forth, but does not 

delve deeply into those journals identified 
with fields of tangential relevance to public 
administration, such as political science, eco- 

nomics, and sociology. 
There are a number of new journals 

bearing on public administration that, while 
worthwhile, are not well known. These have 

been included, as have foreign journals 

published in the English language. 
Journals are listed alphabetically by title. 

Brief descriptions accompany each title. 
Library of Congress call numbers appear in 
the right-hand margins for your con- 
venience. 

Academy of Management Journal. A high- HD 28 
quality publication on general management .A24 
with an organizational and behavioral 
orientation. 

Academy of Management Review. Amore HD 28 
youthful version of Academy of Management .A242x 
Journal, and also of high quality. The 
Review has a thematically oriented book 
review section, while the Jowrnal does not. 

408 

Administration. Devoted to Irish (Eire) 

administration with an occasional article on 

Western European administration. 

Administration and Society. Formerly the 
Journal of Comparative Administration, its 
contents no longer bear any resemblence to 
those of its ancestor. An excellent journal 
covering the broad spectrum of public 
administration. 

Administrative Management. A 
quantitatively directed journal with a 
technical emphasis. Issued monthly. 

Administrative Science Quarterly. Perhaps 
the foremost journal in administrative 
theory and in organization theory of special 
relevance to public administration. 

American City and County. Formerly 
American City Magazine, this is among the 
best periodicals in the field of planning and 
urban management. Articles are 
straightforward and practical. 

American Journal of Public Health. 
Concerns policy and administration aspects 
of public health in the U.S. 

American Journal of Sociology. Publishes 
occasional articles relevant to public 
administration theory and public policy. 
Excellent book review section. 

American Political Science Review. 
Occasional articles on public policymaking 
and the political aspects of public 
organizations. Book reviews on boundary 
topics. 



American Review of Public Administration. 
Formerly The Midwest Review of Public 
Administration, this quarterly ranks among 
the best public administration journals in 

the field after Public Administration Review. 

American Sociological Review. Has articles 
relevant to administrative behavior, 
bureaucracy, organization theory, and social 
issues. Quality book reviews. 

Annals of Public Administration. Published 
annually since 1981, the Annals provide 
overview articles on a wide variety of topics 
related to public administration. 

Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science. Each issue concentrates 
on a specific area in the social sciences, and 
produces an extensive book review and 
notes section covering the social sciences. 

Baseline Data Report. Published 
bimonthly by the International City 
Management Association, the periodical 
covers a wide array of municipal issues. 
Formerly was Urban Service Data Report. 

Behavioral Science. Five to ten well 
documented articles appear in this 
academic, largely theoretical journal on 
human behavior. Each issue contains a 
section on computer applications in the 
field. 

Brookings Review. An informative, slim 
quarterly that synopsizes in article form 
recent books and studies published by The 
Brookings Institution on matters of public 
policy. Formerly called The Brookings 
Bulletin. 

Bureaucrat, The. Articles on public 
administration, usually on a theme for each 
issue. Regular features include a public 
policy forum, professional development 
articles, and a humor column. 

Business and Society Review/Innovation. A 
journal that absorbed Jnnovation and began 
publication in 1972. Published quarterly, it 
addresses the “"role of business in a free 
society.” 

California Management Review. A high 
quality journal in the style of Harvard 
Business Review, but more data-conscious. 

Canadian Public Administration. Devoted 
to Canadian public administration and 
comparative analysis. 

Citizen Participation. A bimonthly 
newspaper on activities involving citizen 
participation in policy formation at all levels 
of government. 

City and State. Devoted exclusively to 
state and local public administration, City 
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and State concentrates on financial issues 

and is published as a newspaper. Very 
informative. 

Current Municipal Problems. A quarterly 
journal dealing with policy and 
administrative issues at the local level. 

Data Access News. Issued six to eight 

times a year, this bulletin covers various 

statistical bureaus of the federal 
government. 

Decision Sciences. The journal for the 
American Institute for Decision Sciences, 

this quarterly focuses on quantitative 
management techniques. 

Economic Development and Cultural 
Change. Concerns research findings in 
development. 

Evaluation Review. A journal on 
evaluation research in the public sector. 
Formerly was Evaluation Quarterly. 

Evaluation Practice. Practical articles on 

public program evaluation. Formerly was 
Evaluation News. 

Federal Labor Relations Reporter. 
Published since 1979, the Reporter follows 
developments in the public sector labor 
force. 

Financial Accountability and Management. 
A quarterly journal published in Britain 
since 1985 specializing in the financial 
management of governments, public 

services, charities, and “third sector” 

organizations. 

Futures. An international journal of 
forecasting and planning. 

GAO Review. Published quarterly by the 
U.S. General Accounting Office, this is a 
journal of high quality focusing on the 
whole spectrum of accountability in 
government. 

Government Accountants Journal. 
Published quarterly by the Association of 
Government Accountants, the Journal 
focuses on problems of accountancy at all 
levels of government. 

Government Data Systems. A magazine 
published bimonthly on all facets of 
electronic data processing as applied to its 
use by public administrators at all levels of 
government. 

Government Executive. Published monthly, 
and billing itself as “government’s business 
magazine,” Government Executive focuses on 
management issues and agencies exclusively 
at the federal level. 
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Government Finance Review. A bimonthly 

journal on municipal finance published by 
the Government Finance Officers 
Association. It supersedes Governmental 

Finance (1972-1984), which in turn had 
superseded Municipal Finance. 

Government Union Review. Published 

since 1979 by the Public Service Research 
Foundation, the review traces labor 

management relations at the federal, state, 

and local levels. 

Grants Magazine. A journal for grant 
seekers and grant makers aimed towards 
those interested in sponsored research. 

Harvard Business Review. Concerns a 
variety of administrative processes. An 
outstanding journal of quality. 

Human Organization. A journal of 
applied anthropology that focuses on 
problems of urban and modernizing 
societies. 

Human Relations. A behavioral journal of 
excellent quality, often dealing with 

organization theory. 

Indian Administrative and Management 
Review. Devoted to administrative aspect of 
policy and development in India. 

Indian Journal of Public Administration. 
Relates to administration in India, 

comparative analysis, and development 
administration. 

Industrial and Labor Relations Review. 
Devoted to industrial relations in both 
public and private sectors. Substantial book 
review section. 

Intergovernmental Perspective. A quarterly 
magazine published by the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations on problems of federalism. One 
of the most informative journals on this 
topic available. 

International Development Review. 
Published quarterly by the Society for 
International Development. Short articles 
devoted to development. Comprehensive 
book review section. 

International Journal of Government 
Auditing. A journal that covers all aspects of 
government accounting and auditing. 

International Journal of Public 
Admimstration. A quarterly journal with a 
comparative bent. 

International Organization. Occasional 

articles on international administration. 

International Review of Administrative 
Sciences. Devoted exclusively to comparative 
public administration and international 
administration. 

HJ 9103 
.G68x 

JAl 
Al 

JAl 
-A1I593 

JX 1901 
155 
JA 26 
158 

Journal of Administration Overseas. JS 40 
Concerned with development J6 
administration. 

Journal of African Administration. Deals JQ 1881 
with problems of public administration in .ALJ6 

Africa. 

Journal of Applied Behavioral Science. H1 
Devoted to applied behaviorism and | (5 
organization development. 

Journal of Criminal Justice. Published HV 
bimonthly, the Journal focuses on systemic 7231 

issues of justice. J62 

Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology. HV 
Devoted to policy and administration of law 6001 
enforcement. J68 

Journal of Management Studies. A Scottish HD 28 
journal that concerns applied behavioral J6 
theory. 

Journal of Police Science and HV 
Administration. Published quarterly by the 7935 
International Association of Chiefs of J6x 
Police. 

Journal of Policy Analysis and Management. H 1 
Published quarterly by the Association for _.J552x 
Public Policy Analysis and Management, the 
journal replaced the Journal of Policy 
Analysis and Public Policy in 1981. The 
journal tends to publish articles of 
substantive rather than methodological 
nature. 

Journal of Public Policy. A quarterly riot 
journal published in England, which first J65 
appeared in 1981. The journal covers a 
wide range of policy issues from cutback 
management to government regulation. 

Journal of State Government. Called simply JK 2403 
State Government until 1986, The Journal of —— .S7 
State Government is published quarterly by 
the National Conference of State 
Legislatures and the Council of State 
Governments; articles are generally good, 
and cover a wide range of state issues. 

Journal of Taxation. A monthly magazine HJ 2360 
with a news orientation aimed at financial J6 
professionals. 

Journal of the American Institute of NA 

Planners. Devoted to public planning. 9000 
.A45 

Management Information Service Report. A JS 308 
monthly publication of the International .M35x 
City Management Association dealing with 
local government that is practitioner 
oriented. 

Management: The Magazine for Government PM 1 
Managers. Formerly The Civil Service Journal, .11/2 
Published quarterly by the U.S. Office of 
Personnel Management. The publication 
focuses on public personnel administration. 



APPENDIX B 411 

Management Review. Monthly publication, T 58.A2 Personnel. Short articles on personnel; HF 
first put out by the American Management .M37 published monthly by the American da9 
Association in 1914. Includes survey of Management Association. -A2P38 
books for executives, critical reviews of Personnel Administrator. Useful for public HF 
between ten and twenty recent works, and a personnel administration. Published by the 5549 
listing of recent publications received from American Society for Personnel -A2P39 
publishers. Management. 

Management Science. Oriented toward HD 28 Personnel Management. A journal that HD 28 
mathematics, systems, and the scientific 1453 concerns public personnel administration, —_.1463 
method in administration. often with a comparative orientation. 

Mierva. A philosophic journal devoted AS 121 Philippine Journal of Public Administration. JA 26 
to the relationships among government, -M5 
hi : Loe : Devoted to Southeast Asia administration, — .P5 
igher education, and science policy. arats ; ; comparative analysis, and development 
Monthly Digest of Tax Articles. A HJ administration. 

publication that does precisely what its title 236D : ‘ 
claims; the meaning of the complete article .N65 Policy Sciences. Concerns public policy. H 1 
is well preserved in each synopsis. theory and methodology. PT 

National Cwvie Review. Published every JS.39 ' Policy Studies Journal. One of two — H 1 

month except August by the National .N3 journals published by the Policy Studies P72 
Municipal League, the Review provides Organization on a quarterly basis. The 

short but informative articles on a wide Journal has a political science orientation. 

variety of urban problems. Policy Studies Review. Published ‘jointly by H 97 
National Journal. Founded by a group of JK 1 the Morrison Institute for Public Policy at —.P66 

editors and reporters in 1970 who left .N28 Arizona State University and the Policy 
Congressional Quarterly because they felt it Studies Organization, Policy Studies Review is 
did not pay enough attention to an excellent journal in the field of public 
bureaucratic decision making. The Journal policy analysis and has a distinctly public 
is published weekly and designed as a administration flavor. 

pe utor oF = SS Political Quarterly. Devoted to public JA8 
analyzes details surrounding such actions, heey Si iy TR Cah aires P72 
EE REE IIE oR ECE MIE policy issues and public administration in : 

epee ce haar pee eee England. 
the various agencies. It also contains in- 
depth reports on federal programs, Public Administration. Devoted to British JA8 
biographical information on government administration and comparative analysis. .P8 
officials, and analyses of congressional Lists recent British government 
districts. publications. 

National Tax Journal. Published quarterly HJ 2240 Public Administration. Devoted to JA8 
by the National Tax Association and the .N32x Australian administration. .N12 

Bt icatuts of Scrat aay wnaytsithe Public Administration in Israel and Abroad. JQ 1825 
nation’s foremost periodical on issues of Articles on Israeli administration and .P3P8 
government finance and taxation. comparative administration. 

ade perane Jounal ! cle ee ae Public Administration Newsletter. Published JF 251 

Be quarterly jouomabithat focuses on ‘N45 by the Public Administration Division of the .P8 

problems of social work and welfare. United Nations, the newsletter contains 
New Zealand Journal of Public JA occasional articles in development 

Administration. Devoted to New Zealand .N12 administration, but it is devoted principally 

administration. to reports of field projects conducted by 

Organizational Behavior and Human BF 638. (UN. eficals PGerclopme POURS: 

Performance. A high quality journal focusing .A107 Public Administration Quarterly. Formerly — JA | 

on interaction in small groups, conflict Southern Review of Public Administration, a S68 

resolution, and the social psychology of good new journal on public administration 

organizations. with a broad orientation. An employment 

Organizational Dynamics. A quarterly HD 28 uses - auailable, 

review on organizational behavior written .O76 Public Administration Review. The most JK1 

mostly by academics but aimed at significant American journal concerned .P85 

professional managers, primarily in the with public administration. Review articles 

private sector. Published by the are of high quality; research notes are 

AmericanManagement Association. provided. 
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Public Administration Survey. A bimonthly 
publication of the Bureau of Governmental 
Research at the University of MississippI. 

Public Administration Times. A biweekly 
newsletter with employment opportunities. 
Published by the American Society for 
Public Administration. 

Public Affairs. A public affairs, public 
policy journal. 

Public Budgeting and Finance. A good 
quarterly journal on questions of public 
finance and budgeting that is sponsored by 
the American Association for Budgeting 
and Program Analysis and the Section on 
Budgeting and Financial Management of 
the American Society for Public 
Administration. 

Public Choice. A policy journal with a 
political economy orientation. 

Public Finance. Devoted to comparative 
public finance. 

Public Finance Quarterly. A journal 
emphasizing economic approaches to 
budgeting in the United States. 

Public Interest, The. High quality articles 
with a neo-conservative orientation on 

public policy issues. 

Public Management. Short articles 
devoted to urban administration. Published 
monthly by the International City 
Management Association. 

Public Personnel Management. Directed at 
personnel administrators at all 
governmental levels, each issue has ten to 
twelve brief articles with a practical 
orientation. It is published by the 
International Personnel Management 
Association. 

Public Productivity Review. Initiated in 
1975, Public Productivity Review combines 

case studies and articles by academics and 
practitioners that focus on questions of 
program evaluation and productivity. 

Public Welfare. Devoted to policy and 
administration of public welfare in the 
United States. 

Publius. A journal devoted to 
intergovernmental relations and federalism. 
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Research Management. Concerns problems T 175.5 
of managing research-and-development 
units in large organizations. 

Review of Public Data Use. A quarterly 
journal designed to encourage the use of 
publicly available data for research or 
analysis applied to local, regional, or 

national problems. 

Review of Public Personnel Admiustration. 

Published three times a year, the Review 
began publication in 1980 and covers all 

aspects of the field, particularly at the state 

and local levels of government. 

Sage Professional Papers in Administrative 
and Policy Studies. Twelve academic papers 
are published annually in three issues, 

which are devoted to the administrative 

sciences. 

Science. The major science journal of the 
nation; extremely useful for articles and 
reports on public science policy. 

Society. Applies social science research to 
contemporary social and public policy 
problems. Formerly called Trans-action. 

State and Local Government Review. A 
good journal covering a variety of aspects 
of state and local government with an 
emphasis on public administration. 

Urban Affairs Quarterly. Devoted 
primarily to sociological and political 
treatments of urban areas. 

Urban and Social Change Review. A 
journal with a social services orientation 
that attempts to appeal to both practitioners 
and academics. 

Urban Interest, The. A highly readable 
journal that aids professionals in analyzing 
and solving urban problems. Published 
twice a year. 

Washington Monthly. A liberal and 
journalistic publication of high quality. It 
focuses on the injustices of the public 
bureaucracy, as well as on policy issues. 

Western City. Articles on urban 
administration in the West; published 
monthly. 
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SELECTED ACADEMIC, 
, PROFESSIONAL, AND PUBLIC 

INTEREST ORGANIZATIONS, WITH 
DESCRIPTIONS AND ADDRESSES 

The following national groups all have a 

direct relevance to public administration. 
Virtually all of them publish journals and 

newsletters on topics of interest; you may 
wish to contact some of them for their mate- 
rials. The organizations, together with a 

brief description and their addresses, are 

listed in alphabetical order. 

Academy for State and Local Government. 444 North 
Capitol Street, N.W., Suite 349, Washington, DC 
20001. Supported by seven major organizations 
representing state and local interests, the Academy 
publishes original research on state and local issues. 
Its former title was the Academy for Contemporary 
Problems. 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. 
1111 Twentieth Street, N.W., Washington, DC 

20036. Founded in 1959, the ACIR publishes sig- 
nificant studies of the federal system. 

American Association of School Administrators. 1801 

North Moore Street, Arlington, VA 22209. The 
largest association of school managers. 

American Association of State Highway and Transpor- 
tation Officials. 444 North Capitol Street, Wash- 

ington, DC 20001. The major association of state 

transit officials. 

American Correctional Association. 4321 Hartwick 

Road, Suite L-208, College Park, MD 20740. The 

major association of correctional officials. 

American Institute for Decision Sciences. 33 Gilmer 

Street S.E., Atlanta, GA 30303. Perhaps the pre- 

miere organization of quantitatively oriented aca- 
demics interested in decision making. 

American Management Association. 135 West 50th 

Street, New York, NY 10020. The major association 

of private sector managers. 

American Planning Association. 1776 Massachusetts 
Avenue, N.W., Washington, DC 20036. An impor- 
tant organization of public planning officials. For- 
merly the American Society of Planning Officials. 

American Political Science Association. 1527 New 
Hampshire Avenue, N.W., Washington, DC 20036. 
The chief academic association of political scientists. 

American Productivity Center. 123 N. Post Oak Lane, 
Houston, TX 77024. Conducts and publishes case 
studies on productivity and the quality of work life. 

American Public Transit Association. 1225 Connecticut 
Avenue, N.W., Washington, DC 20036. The major 
association of public officials interested in mass 
transit. 

American Public Welfare Association. 1125 Fifteenth 
Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20005. The major 

organization of public welfare officials. 

American Public Works Association. 1313 East 60th 
Street, Chicago, IL. 60637. The principal association 
of public works administrators. 

American Society for Public Administration. 1120 G 
Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20005. The major 
organization of academics and professionals in pub- 
lic administration at all levels of government. 

Brookings Institution. 1775 Massachusetts Avenue, 

N.W., Washington, DC 20036. A major academic 
think tank with important concerns in domestic 
public affairs. 
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Center for Community Change. 1000 Wisconsin Ave- 
nue, N.W., Washington, DC 20007. Provides tech- 
nical assistance to communities. 

Center for Science in the Public Interest. 1779 Church 
Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20036. A coalition of 

scientists interested in the impact of public policy on 
science and society. 

Committee for Economic Development. 477 Madison 
Avenue, New York, NY 10022. A private group 

that studies issues relating to business and public 
policy. 

Common Cause. 2030 M Street, N.W., Washington, 

DC 20036. An organization of more than 300,000 

members dedicated to political reform. 

Conference Board, Inc. 845 Third Avenue, New York, 

NY 10022. A business group that often addresses 

public issues. 

Conference of Minority Public Administrators. 1220 G 
Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20005. The major 
national association of minority public admin- 
istrators. 

Congressional Quarterly Service. 1735 K Street, N.W., 
Washington, DC 20006. Publishers of Congressional 

Quarterly and other publications relating to congres- 
sional action. 

Council of State Community Affairs Agencies. 444 
North Capitol Street, Room 251, Washington, DC 

20001. The major association of state community 
affairs officers. 

Council of State Governments. Ironworks Pike, P. O. 

Box 11910, Lexington, KY 40511. Publishers of The 

Book of the States and other publications relating 
directly to state governments. 

Council on Municipal Performance. 30 Irving Place, 

New York, NY 10003. Conducts research on urban 

service efficiency. 

Environmental Action, Inc. 1525 New Hampshire Ave- 

nue, N.W., Washington, DC 20036. Environmen- 

talists who are interested primarily in solid waste 
disposal. 

Freedom of Information Center. School of Journalism, 
University of Missouri, P.O. Box 858, Columbia, 

MO 65201. Conducts studies on the public’s uses of 

federal, state, and local Freedom of Information 

Acts. 

Government Finance Officers Association. 180 North 
Michigan Avenue, Suite 800, Chicago, IL 60601. 
Major organization of state and local finance 
officials, with an emphasis on local government. 
Formerly the Municipal Finance Officers Associa- 
tion. 

Governmental Research Association. 24 Providence 

Street, Boston, MA. 02108. One of the granddad- 
dies of the municipal research bureaus, the Govern- 
mental Research Association was established in 

1914 and is a national organization of individuals 
professionally engaged in governmental research. 

Institute of Public Administration. 55 West 44th Street, 
New York, NY 10036. A public affairs research 

group that was one of the first public interest organ- 
izations. 

International Association of Chiefs of Police. P. O. Box 

6010, 13 First Field Road, Gaithersburg, MD 20878. 

The major organization of police chiefs. 

International Association of Fire Chiefs. 1329 Eigh- 

teenth Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20036. The 

major organization of fire chiefs. 

International City Management Association. 1140 Con- 
necticut Avenue, N.W., Washington, DC 20036. 

The major organization of city managers and other 
individuals interested in city management. 

International Institute of Municipal Clerks. 160 North 
Altadena Drive, Pasadena, CA 91107. The major 

association of municipal clerks, who, in small towns, 

often function as the town manager. 

International Personnel Management Association. 
1617 Duke Street, Alexandria, VA 22314. The 

major organization of public personnel admin- 
istrators at all levels of government. 

Labor-Management Relations Service. 1620 Eye Street, 
N.W., Fourth Floor, Washington, DC 20006. Spon- 
sored by the U.S. Conference of Mayors, this organ- 
ization specializes in research on local labor 
problems. 

National Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People. 733 Fifteenth Street, N.W., Washington, 
DC 20005. The most prestigious political organiza- 
tion of blacks. 

National Association of Counties. 440 First Street, 
N.W., Washington, DC 20001. The major organiza- 
tion of county officials, and publishers of research 
on county government. 

National Association of Housing and Redevelopment 

Officials. 1320 Eighteenth Street, N.W., Suite 500, 

Washington, DC 20036. The major association of 
state and local officials concerned with community 
development. 

National Association of Regional Councils, 1700 K 
Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20036. The major 
organization of Councils of Governments and 
related organizations. 

National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and 
Administration. 1120 G Street, N.W., Suite 520, 
Washington, DC 20005. The accrediting body for 
master’s degree programs in public administration 
and public affairs. 

National Association of Towns and Townships. 1522 K 
Street, N.W., Suite 780, Washington, DC 20005. 
Major organization representing towns and town- 
ships. 



National Center for Public Productivity. 445 West 59th 
Street, New York, NY 10019. The Center gathers 

and disseminates information about productivity in 
public service and publishes a catalog of research on 
productivity improvement in the public sector. 

National Conference of State Legislatures. 1125 Seven- 

teenth Street, Suite 1500, Denver, CO 80202. The 

major association of state legislatures. 

National Governors’ Association. Hall of the States, 444 

North Capitol Street, Washington, DC 20001. The 

organization of American governors. 

National Institute of Governmental Purchasing. 115 
Hillwood Avenue, Suite 201, Falls Church, VA 

22046. Promotes improved procurement practices 
in government. 

National Institute of Public Management. 1612 K 

Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20006. A research 

organization in public administration. 

National League of Cities. 1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, 
N.W., Washington, DC 20004. One of the major 
associations of urban governments. 

National Municipal League. 55 West 44th Street, New 
York, NY 10036. One of the major and oldest asso- 
ciations dedicated to improving urban govern- 
ments. 

National Public Employer Labor Relations Association. 
1620 Eye Street, N.W., 4th Floor, Washington, DC 
20006. Promotes better labor relations management 
at all levels of government. 

National Recreation and Park Association. 3101 Park 
Center Drive, 12th Floor, Alexandria, VA 22302. 
The major organization of public parks and recrea- 
tion professionals. 
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National Society for Internships and Experiential Edu- 

cation. 122 St. Mary’s Street, Raleigh, NC 27605. 

Promotes public service internships, especially in 
the area of the environment. Formerly the National 

Center for Public Service Internship Programs. 

Policy Studies Organization. 361 Lincoln Hall, Univer- 
sity of Illinois, Urbana, IL 61801. The Policy Stud- 
ies Organization consists largely of academics with 
an interest in public policy analysis. 

Public Administration Service. 1497 Chain Bridge 
Road, McLean, VA 22101. An organization con- 

ducting significant research on public administra- 
tion questions. 

Public Service Research Foundation. 8330 Old Court- 
house Road, Suite 600, Vienna, VA 22180. The 
Public Service Research Foundation was founded in 
1977 and is an independent nonprofit public educa- 
tion group whose purpose is to increase research 
and public awareness regarding public sector 
employee and employer relations. 

Rand Corporation. 1700 Main Street, Santa Monica, 

CA 90406. A major think tank concerned in part 
with public problems. 

Tax Foundation, Inc. One Thomas Circle, N.W., Suite 

500, Washington, DC 20005. A private association 
concerned with tax issues. 

United States Conference of Mayors. 1620 Eye Street, 
Washington, DC 20006. The major association of 
American mayors. 

Urban Institute. 2100 M Street, N.W., Washington, DC 
20037. A research organization devoted to urban 

issues. 
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D 

CORRECT FORMS OF ADDRESS 
FORK PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

Information, like money, is one of those 

things of which there is never enough. 
When you need information on a public 
issue that is not publicly available, it often is 
a good idea to write and ask someone who 

Public Official 

alderman 

assemblyman 

associate justice, Supreme Court 

Cabinet officers (for example, 

Secretary of State and the 
Attorney General) 

chief justice, Supreme Court 

commissioner 

councilmember 

former U.S. president 

governor 

judge, federal 

judge, state or local 
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Form of Address 

The Honorable John (or Joan) Green 

See representative, state 

Justice Green 
The Supreme Court of the United 

States 

The Honorable John (or Joan) Green, 

Secretary of State 
The Honorable John Green, 

Attorney General of the United States 

The Chief Justice of the United States 

The Honorable John Green 

The Honorable Joan Green 

The Honorable John Green 

The Honorable Joan Green 
Governor of 

The Honorable John Green 

United State District Judge 

The Honorable Joan Green 
Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals 

knows. A correct form of address can add to 
the effectiveness of your request to a public 
official, so this Appendix lists the proper 
ways of addressing public officials. 

Salutation 

Dear Mr. Green: (or 

Dear Ms. Green:) 

Dear Sir: (or Dear Madam:) 

Dear Chief Justice Green: 

Dear Mr. Green: 

Dear Ms. Green: 

Dear Mr. Green: 

Dear Governor Green: 

Dear Judge Green: 

Dear Judge Green: 



Public Official 

lieutenant governor 

mayor 

president, U.S. 

representative, state (same format 
for assemblyman) 

representative, U.S. 

senator, state 

senator, U.S. 

speaker, U.S. House of 
Representatives 

vice-president 

Form of Address 

The Honorable John Green 
Lieutenant Governor of 

The Honorable Joan Green 
Mayor of 

The President 

The Honorable Joan Green 
House of Representatives 
State Capitol 

The Honorable John Green 
The United States House of 

Representatives 

The Honorable Joan Green 
The State Senate 
State Capitol 

The Honorable John Green 
United States Senate 

The Honorable John Green 
Speaker of the House of 

Representatives 

The Vice-President 

United States Senate 

APPENDIX D 

Salutation 

Dear Mr. Green: 

Dear Mayor Green: 

Dear Mr. President: 

Dear Ms. Green: 

Dear Mr. Green: 

Dear Senator Green: 

Dear Senator Green: 

Dear Mr: Speaker: 

Dear Mr. Vice-President: 
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BECOMING A PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATOR 

Now that you have read about public 
administration, why not consider working in 
it, too? Public administrators are in one of 

the world’s most rewarding professions: the 
people’s interests are served, the job security 

is high, the pay is good, and the field of 
public administration is fascinating. 

JOBS! JOBS! JOBS! 

Even better, there is a relatively high proba- 
bility that you can get a good job in govern- 
ment. Employment in the public sector has 
been going up almost every year for the past 
three decades, and today there are some 16 
million public employees, or about one for 
every six workers. Most are in local govern- 
ment (nearly 60 percent); state government 

accounts for about a quarter of public 
employment, and the federal government 
for about a sixth. The fastest growth rates in 
public employment are among the state and 
local governments, and opportunities are 
quite good at these levels. 

The MPA: A Door Opener 

The single best educational qualification 

for a management position in the public sec- 
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tor is the Master of Public Administration 
(MPA) degree—a point on which both 
employees and employers agree. MPA 
degree holders believe that the MPA has 
made them significantly more knowledge- 
able and confident upon entering govern- 
ment service, and four fifths of them, 

according to a survey by George Grode and 
Marc Holzer, think that the MPA has been 
more beneficial to them as professionals 
than any other kind of master’s degree. 

The same researchers found that em- 
ployers seemed to agree. Nearly three quar- 
ters of the supervisors of these graduates 
stated that the performance of their 
employees who held MPA’s was slightly to 
“clearly superior” to the performance of 
holders of other kinds of advanced degrees 
who also were under their supervision. 

The success rate of MPAs in the public 
bureaucracy validates these views. Gregory 
B. Lewis studied a large sample of federal 
employees with graduate degrees and 
found not only that graduate degree hold- 
ers as a Class advanced significantly higher 
and faster in the federal service than those 
without such credentials, but also that MPAs 

held a higher federal rank, on the average, 
than did the holders of any other kind of 
advanced degree with the exception of law 



degrees. MPAs also earned larger salaries 
than most, and they were more likely to 
hold administrative positions of authority. 
(The other advanced degrees were in busi- 
ness administration, law, social science, and 
the ubiquitous “other.”) Federal employees 
seem to recognize that the MPA is the com- 
ing degree; the number of MPAs working in 
the federal government has more than dou- 
bled in eight years (1974-1982), a far 
greater rate of growth than the holders of 
any other kind of degree. 

For successful employment in the public 
sector, the Master of Public Administration 
degree is the credential of choice. 

Professional Specializations: 
The Best Prospects 

Dalton S. Lee and Cathy Osborn have 
explored which specialties in public admin- 
istration are likely to offer the most oppor- 
tunities for new public administrators. Lee 
and Osborn sent questionnaires to pro- 
fessors of public administration in those 
universities that are members of the 
National Association of Schools of Public 
Affairs and Administration (NASPAA), all 
state and territorial personnel departments, 
and a random sample of cities with more 
than 50,000 people. The most conclusive 
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finding in the survey was that holding a 

Master of Public Administration degree 
greatly enhances one’s chances of being 
hired by a government. In addition, how- 
ever, the study found differing opinions 
among respondents about the best career 
areas in public administration; these opin- 
ions are ranked in the table below from 
most favorable career opportunities to least 
favorable. 

Minorities and Women: 

Better Possibilities 

More minorities and women are hired 
and earn more money in the public sector 
than in the private sector. 

A fourth of all federal full-time employ- 
ees are minorities; 16 percent are black, and 

5 percent are Hispanic. Forty-six percent of 
federal white-collar workers are women. 
Twenty-three percent of all state and local 
employees (excluding those in education) 
are minorities and 41 percent are women. It 
appears that state and local governments 
may do a better job in promoting minorities 
and women, and state and local govern- 

ments also pay these groups more than do 
the federal government and the private sec- 
tor. See Chapter 9 for details. 

Public State Local 
Administration Personnel Government 

Educators Specialists | Admunstrators 

1. Budgeting 1. Policy analysis/ 1. Policy analysis/ 
program evaluation program evaluation 

2. Finance 2. Program management 2. Planning 

3. Policy analysis/ 3. Budgeting 3. Program management 
program evaluation 

4. Urban management 4. Finance 4. Urban management 

5. Personnel Planning 5. Budgeting 

administration 

6. Program management __ 6. Personnel 6. Finance 

administration 

7. Planning 7. Personnel 

administration 
Dennen eee Se 

1 Urban management was not ranked by these respondents. 
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MONEY! MONEY! MONEY! 

Public sector pay rates have gone up from 4 
percent to 9 percent every year since 1970, 
and, despite tax revolts in the states, pay 
rates for state and local employees have 
increased more rapidly than have pay rates 
for federal employees. 

Federal Public Administration 

There are more than 2.9 million people 
working in the federal civilian work force. 
Nearly two thirds of these employees (out- 
side of the U.S. Postal Service) have admin- 
istrative or policy responsibilities. In addi- 
tion, there are 1.9 million service men and 

women in the armed forces, and perhaps 3 
million civilian employees in the private sec- 
tor who are working under federal con- 
tracts. 

Federal salaries at the executive levels are 
good, although the efforts by top federal 
administrators in making their salaries com- 
parable with their counterparts in the pri- 
vate sector have not been especially suc- 
cessful. Cabinet officers have salaries of 
approximately $85,000 per annum, and top 

careerists can command salaries of around 
$80,000. Entry level administrative salaries 
begin at the level of Genera! Schedule 7 
(about $17,000), although it is possible to 
enter at a higher grade. 

State Public Administration 

There are nearly 2.2 million state 
employees, not counting an additional 1.7 
million in education. The Council of State 
Governments reports that there are more 
than 120 categories of top state officials, 
ranging from directors of state lotteries to 
secretaries of education to directors of 
emergency management. Few data have 
been compiled about compensation rates 
for state public administrators. However, 
$70,000 to $80,000 per annum seems to be 
the salary level for the top state admin- 
istrative jobs in the more populous states, 
and in these states, salaries at all admin- 

istrative ranks appear to be roughly com- 

parable to federal pay rates. Southern states 

tend to pay their public administrators the 

least, followed by Eastern states; Western 

states generally have the highest rates of 

pay. It is increasingly common to find top 

administrators in state government (par- 

ticularly in higher education) paid more 

than the governor. One thing is clear: state 

administrators’ salaries are rising rapidly, 

and the field of state public administration is 
more professional than ever—a trend that is 
certain to continue. 

Local Public Administration 

Local governments employ 4.2 million 
people, not counting an additional 5.1 mil- 
lion in education. Considerably more is 
known about administrative salaries at the 
local level than at the state level. The top 
positions in local government are nearing 
an average yearly salary of $50,000, and sal- 
aries are increasing by about 6 percent a 
year. However, in the largest cities, top 

urban administrators typically earn more 
than $100,000. West Coast governments 
pay their public administrators the most; 
Northeastern cities pay the least—often a 
third less than Western cities. 

Comparing Pay among Governments 

The International Personnel Manage- 
ment Association and the International City 
Management Association conduct surveys 
of public sector pay, and some of the find- 
ings are presented in the table on p. 421. 
The positions listed have been selected with 
an eye toward the kinds of entry-level posi- 
tions available to college graduates, and a 
few positions ( e.g., Personnel Director, City 

Manager) have been listed toward which 
college graduates might reasonably aspire 
after paying their dues in the bureaucracy. 

If there is a surprise in the table, it is in 
the final column, “All Special Districts.” 
These governments, many of which are also 
public corporations, pay better, on the aver- 
age, than any other type of government. Of 
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the dozen positions listed (excluding that of 
city manager), special districts pay higher 
salaries to eleven positions than do states, 

municipalities, and counties. The exception 

is “Job Analyst (Junior)”; municipalities and 
counties, but not states or the federal gov- 
ernment, pay these administrators more 
than special districts. Half of the positions 
receive higher salaries from special districts 
than from the federal government. 

GETTING A JOB IN GOVERNMENT 

When perusing the job announcements and 
want ads, it is important to know which jobs 
are appropriate for public administration 
students. Being new to the field, some stu- 
dents may not even be sure what job titles 
are related to public administration. For the 
most part, trainee and intern positions are 
for the less experienced and may not lead to 
permanent positions. A “I” after a title, such 
as Analyst I, usually indicates an entry-level 
position. An Analyst II or Analyst III1 would 
indicate that more extensive education or 
experience was required. 

At the federal level, Executive Order 

12364 in 1982 reconstituted the Presidential 
Management Intern Program (PMI), which 
was established by Executive Order in 1977. 
The goal of the PMI program is to attract to 
the federal service outstanding men and 
women who are completing a master’s 
degree from a variety of academic back- 
grounds. The PMI seeks out those who have 
a clear interest in, and commitment to, a 

career in the analysis and management of 
public policies and programs, so the MPA is 
the preferred degree. Since the demise of 
the written examination system, the PMI 

has become the clearest path of entry to 
federal service for young professionals. 

Each year up to 200 interns receive two- 
year appointments to developmental posi- 
tions throughout the executive branch of 
the federal government. These positions 
differ from most entry-level positions in 
terms of pay and in the emphasis on career 
development. While most entry level posi- 

tions begin at GS-7, PMIs enter at GS-9, are 

promoted to GS-11 at the end of the first 
year, and routinely convert to regular civil 
service appointments upon the successful 
completion of the internship at the end of 
the second year. Professional positions at 
the GS-11 level normally require a docto- 
rate, three years of full-time graduate study, 

or specialized work experience equivalent to 
one or more years at the GS-9 level. 

Entry into the PMI program is competi- 
tive. Each educational institution is limited 
in the number of candidates it may nomi- 
nate. In recent years, almost 500 master’s 
level students complete applications each 
year. 

Regardless of the level of government 
that you are interested in, summarize your 
abilities in a résumé format that presents 
your most important assets first. What 
things were you able to accomplish in your 
job and education? State your case in terms 
of projects that you have directed, designed, 

developed, implemented, researched, 

reported, managed, controlled, planned, 

organized, edited, or built. When stated in 

these terms, those new or returning to the 
job market are disadvantaged by using the 
traditional chronological résumé. They should 
use a functional résumé format that highlights 
their training, analytic skills, ability to get 
along with others, knowledge of organiza- 
tion dynamics, budgeting strategies, and 

management tools. Both a sample func- 
tional résumé and chronological résumé will 
be found on pp. 424-426. 

An excellent way to develop job contacts 
is to join the American Society for. Public 
Administration, or ASPA. ASPA has local 
chapters in cities across the country com- 
posed of public administrators from all lev- 
els of government. Typically, ASPA chap- 
ters sponsor monthly luncheons and 
regional conferences where new contacts 
are easily made. To learn how to join, ask 
your course instructor, or write 

American Society for Public Administration 
1120 G Street, N.W., Suite 500 
Washington, D C 20005 



ASPA’s 

393-7878. 
telephone number is (202) 

An internship, paid or voluntary, can be 
an important step toward gaining needed 
relevant work experience for students lack- 
ing public sector experience. Often, schools 
of public administration or departments of 
political science work with governmental 
agencies in developing local internship 
opportunities in personnel, budgeting, 
planning, policy analysis, and so forth. A 

satisfactory internship can provide strong 
recommendations and_ strengthen one’s 
résumé. 

CONCLUSION 

If you are interested in becoming a public 
administrator, two recommendations are 

paramount. First, join the American Society 
for Public Administration. Not only does it 
provide unique networking opportunities, 
but it publishes a biweekly newsletter Public 
Administration Times, listing professional job 
openings around the country. 

Second, consider entering an MPA 

degree program. Increasingly, these pro- 
grams cater to the scheduling needs of stu- 
dents who already have jobs, and the MPA 

itself is regarded as an important qualifica- 
tion for entry and advancement in the pub- 
lic sector. To learn more about the master of 
public administration degree, contact your 
local university or the National Association 
of Schools of Public Affairs and Administra- 
tion (NASPAA) and ask for its highly infor- 
mative pamphlet, MPA: The Master of Public 
Administration Degree, which is available at no 

charge. NASPAA also publishes In The Pub- 
lic Interest, an informative newsletter on 

employment trends in the public service 
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with a special emphasis on internships. A 
detailed Directory of about 200 MPA pro- 
grams is also available from NASPAA for 
$12.50. NASPAA’s address is the same as 
ASPA’s: 

National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and 

Administration 

1120 G Street, N.W. 

Washington, D C 20005 

NASPAA’s telephone number is (202) 
628-8965. 
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SAMPLE FUNCTIONAL RESUME 

KENNETH L. MATTHEWS 

1234 East University 

Tempe, Arizona 85281 

(602) 555-9876 

URBAN PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION 

Responsible for initiating the Town of Snowflake's first general plan. 
Generated background information, organized all meetings, wrote news 
releases for local papers, created land-use maps, and developed fiscal 

impact statements. 

Successful CDBG application for $110,000 (FY 85-86). Analyzed data 
processing needs and initiated purchases of computer system for Town. 
Skillfully performed a wide range of general administrative tasks. 

POLICY ANALYSIS 

Generated reports for the Office of Community Relations at ASU for sub- 
mission to the state legislature on such topics as the need for a west 
side campus and the transportation crisis in Maricopa County. 

Collected data and analyzed policy for the Town of Snowflake on water 
and sewer rate structures and employee pay scales. Also restructured 
all town policies and programs to meet federal antidiscrimination legis- 
lation. 

RESEARCH METHODS 

Strong academic background in research methods that included work in 

congressional voting behavior and immigration policy. Practical expe- 
rience in conducting job attitude survey for the Town of Eager, communi- 
ty needs survey for the Town of Snowflake, and a multiplicity of analy- 
tic reports for the Office of Community Relations at ASU. 

WORK EXPERIENCE 

1985-88 Research Assistant, Office of Community Relations, 
Arizona State University 

1987 Administrative Intern, Town of Snowflake 

EDUCATION 

1988 Master of Public Administration, ASU, 4.00 GPA 

1986 Bachelor of Arts, Political Science, University of 
Washington, 3.67 GPA, cum laude, Phi Beta Kappa 



the Phoenix Town Hall, citizen surveys for the city of Glendale, and 

library research on public choice theory. 

Project Nutrition Consultant, Bureau of Nutritional Services, Arizona 

Department of Health Services, Tempe, Arizona. 10-84 to 8-87. 

Served as the primary contact person from the Bureau of Nutrition for 

county and tribal health departments, as assigned. In this capacity, 
monitored local agency programs for compliance to program and contract 
requirements, provided assistance in program management, and served as 
an advocate for local projects, participating in negotiations when 
appropriate. At the Bureau level, participated in planning, develop- 
ment, and review of policies and procedures and budget allocation pro- 
cess for state-subvened funds. As the lead consultant for the Bureau's 
Laboratory Quality Assurance Program from 1-87 to 8-87, researched 
alternative methods of carrying out the program and completed compara- 
tive cost studies. Developed and presented final recommendations for 
improving the program and reducing costs, which was ultimately adopted 
by the agency. 

Nutritionist, Health Division, Lane County Department of Health and 

Social Services, Eugene, Oregon. 7-79 to 7-83. 

Special Vocational Educational Teacher, Springfield School District No. 
19, Springfield, Oregon. 9-78 to 6-79. 

Trainer/Nutritionist, Community Nutrition Institute, Washington, D.C. 

10-77 to 6-78. 

RECENT PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES AND HONORS: 

1987 to Regents Graduate Academic Scholarship, Arizona State 
present University, Tempe, Arizona 

Member, American Society for Public Administration, Arizona 
Chapter 

1986-87 Co-editor, Legislative Newsletter, Arizona Dietitians for 
Legislative Action 

1985-86 Community Nutrition Section Chairperson and Executive Board 
Member, Central Arizona District Dietetic Association 

1983-84 U.S. Public Health Traineeship, University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor, Michigan 

1982-83 Member, Task Force on Dental Health, Nutrition, and Health 

Education, Western Oregon Health Systems Agency 
Member, Nutrition Task Force, Oregon Public Health 

Association 
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SAMPLE CHRONOLOGICAL RESUME 

VIVIAN LOOK 

5678 East University Drive 
Tempe, Arizona 85281 

(602) 000-0000 (work) 
(602) 000-0000 (home) 

OBJECTIVE: 

To work in an area of public administration related to legislation or 

public policy. The ideal position would allow me to utilize my skills 

in research analysis, interpersonal relations, and communication, both 
oral and written. 

EDUCATION: 

School Dates Attended Major Coursework 

Arizona State University 1-87 to present Public Administration 
Tempe, Arizona 

University of Michigan 9-83 to 8-84 Public Health 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 

University of California 3-73 to 7-76 BS Nutritional Sciences, 

Economics, Psychology 

Other training: Food Services Division, Milwaukee Public Schools, Mil- 

waukee, Wisconsin. 9-76 to 6-77. Administrative dietetic internship 

focusing on the management of school food service programs. 

PROFESSIONAL WORK EXPERIENCE: 

Administrative Intern, Maricopa County Office of Management Analysis, 

Phoenix, Arizona. 1-88 to present. 

Under the direction of the Deputy County Manager, assist Management 

Analysts in conducting management audits of county departments to inves- 
tigate efficiency and effectiveness of services provided. Assess pres- 
ent and future staffing requirements and make recommendations for im- 
proving the service delivery system. Perform other duties as assigned 
by the Deputy County Manager and Management Analysts. Other assignments 
have included assisting the Contracts Specialist in Materials Management 
in developing a master copier plan for use by the county in the next 
five years. 

Research Assistant, School of Public Affairs, Arizona State University, 

Tempe, Arizona. 8-87 to present. 

Under the direction of ASU faculty member and Director of the Center for 
Urban Studies, assist in research, class preparation, and other duties 
as assigned. Work on research projects has included assisting in com- 
puter—based management and analysis of educational enrollment data for 
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Organization (cont.) 
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