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Preface


What does it mean to be an effective public administrator in the modern global age? In the further pages of our brief introduction, we invite you to join us on a whirlwind journey of the field and professional practice of public administration. Along the way, we will explore how the field and practice has evolved over time from its beginnings to the current era. In the course of our historical survey, we will unpack some of the essential leadership and management principles that have characteristically defined what it means to be an effective public administrator.

What is public administration and why is it important? In order to accomplish collective goals of society, civic leaders must learn how to organize and manage public bureaucracies. More specifically, one might say that public administration is the ‘art’ of management and leadership involved in developing and delivering essential public services required to sustain modern civilization. Covering areas from public safety and social welfare to transportation and education, the services provided through the public sector remain an inextricable part of our daily lives. Consider, for example, what life would be like in the absence of public services and utilities such as public roads and highways, emergency medical services, information network infrastructure, and water and power. Often times, we tend to take these essential ‘public goods’ for granted. Most of us simply go about our day with little thought or understanding about the complex processes involved in providing them. Worse still, it has become fashionable to blame all of the problems plaguing modern society on ‘big government’ and ‘lazy fat cat public bureaucrats’.

Such uncharitable characterizations have been reinforced in the recent political campaigns currently being waged among those belonging to America’s political right. The truth is, however, mounting political pressure is being exerted by those belonging to both the political right and left of the ideological spectrum to slash many of these essential services to the bone. Stemming from demands for greater economic austerity, modern governments all across the globe are being forced to ‘do much more with much less’. This trend is expected to continue well into the foreseeable future and hence will be considered the ‘new normal’ for public administrators operating in today’s world. Forced to work in increasingly fierce political climates where government is seen as ‘the problem and not the solution’, public administrators have been compelled to radically re-think how they govern in the modern age.

Public sector agencies face unprecedented challenges as droves of baby boomers retire from within their ranks, thereby opening the door to a new generation of qualified, well-trained leaders and managers to assume these indispensable government posts. Aspiring public managers and leaders must develop an understanding of the role of the public sector and how it is being reshaped in the global age if they are to be worthy candidates for these employment opportunities. The recent explosion in the number of applicants seeking admission to both graduate and undergraduate programmes in public administration across the globe attests to this.

While we recognize that there is no shortage of textbooks and other literary sources that may provide solid and comprehensive treatments on the theories related to the field, few have synthesized these elements into a crisp and highly readable narrative. We invite the reader on a compelling journey that surveys some of the major historical movements and trends that informed the origins and continued evolution of this fascinating topic. Indeed, we take the reader through an exploration of the concrete manifestations of these trends in various countries and regions around the world. Providing much more than a simple overview, along the way, we will tackle some of the most hotly debated issues of our time, including: whether ‘government should be run like a business’ or whether the privatization of public services is always the appropriate means for producing improved quality and lowering costs for taxpayers; and whether governments’ surveillance efforts to protect their citizens against terrorism are encroaching on personal privacy and individual liberty.

Drawing on our experiences and intellectual expertise, we have carefully crafted our discussion in a manner that will resonate well with audiences in the US, Canada, the UK, Europe, and Australia. Additionally, many of the case studies used to illustrate the themes discussed in this volume were specifically tailored to our readers in Asia and Latin America. In order to better prepare contemporary public managers to meet the monumental challenges that await them, this narrative focuses on the essential history and contextual background of the field. Dealing with a highly complex topic by nature, this volume will provide practical insights that will help public administrators ask better questions when approaching contemporary dilemmas.

In keeping with the accessible tone of this Very Short Introduction series we have kept our discussion here rather selective and general. Pitched at a level that will be appealing to the lay interested reader, our aim is to present our readers with an engaging overview of this very rich and highly complex subject. Readers who have successfully acquired a basic understanding of the topics and themes discussed in our brief volume will likely be prepared to delve more deeply into the subject matter. For those readers, we invite them to consult the concluding reference section for a list of books and other sources offering more detailed and nuanced discussions and analysis.

We would like to thank our colleagues and friends at California State University Northridge, Southern Utah University, Claremont Graduate University, and the University of California, Santa Barbara for providing us with valuable support. We would like to extend special appreciation to Andrea Keegan and her wonderful team at Oxford University Press. We would also like to express our deepest love and gratitude to our respective families. Joan, Nicole, Yianna, Marti, and Alex, se agapáme! Indeed countless people have been consulted in preparing this book to whom we are deeply indebted; its remaining shortcomings remain our sole responsibility.
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Chapter 1



 A contemporary overview



During a recent college recruitment fair that we attended, a prospective student approached one of our faculty representatives and sharply asked, ‘What is public administration and what kind of job can I get with a degree in your field?’ The career-minded young woman went on to proclaim, ‘I mean, I have heard of the field, of course—everyone has. But what exactly is it and what do you teach?’ She had raised a serious question and, perhaps without even realizing it, stumbled onto an ongoing debate that has long been raging among academics and practitioners alike. Pressed to provide an immediate explanation, the faculty member simply said that ‘public administration involves the countless activities that are performed by officials in the delivery of essential public services to our nation’s citizens. Public administrators’, the faculty member went on to explain, ‘serve in roles ranging from law enforcement to civic planning, and they may be working in agencies from the local town hall all the way to the White House. In the simplest terms, as instructors, we aim to provide our students in public administration with the professional leadership and management skills required for them to properly “administer” these essential services.’ While this brief explanation seemed to satisfy the questioner with a useful glimpse into the field, there is certainly much more to the story. We, therefore, invite you to join us as we explore this complex and fascinating topic in greater depth.

Although the concept of the ‘career civil administrator’ is often historically identified with the Mesopotamian Empire almost 4,000 years ago, primordial forms of tribal leadership can be traced back 10,000 years bc to the Stone Age. Indeed as cultural anthropologist Herbert S. Lewis noted, ‘leadership is a basic element in the organization of group activity in society . . . leadership lies at or near the heart of most political life, political competition and strife’. Human beings have always looked to civil leaders to oversee the various activities required to sustain groups of people who live together. To be sure, the role of civil leadership varies widely among cultures in accordance with the responsibilities that they are expected to perform and the powers that they wield. Whether in the form of tribal chiefs, magisterial monarchs, or democratically elected officials, civil leaders will be needed in any society to make decisions and mobilize the resources required to achieve its goals. Civil leaders, however, depend on a wide array of subordinate ‘officials’ to carry out these goals. The countless ‘official’ activities involved in carrying out these goals may be collectively referred to as the ‘art’ of public administration.

At its core, public administration refers to the wide array of leadership and management functions and mandates that are carried out by civil officials involved with public sector ‘governance’. According to Laurence E. Lynn, Jr, Carolyn J. Heinrich, and Carolyn J. Hill, governance involves ‘regimes, laws, rules, judicial decisions, and administrative practices that constrain, prescribe, and enable the provisions of publicly supported goals and services’. Touching every aspect of our daily lives, public administration includes the continuous processes, routines, actions, behaviours, and discretionary decisions that rank and file bureaucrats operating at the ‘street level’ exercise on a day-to-day basis. Public administration, therefore, involves much more than the authoritative actions undertaken by higher level public officials. Indeed millions of public administrators serve in areas related to civic planning, public transportation, budgeting, policy evaluation, election monitoring and oversight, law enforcement and fire, as well as social services ranging from healthcare to unemployment assistance and job retraining. As indicated by the faculty member to the prospective student attending the college fair, public administrators serve in positions ranging from the president or prime minister of a country and the members of their cabinets all the way down to local municipal parking enforcement officers.

The interaction among public authorities and agencies involved in the governing process is highly complex. America’s relatively fragmented administrative system, for example, is comprised of a national government that shares governing responsibility and authority with fifty state governments and nearly 90,000 other units operating at the county, municipal, and district levels. Staffed with millions of public administrators, America’s enormous public sector provides essential services to its citizens, ranging from public works and child protection to food safety and rehabilitation. Britain, by contrast, has possessed a relatively centralized system in which the national government delegates specific functions and mandates to various ‘subnational’ administrative divisions. Local administration in Britain is dispersed over 300 districts, which themselves are divided into metropolitan and non-metropolitan districts. These districts are overseen by mayors and district councils. Covering areas from public transport and housing all the way to public health and education, these agencies provide vital services. By its very nature, governance is intertwined with politics. Let us look at this in further detail.


The great political paradox

Over time the functions and mandates of public administrators have grown exponentially in response to citizen demands. The expectations placed on government to provide and manage ever-increasing amounts of publicly funded student loans and government resources to support small private businesses are quintessential examples. The great paradox is that as citizens’ demands and expectations for public sector services continue to grow, public satisfaction with ‘government’ seems simultaneously to decline. One well-known scholar even suggested that US citizens want to severely limit government from interfering in their private lives via higher taxes and security-related surveillance, while simultaneously insisting on increased government support to assist them when they deem it necessary. Indeed, public opinion polls in the US consistently confirm that most citizens hold negative views towards government, characteristically associating public bureaucracies with ‘waste’ and ‘inefficiency’. America is not alone. In a CNN editorial on 11 June 2013, the Director of Global Economic Attitudes for the renowned Pew Research Center revealed that while nearly 75 per cent of Australian residents were satisfied with their personal economic circumstances, less than 50 per cent were satisfied with the direction of government. Dissatisfaction with ‘government’ and ‘public bureaucrats’ is a sentiment that is increasingly being echoed across many European countries as well.

Buzzwords like ‘accountability’, ‘efficiency’, and ‘performance’ have become the political rallying cries of the popular ‘good governance’ crusade that has been gaining traction across the globe. In recent times, right-of-centre political movements have echoed these themes to promote fiscal austerity and secure deep cuts in government resources. To some extent, these sentiments reflect growing public disenchantment with the way their governments have handled a series of high profile crises which have now become part of the reality of the global age. Terrorist attacks perpetrated by non-state actors or financial crises resulting from market failures (and massive system-wide fraud) may originate in one part of the world, but they can briskly spread from one country to the next, producing devastating effects that are often deeply felt at the national and local levels. Reflecting a view that their governments ‘did not do enough to protect them’ or respond effectively afterwards, public attitudes towards government have grown increasingly negative. Though often originating well beyond their jurisdictional scope and control, citizens often find it politically convenient, and often personally consoling, to place the blame for such cataclysmic events on ‘government bureaucrats’ who, in their view, were ‘asleep at the wheel’. Awkwardly, the massive cleanup often required in the aftermath of these events often falls on the shoulders of financially ever-strapped public authorities.


When politics and administration collide

A defining characteristic of both the field and practice of contemporary public administration involves the perpetually vexing question of where the politics of decision-making should end and where the politically neutral business of management and administration should take over. When the world of politics collides with administrative processes it can make for some intriguing drama. One of the most striking illustrations of this can be seen in a recent high stakes political face-off. On 1 October 2013, the world watched in bewilderment as for the first time in almost two decades the US government shut down. Resulting from a political impasse between the country’s top political leaders in reaching a critical budget deal, the dramatic ordeal threatened to place the country’s entire federal civil administration in limbo. Nearly one million public sector jobs were on the line as national parks, most federal offices, and the country’s space programme were forced to close their doors. The negative fallout extended into the private sector as estimates surfaced suggesting that the closure was costing the economy nearly $300 million a day in lost productive output, threatening to imperil the country’s fragile economic recovery from the recent global financial crisis.

The seeds of the budget standoff were not planted in the administrative process itself but rather in a fierce political battle that was being waged by the country’s two major political parties over the decision to raise the debt ceiling in order to cover the massive $33 billion shortfall in the 2014 budget. In the absence of decisive action, speculations began mounting that the American government would default on its sovereign debt obligations. Many feared that an extended showdown would ignite a firestorm of investor panic that would cause a meltdown of the entire global financial system. Investor fears were confirmed when Standard & Poor’s, one of the most respected credit assessment agencies, lowered America’s sovereign debt rating, potentially limiting the country’s ability to borrow more money. With each passing day of the standoff, faith in the country’s leadership and administrative capacity eroded.

How could it come to this? Politically speaking, there was plenty of finger pointing on both sides of the partisan aisle. Right-of-centre political party leaders in the legislature blamed the country’s runaway debt problem on what they perceived to be the massive spending appetite of President Barack Obama and his left-leaning political supporters. Opposition leaders viewed the budget standoff as an opportunity to negotiate for deep cuts in social spending. Meanwhile the American president accused his political opponents of holding the budget process hostage in a conspiratorial effort to defund the country’s historic Affordable Care Act, popularly known as ‘Obamacare’ (see Box 1). While a tenuous budget compromise was ultimately reached and a full-blown crisis averted, the sixteen-day standoff illustrates the extent to which party-based politics is inextricably connected with the policy and administrative process. It further illustrates how destructive partisan politics can disrupt an entire national administrative system.





Box 1  America’s healthcare exchange

In 2010 American lawmakers passed the politically contentious Affordable Care Act (ACA). The historic Act established ‘Health Insurance Exchanges’ in 2013 that serve as marketplaces for consumers to purchase health insurance from a range of federally certified private vendors. The Act also allows states the option to establish their own exchanges, establish regional cooperatives with other states, or partner with the Federal government. The processes involved in setting up and managing healthcare enrolment websites posed enormous challenges for state administrators. During the initial phase of their launch, five of the fourteen states that set up their own health exchanges were projected to spend nearly a quarter of a billion dollars to fix problems embedded in the enrolment websites.








Should government be run like a business?

Mounting political demands for ‘austerity’ in government spending have compelled public agencies to take on new mandates, functions, and tasks in the face of diminishing financial resources. In other words, public agencies at all levels are being forced to do ‘more with less’. The insatiable quest for ‘leaner and meaner’ forms of public governance has compelled policymakers and public sector managers across national, regional, and municipal arenas to shift their emphasis increasingly from process-based practices towards ‘economically rationalized’ outcomes. Within the last thirty years, for example, public administrators have been challenged to adapt their processes and service delivery methods in order to meet quantitatively measured targets such as cost–benefit analysis and other performance-based benchmarks. Indeed, a major source of tension in public administration involves an ongoing conflict between the democratic values of ‘equity’ and ‘equality’, and the market values of ‘performance’ and ‘efficiency’.

Negative attitudes towards the public sector are reflected through the growing sentiment that ‘government is the problem and not the solution’. Such sentiments have inspired the popular mantra that ‘government should be run like a business’. One of the leading vanguards of this movement was British prime minister (1979–90), Margaret Thatcher. Thatcher believed that the growth of public spending in Britain was largely attributed to the ‘uncontrollable’ growth of government. Consequently she loathed the idea of increasing taxes to finance bloated state bureaucracies. The view that the private sector ‘does it better’ is shared by Britain’s current prime minister, David Cameron, who recently stated that ‘outside of the area of national security public services should be open to a range of providers competing to offer a better service’. While the joint activities of government and business are essential to a well-functioning society, applying the business logic of efficiency (in order to maximize profitability) to the public sector fails to acknowledge that the purpose and function of each of the two sectors are fundamentally distinct. Simply put, the public sector exists to provide ‘public goods’ or those services society as a whole pays for and from which no one can be excluded. This includes such indispensable items as public education and public highways. The private sector, by way of contrast, provides goods and services that are privately sold and consumed by individuals in the marketplace.

Questioning the appropriateness of applying business rationales to the public sector, economist John T. Harvey argues that ‘not everything that is profitable is of social value and not everything of social value is profitable’. Harvey brings out, for example, that while many privately sold and consumed items, such as reality television or pornography, may be highly profitable in the private marketplace, they provide little social value in contributing to a well-functioning society. On the other hand, essentials such as military defence, public safety, and universal education often provide enormous social value without netting immediate cash returns to the citizens who pay for them.

Under the appropriate circumstances, the public sector may adopt certain private-sector-based management strategies and practices with great success. However, one must keep in mind that government agencies and the public administrators who serve in them, unlike businesses, must be accountable to those with a much wider set of constituent interests, and they are overseen by other governmental agencies. Therefore, handing over control of public sector processes and services (see Box 2), such as the management of the department of motor vehicle records or official court documents, to the private sector for file processing and storage management can potentially compromise citizens’ privacy rights. Moreover, outsourcing these essential functions to private hands can move them beyond the scope of democratic accountability and oversight.





Box 2  The Railtrack privatization debacle

The popular sentiment that ‘the private sector is always more efficient than the public sector’ is countered by some high profile botched privatizations. Publicly run British Rail, for instance, was split up and sold on the cheap to private investors in the 1980s. Under the new arrangement, the private firm Railtrack oversaw the track, signals, and station operations, while passenger service was assumed by twenty-eight separate companies. The privatization formula involved breaking up an integrated publicly run transportation network into more than a hundred separate private companies and subcontractors. As a result, Britain was left with a highly fragmented system which failed to provide essential supervision over vital traffic safety equipment. This resulted in a series of catastrophic collisions, which ultimately left thirty people dead and nearly 400 more injured.







United in their contempt for the public sector and its historic mission of redistributing wealth through progressive taxation in order to fund social services, America’s Tea Party leaped onto the national scene in 2009 with a bellicose anti-government campaign directed against Obama’s ‘big government’ economic recovery package and national healthcare scheme. The group included members belonging to the so called ‘right-wing’ of the Republican Party such as senators Jim DeMint of South Carolina and Ted Cruz of Texas as well as Congressional representatives such as Michele Bachmann of Minnesota and Marsha Blackburn of Tennessee. Soon after it appeared, anti-government populist movements with varying agendas began sprouting up around the globe. Ranging from ‘hard right’ to more extreme fascist movements, examples include the UK’s Independence Party (UKIP), Germany’s Alternative for Germany (AfD), and Greece’s Golden Dawn.


Public administration and global turbulence

As we discussed earlier, global climate change and global terrorism are posing enormous challenges for public administrators operating at every level of government. Local public administrators in countries all over the world must be adept at managing crises that have originated outside their borders. Rapid global industrialization and urbanization, which appear to go hand in hand, have posed historic challenges for local public administrators, compelling them to expand their scope of responsibilities and areas of expertise. Indeed, many of the world’s leading metropolitan areas are confronting major administrative dilemmas posed by untenable surges in urban density and urban sprawl. Public administrators are challenged to come up with effective solutions as existing infrastructure and civic resources are quickly being overwhelmed. Rising levels of carbon-based industrial pollution associated with aggressively expanding global production have been linked with recent increases in both the frequency and intensity of climate-change-related natural disasters. These events, in turn, have been wreaking havoc on large municipal areas, creating massive dilemmas for local administrators. Let us look briefly at a few examples of how some of the forces associated with globalization have been affecting local public administration.

In the United States, municipal administrators are mandated as the first responders to any natural disaster or threat to public safety. When essential coordination and communication among national and local administrators is wanting during a crisis or emergency, the results can be catastrophic, as evidenced by the administrative debacle that followed in the wake of the natural disaster known as Hurricane Katrina. In the summer of 2005, what began as a Category One hurricane miles out to sea quickly transformed into a 125-mile-an-hour force of nature that ravaged the Southern Louisiana coast. Unrelenting rainfall and extreme winds battered the surrounding areas of the city of New Orleans, leaving 80 per cent of the municipal area under water (see Figure 1). While most urban neighbourhoods had been successfully evacuated before the hurricane made landfall, many residing in the outlying rural parishes were left behind to fend for themselves. As water levels continued to rise, adjacent canal levees began overflowing, eventually giving way and adding perilously to the deluge. With water levels reaching as high as 15 feet in some areas, local, state, and federal administrators and officials quickly realized that relief plans and resources currently in place were grossly insufficient. When the hurricane itself finally subsided and the waters began to recede, the damage was surveyed. Bone-chilling estimates revealed the sobering reality: almost 300 lives had been lost in the initial disaster and many more people would die in the subsequent flooding or while waiting for help that never arrived. Millions more were injured, displaced, or left homeless. There were billions of dollars in property damage.
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1. New Orleans underwater.






As the world would soon witness, however, the real tragedy lay in a massively botched emergency response effort that would come to symbolize ‘government ineffectiveness’ and ‘incompetence’. Indeed, a 2006 government report would later confirm that ‘federal, state, and local officials’ failure to anticipate the post-landfall conditions delayed post-landfall evacuation and support’. Confusing guidelines distinguishing a ‘normal disaster’ from a ‘catastrophe’ coincided with the failure of officials at all levels to identify and communicate the severity of the flooding. Confusion and poor communication delayed the implementation of critical evacuation measures for almost twenty-four hours after the levees had been breached. Leading public administration expert Donald Kettl later remarked that ‘when faced with Katrina, government at all levels failed’ and that ‘the bungled response ranks as perhaps the biggest administrative failures in American History’.

Virtually all communication service was knocked out in the flooding, leaving administrators and relief agents operating at multiple levels of government without any means of talking to one another on the ground for nearly four days. Even worse, no contingency protocols had been put in place in the event that the main lines should fail. The country’s Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) director, Michael Brown, was left out of discussions between the state’s governor’s office and the city mayor’s office. Meanwhile, the chief of the Homeland Security Department, Michael Chertoff, failed to provide the Bush administration with ‘adequate advice and counsel’ on how to proceed, thereby delaying federal assistance. Hurricane Katrina provides a classic example of how a natural disaster, coupled with administrative folly, ultimately could culminate in a historic catastrophe. Public outrage resulted in a fundamental rethinking of the nation’s emergency relief process. Subsequent disaster relief efforts would involve substantial improvements in the level of coordination between various administrative agencies.

Let us now look at how overcrowding in some of the world’s largest cities associated with global industrialization is creating confounding challenges for local government administrators across the world. Massive industrial urban-based growth in India, for example, has been a mixed blessing for the country. On the one hand, this has contributed to a substantial increase in the country’s overall gross domestic product, while on the other, it has generated administrative nightmares for public officials in cities like Mumbai who have been unable to successfully manage the massive levels of sewage and solid waste that are being generated daily by that city’s thirteen million residents. Dramatic images depicting life for the millions living in urban slums provide us with a glimpse of the intractability of the growing problem.

Urban planners in Shanghai, China, are working feverishly to address the epic urban density challenges posed by massive waves of migrant workers who have been steadily pouring into cities from rural areas in search of industrial employment (see Figure 2). So-called ‘satellite towns’, which have been springing up around major urban centres like Beijing, have been absorbing some of the growth, thereby easing some of the pressure on the municipal centres. However, an unrelenting stream of new residents in those areas is quickly overburdening existing utilities and transportation facilities. Even China’s more remote cities have been experiencing population explosions of their own. With an exponentially growing population, the relatively obscure southwestern city of Kunming, for example, stands to overtake in population size some of America’s largest cities within the next few years. Turning our attention to the southern hemisphere, Melbourne’s civic officials, business leaders, and urban planners are struggling to address the new infrastructure and social service needs of its ever-growing population which is expected to balloon to an estimated five million residents by 2025 and almost six and a half million by 2050. Fuelled by new waves of immigrants pouring in from all over the world, especially Asia, Melbourne’s population is expected to grow by 1,200 residents a week for the next four decades, requiring major planning initiatives to address new demands placed on the city’s education, health, water, and transportation facilities. According to the Property Council of Australia, these new requirements are expected to include an ‘extra 10,000 childcare spots by 2025 and 29,000 by 2050, about 3350 new hospital beds by 2025 and 8600 by 2050 and 5700 new classrooms by 2025 and 10,000 by 2050’.
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2. Urban density challenges.






As we can already see, public administration is a highly complex and dynamic subject that is interconnected with modern life. At the same time, we have only scratched the surface at this point in our story. Returning to the question raised by the prospective student at the outset of this chapter, we might say that public administration is the intersection of politics, policy, and management, and concerns the design and adoption of government policies and programmes. Most importantly, it involves the management and leadership required to carry them out. Stated simply, public administration encompasses the wide range of political and management processes required to implement ‘public policy’ in the real world. As we continue our tour we will explore the relationship between public administration as both a professional practice and a related academic discipline. As we shall see in the further pages of this volume, the two are inextricably related, highly fluid, and dynamic. The academic field is devoted to teaching public managers how to improve functions and operations of government organizations in carrying out their mandates. The goal of those teaching public administration is to help public managers hone their critical thinking skills in ways that will make them worthy ‘custodians of the public trust’. Indeed, democracy depends on it.

That said, before one can begin to grasp the role that public administrators play in today’s complex world one must attempt to understand the evolution of the modern state and the ever-shifting roles and functions of the public sector within it. The access to virtually unlimited sources of information at breakneck Internet speeds has empowered citizens to think and question what public servants do in their name. While questions may abound over who should be responsible for ensuring the quality and accuracy of this information, the notion of ‘transparency’ is fuelling hopes for the expansion of democratic accountability where it exists and its extension to areas where it has not yet taken root. The management of globally sourced information is presenting major challenges for public administrators.

Public sector agencies across the globe have been responding to these new imperatives by searching for innovative ways to increase their organizational ‘capacity’. Consequently, today’s public administrator is compelled to adopt flexible strategies and practices to cope with ever-changing political and economic landscapes. In many public agencies, new broods of highly skilled ‘public sector professionals’ are being groomed to replace the old image of the ‘bureaucrat’. As a result, it should come as no surprise that student enrolments in public administration programmes are exploding in places like the US, Britain, Europe, and all the way to China and Australasia.








Chapter 2



 The journey from Westphalia to Philadelphia



Let us now continue with a historical overview of the Anglo-American administrative traditions that have shaped contemporary administrative systems. As we shall explore in greater depth, ‘public’ administration, as distinct from other forms of civil administration, is interconnected with democratic governance. Before examining these administrative traditions, however, let us begin with a brief discussion of the foundations of the modern state and the emergence of ‘popular sovereignty’.

The origins of contemporary governance and administration are popularly attributed to the birth of the modern state that emerged with the Peace of Westphalia in 1648. Ushering to a close the devastating Thirty Years’ War (1618–48), which had consumed most of the central continent of Europe, the terms of the Westphalian Treaty established new, internationally recognized territorial borders and gave newly created sovereign states the legitimate right to govern their peoples and lands. Under their sovereign authority, states could establish new centralized administrative systems, standards, and protocols for managing domestic and international affairs.

The political philosophy underpinning modern democratic administrative systems in countries such as Britain, the United States, France, and India is rooted in the notion of ‘popular sovereignty’. Presupposing that legitimate rule depends upon the ‘consent of the people’ (or consent of the governed), popular sovereignty and democracy are now often seen to go hand-in-hand. The seeds of popular sovereignty were planted with the English Civil War (1642–9) which resulted in the deposition of England’s reigning King Charles I. Upon Charles I’s death, England was declared to be a ‘commonwealth’ and placed under the supreme rule of the House of Commons for several years.

In large part because of the painful events that were first unleashed in 1642, the English philosopher, Thomas Hobbes, detested civil wars and the anarchy that he believed naturally followed. Hobbes reasoned that political and social stability within society depended upon the united rule of strong sovereign authorities. Accordingly, he argued, a regime’s legitimacy extended from its ability to maintain political unity and secure a lasting peace. In 1651 Hobbes completed his most famous work Leviathan, in which he emphasized the importance of securing political and social order through a social contract. Under this arrangement, citizens collectively agreed to the rule of a sovereign central authority. A royalist, Hobbes argued that monarchies were best suited to these purposes. While (to Hobbes’ delight) the English monarchy would eventually be restored, its sovereign power would be curtailed.

The slow journey toward popular sovereignty would continue with the Glorious Revolution of 1688. From then on, legal and administrative authority governing matters of taxation, royal appointments, war, ceremonial expenditures, and government budgets were transferred from the sovereign domain of the monarchy to the parliament. In this process, parliament would assume the major administrative functions of government. No longer subject to the ‘arbitrary’ and ‘capricious’ rule of an absolute monarch, these revolutionary institutional changes would create a greater sense of legitimacy and predictability in governmental decisions. These historic events, in turn, would ultimately help shape the democratic character that public administration would assume in the century to come. Indeed, while Britain is formally a constitutional monarchy, norms and institutions of representative governance are firmly embedded in its political system.

Asserting that an absolute monarchy was incompatible with a justly governed civil society, the enlightenment thinker John Locke provided a provocative justification for revolution that would help lend credence to the notion of popular sovereignty. In his Second Treatise of Government, published in 1690, Locke made a sound case for limited government. Presupposing that all legitimate governments derived their authority from the implied consent of the people, Locke claimed that all men possessed natural rights, independent of the laws of any particular ruler or regime. Indeed, Locke insisted that ‘the purpose of government’ was to protect ‘life’, ‘liberty’, and ‘property’.

Locke’s philosophical views were arguably shaped by his own career as a public administrator. The prolific philosopher assumed a number of administrative positions, which included a diplomatic post in France, a position as the secretary to the Council of Trade, and a position of commissioner of trade and plantations in America. Locke believed that politically impartial administrators must govern within the rule of law in order to ensure that the interests of the people and the ‘common good’ were being served. At the same time, however, Locke was keenly aware that civil servants should be free to operate with some degree of administrative discretion and autonomy when carrying out their functions and mandates.


The early traditions of American public administration

Locke’s ideas on limited government and popular sovereignty would influence both the American Revolution and the US Constitution. Upon gaining their independence from Britain, the Americans preserved many of the ideas and traditions of English law, public governance, and administration. Indeed, Thomas Jefferson drew inspiration from Locke’s philosophical arguments when drafting America’s Declaration of Independence. Similarly, James Madison leaned on Locke’s views of limited government and social contracts when framing the US Constitution a decade later. In turn, as we shall now see, Jefferson’s and Madison’s respective views on the role of government and administrative power would ultimately shape distinct administrative traditions that prevail today.

Public administration scholar Donald Kettl provides a lucid overview of the so-called Hamiltonian, Jeffersonian, and Madisonian traditions and explains their relevance to contemporary discussions and debates concerning public administration and civic governance. Acknowledging that a government strong enough to protect citizens’ ‘inalienable’ rights was also powerful enough to strip them away, the founders sought to strike the correct balance between administrative efficiency and individual liberty. Consequently, they wrestled with administrative proposals that would promote effective government, on the one hand, while attempting to place strict constitutional limits on its power, on the other. They became embroiled in a protracted debate, which continues to this day, over how best to ensure public accountability.

Due to his strongly-held beliefs in the need for centralized (federal) national power, Hamilton was identified with a political faction that would become known as the ‘Federalists’. Suspicious of centralized national power and fervently supportive of the sovereign rights of subnational authorities, Jefferson was identified with a rival faction known as the ‘Anti-Federalists’. Falling somewhere in the middle between the Jeffersonian and Hamiltonian perspectives on governance and administration is the Madisonian tradition. Let us briefly examine each of these traditions in a little more depth.

Emphasizing the need to separate political and administrative powers among discrete institutions in order to prevent the abuse of political authority, Madison adopted the system known as ‘checks and balances’. It involved separating national governmental power among three coequal branches of government: executive (president), legislative (legislature), and judicial (courts). The legislative branch was largely responsible for creating the laws, the executive branch administered the laws, and the courts adjudicated the laws. In actuality, however, the powers assigned to the three branches of government were partly blended so that no one branch could exert inordinate power over another. Any president who attempted to usurp too much power, for example, could be impeached by the legislative branch and removed from office. Similarly if the legislature were to enact laws that were deemed offensive to the Constitution, the nation’s highest court could overturn them. In most instances, both the legislative branch and the executive branch had to reach a political consensus in order to enact a law.

In order to preserve the balance of power between the presidency and the US Congress, Madison’s Constitutional design was set up in a manner that created a permanent sense of tension between these branches of government. The Madisonian system typically forces policymakers and administrators to reach broadly-supported political consensuses in order to get anything done. To be sure, this process often involves protracted negotiations and long-fought compromises, making policy and administrative change slow and frustrating. In extreme instances, these tensions can evolve into intense and destructive conflicts. We saw one prominent example of this in our opening chapter with the 2013 budget standoff between President Obama and his partisan opponents in Congress. As the reader will recall, the failure of the executive and legislative branches to reach a budget compromise in that instance imperilled the entire global economy. When analysing the American system of checks and balances, however, it is important to keep in mind that Madison’s focus was directed toward minimizing the threat of tyranny rather than maximizing administrative expediency.

Contrastingly, adherents of the so-called ‘Hamiltonian’ approach advocated a strong ‘federal’ government that would inspire national unity and create a distinct American political identity. Hamilton believed that a strong and relatively autonomous executive was essential to a well-functioning administrative system in order to get things done. In the collection of essays known as the Federalist Papers, Hamilton argued that a powerful executive would best ensure national security and domestic tranquillity as well as promote consistency in the administration of laws. In one essay, Hamilton argued, assertively, that ‘a feeble executive implies a feeble execution of the government. A feeble execution is but another phrase for a bad execution: And a government ill executed, whatever it may be in theory, must be in practice a bad government.’

Having advocated a more hierarchical top–down approach to administrative governance, Hamilton and his band of Federalists became associated with the expansion of strong national government and hence were viewed as potential enemies of states’ rights. Hamilton saw America as a potential industrial power that would ultimately challenge Britain’s hegemony throughout the world. To accomplish his vision, Hamilton looked to the central government to finance the industrial growth of the country. Toward that end, Hamilton later used his administrative power as the country’s first treasury secretary to establish the first Bank of the United States in order to consolidate the nation’s revolutionary war debts and stabilize its currency. In attempting to centralize control over the country’s finances, Hamilton further extended the power of the national government.

An outspoken critic of large-scale government, Jefferson distrusted centralized authority. Indeed, he envisioned a republic whereby political and administrative power was largely reserved for the states. Less focused on building the country into a major industrial power, Jefferson concentrated instead on providing states with the flexibility and autonomy to pursue their distinct destinies. While Hamilton believed in the virtues of strong executive power, Jefferson feared the potential for tyranny that might accompany vesting too much governing power and authority in a single administrative office. Guided by his natural mistrust of a strong monarch-like executive, Jefferson sought to entrust the nation’s sovereign power to a more widely representative institution. Accordingly, Jefferson pressed for a strong legislative body where the states and their discrete interests would be adequately represented in the national policymaking and administrative decision-making process.

Proclaiming the virtues of limited government, Jefferson’s followers insisted that government was a necessary evil to be viewed with suspicion and hence tempered through the rule of law. The Jeffersonian tradition became associated with bottom–up democracy where subnational state governments enjoyed wide latitude to adopt policies and apply them in ways that were consistent with local norms and customs. However, Jeffersonians sometimes overlooked the propensities for widespread political corruption in local governance and administration. Indeed, the Jeffersonian era would become associated with the birth of the spoils system whereby public employment and government services were administered on the basis of political patronage rather than equity and fairness. Indeed, by the time Jefferson completed his terms in office, nearly two-thirds of the government positions within his administration had been awarded to members of his own political party. The practice of appointing party supporters to federal administrative posts was often rationalized as ‘responsive government’.

Ironically, Jefferson was perhaps among the least Jeffersonian presidents. Immediately upon assuming the presidency in 1801, he distinguished himself as more of a Hamiltonian executive leader. During his time in office, the size and power of the US federal government increased dramatically. With the Louisiana Purchase from Napoleonic France in 1803, Jefferson’s administration oversaw the acquisition of nearly 800,000 square miles of territory. Financed largely by London’s Barings Bank, the $23 million purchase represented one of the largest and most lucrative ‘land grabs’ in history. The massive acquisition would ultimately result in the addition of thirteen new states to the union. As growing numbers of people settled across the West, federal administrative agencies, such as the Federal Post Office, needed to be expanded significantly. Naturally, the size of government and the scope of executive power grew in tandem with the new administrative system. One well-known historian, Henry Adams, asserted that Jefferson wielded executive power ‘more complete than had ever before been known in American history’. Sympathetic to the idea that empires require emperors to run them, many Hamiltonians quietly approved.

Jefferson assumed office with the intent of reducing the size of government and the country’s public debt. Having inherited nearly $83 million in public debt from his predecessors (largely left over from the revolutionary war), Jefferson was immediately compelled to modify his small-government agenda. Moreover, his administration was later forced to borrow an additional $15 million in order to complete the Louisiana Purchase. Convinced that the modest number of civilian administrators serving in the federal government were indispensable to the service of the country, Jefferson looked elsewhere for the necessary cuts. Strongly opposing the proposition that the nation should maintain domestic peace and security by preparing for war, Jefferson made substantial cuts in the country’s military expenditures. With these large cuts, a booming economy resulting from territorial expansion, and increases in tariffs on goods consumed by the rich, Jefferson’s administration ultimately reduced the nation’s debt by nearly 60 per cent.


Reflections for contemporary public administration

Contemporary debates over the proper size and scope of government and administrative power reflect (whether directly or indirectly) the core issues outlined in the Hamiltonian and Jeffersonian traditions. Consistent with Jefferson’s reasoning that local governments are more representative of the character of the people, and hence more likely to be responsive to their concerns, political movements have urged the devolution of centralized sovereign political power and administrative authority to subnational governments.

Growing numbers of citizens in the United Kingdom have been pressing for greater political decentralization in certain areas of the country. In response to citizens’ demands for more direct representation and greater political autonomy, a series of steps have been undertaken by the British Parliament to confer greater administrative and political authority to the Scottish National Parliament, the National Assembly of Wales, and the Northern Ireland Assembly. On 18 September 2014, a much anticipated referendum was held to determine whether or not to make Scotland an independent country. While 55 per cent of the electorate voted in favour of maintaining the status quo, significant numbers of citizens continue to feel very strongly that Scotland should be granted independence.

Arguing on the grounds that the particular needs and cultural values of citizens in Mississippi and South Carolina are radically different from those in New York and California, many local politicians and citizens have been pressing for greater states’ rights. Again, as we saw in the opening chapter, Tea-Party-like groups in the US have been demanding that state governments be granted complete control over policy issues ranging from educational curriculum reform and reproductive rights to gun control and illicit drug use.

Public servants and citizens alike will continue to grapple with administrative dilemmas resulting from conflicts shaped by contending perspectives on governance. In recent years, the states of Colorado, Washington, Oregon, and Alaska have legalized the use of marijuana, while the US federal government and many other states have not. Naturally, this has created widespread confusion among public administrators and the multiple agencies involved in drug enforcement. Under the current jurisdictional division, for example, citizens may possess and use marijuana in the greater Denver metropolitan area. However, if a citizen should enter onto the physical premises of the Denver International Airport, which operates under the national airport authority, he/she may be charged with a federal crime. As we shall see in subsequent pages, administrative tensions between national and local jurisdictions will grow increasingly complex in the global age.








Chapter 3



 Progressive reform across the globe



‘Modern’, ‘rationally structured’, hierarchical state administrative bureaucracies coincided with the centralization of government authority and the expansion of European imperialist military systems in the 18th and 19th centuries. By the early 1700s the Prussian Empire boasted a highly complex and well-defined administrative apparatus that extended into both military and civil affairs. In Britain, modern elements of civil bureaucracy owe some credit to the officers and agents employed in the East India Company. Initially established in 1600 as a private holdings firm under a Royal Charter, the company later evolved into a political and economic power. In so doing, it established auxiliary civil administrative offices and an elaborate military command structure. Indeed, this system would later be assumed by the British Empire to govern vast parts of the subcontinent. The consolidation of regional territories under the political authority and military protection of ‘nation-states’ that emerged in the 19th century supported the expansion of hierarchically structured administrative systems. The consolidation of France under Napoleon, the solidification of the ‘American nation’ following the Civil War of 1865, the unification of ‘Italy’ under Giuseppe Garibaldi in 1860–70, and the rise of a new Germany in 1871 under Bismarck were important developments.

While the characteristics and dimensions of the ‘modern nation-state’ continue to be debated among political scientists and historians, as we shall see in the following pages, they helped lay the foundations not only of the modern field and practice of public administration but also of modern social welfare systems in America and Western Europe. Public administrators were compelled, consequently, to adopt new ‘bureaucratic’ methods and processes to carry out their new functions and mandates. As we shall see, these new administrative processes were rooted in principles and methods that were associated with the so-called ‘Gilded Age’ and the ‘Scientific Revolution’. Let us first discuss the American progressive era and then explore the progressive reforms that would ultimately shape European welfare states.


America

As we discussed in Chapter 2, the widespread practice of doling out administrative favours and public services in exchange for votes initially surfaced during the Jeffersonian era. As the geography and population of the country continued to increase into the next century, a vigorous public sector blossomed. The presidential election of 1824 and the ascension to power of Andrew Jackson were tethered to an emergent populist movement comprised of small farmers in the American South and industrial workers in the North. Claiming to represent the ‘plain people’, Jackson pursued a more inclusive form of democracy. This involved an extension of the voting franchise to growing numbers of people, representing a broadened spectrum of social and economic classes. Proclaiming that the country’s political processes and administrative system had long been captured by the country’s elite farmers (known as ‘plantocrats’), big businessmen, and wealthy bankers, Jackson embraced a populist agenda that was meant to appeal to a more diverse group of voters.

Under ‘Jacksonian Democracy’, as it would later be known, political party candidates were nominated through formal conventions that were held in the open rather than chosen in secret by party elites behind closed doors. As America’s electoral processes became more accessible to growing numbers of people, traditionally underrepresented social classes entered the political fray. Political candidates extended the practice of offering political favours and expanding the scope of public services in order to win the support of an ever-growing and diverse electorate. ‘Machine politics’ were embedded in every level of political life. New York City’s infamous Tammany Hall and its corrupt mayor, ‘Boss’ William M. Tweed, ran one of the most well-oiled political machines of that era. ‘Manufacturing’ votes in exchange for political patronage, Tammany Hall was praised by many for providing essential public services to otherwise underrepresented immigrants and working poor. At the same time, however, the nefarious mayor and his ‘political cronies’ in city hall were heavily criticized by others for their unscrupulous practices.

By the mid-1800s, increasing numbers of Americans, who were growing tired of the gross inequities produced under the spoils system, began demanding social protections and comprehensive civil service reform. Progressive leaders urged federal, state, and local governments to work together to implement new policies aimed at improving social justice and workplace conditions, especially in the country’s industrial sector. These new policies and regulations included establishing a legal working age to protect children, limiting the number of hours in a working day, and enacting a variety of health and safety measures. In an effort to limit the oligopolistic control and manipulation of the free market by a few large corporations, progressives pushed Congress to pass the Sherman Anti-Trust Act of 1890.

The assassination of President James A. Garfield in 1881 marked the rise of the new administrative period known as the ‘progressive era’. Progressives sought to replace inefficient governing practices associated with political patronage with professional standards that emphasized efficiency and equity. Related reforms were undertaken in the area of civil service employment. The adoption of the Pendleton Act in 1883, for example, led to the creation of a Civil Service Commission, which attempted to secure greater fairness and transparency in public sector hiring and promotion. The Pendleton Act created new processes and mandates that eventually helped put an end to many spoils practices. By the turn of the century, the vast majority of federal jobs in the civil service sector were appointed and overseen through a strict merit system. Consequently, the growing demand for ‘well-trained’ and ‘professionally qualified’ bureaucrats dramatically changed the practice of public administration.

Some progressive leaders sought to develop a new professional field that would explore innovative administrative methods and techniques for improving bureaucratic functions and operations. One of the leading pioneers in this movement was Woodrow Wilson. Often described as the ‘father of the field of public administration’, Wilson believed that the political and administrative spheres of governance should be separate and mutually exclusive. Wilson contended that politics was the domain of special interests while public administration existed to serve the public interest. Wilson argued that the functions of public services should be administered in a manner consistent with the highest professional standards and codes of ethics. He further believed that public servants should be insulated from the corrupting influence of partisan politics and political patronage. Wilson argued that politics should be limited to matters related to policy formulation and adoption and that public administration should be devoted exclusively to the ‘detailed and systematic execution of public law’.

Wilson became a prominent voice in the academic discipline of political science. Wilson’s new ‘science’ would be devoted to the study of ‘those deep and permanent principles of politics’ that were established over the past two millennia and had since become embedded within the cultural and normative fabric of democracy. Leading public administration scholars, such as Frank Goodnow, joined the discourse by raising important questions about where the politics of decision-making should end and where the neutral business of management and administration should begin. Scholars like Wilson and Goodnow sought to incorporate organizational management ideas and systems into the public sector practice. The new interdisciplinary field ultimately drew on many sources, including the methods of organizational efficiency emphasized by the school on scientific management led by American engineer Frederick Winslow Taylor and German sociologist Max Weber’s principles of rational bureaucracy.

Taylor stressed the importance of standardizing work methods and streamlining production processes to reduce waste and improve labour productivity. In his groundbreaking book, The Principles of Scientific Management, Taylor emphasized the use of systematic analysis and formal engineering methods to study worker performance and workflow processes, so as to improve their function and operation. Applying scientific tools of empirical observation and rigorous metrics, he believed managers could discover the optimal method for performing any task. Taylor believed that once these methods were discovered, common best practices could be established and then applied elsewhere.

Taylor believed that each human being was unique and, therefore, possessed a distinct set of skills. Taylor asserted that it was important for management to identify each worker’s personal strengths and assign the ‘right person’ to perform the ‘right task’. He further claimed that organizations that paid their employees fair wages, and allowed them to take regularly scheduled breaks, achieved higher levels of worker satisfaction. These practices, in turn, would contribute to increased productivity. To be sure, many organizations selectively applied certain aspects of Taylorism while ignoring others. Taylor’s principles were frequently applied incorrectly to compel employees to work harder. As a result, most of the responsibility for organizational performance was unduly placed on the workers.

As Taylor’s principles began being embraced throughout government bureaucracies, growing numbers of public servants were held to strict accountability standards. In addition, Taylor’s principles were introduced into municipal administration through the adoption of the commission and city manager systems. Municipal commissions were comprised of elected representatives who served as heads of city departments. Each department was responsible for overseeing specific areas under its jurisdiction such as public utilities, sanitation, and police. The city manager system was comprised of professional administrators who were recruited to manage and oversee the numerous functions and processes involved in municipal governance. Operating under formal business practices and organizational principles, city managers were responsible for overseeing the implementation of activities carried out by various municipal departments. These departments ranged from the city clerk’s office to the planning and development bureau. Many of the principles underpinning ‘classical organizational theory’ that developed from the 1920s to 1950s were based upon Taylor’s work. Indeed, Taylor’s ‘principles of scientific management’ have continued to influence both the academic field and practice of public administration over the last sixty years.


Britain

One of the defining issues that has shaped British class politics since the 19th century has been the development and maintenance of the welfare state. Not unlike America, Britain travelled on a long, arduous, and at times pernicious path. Introduced during the Elizabethan era in 1601, the Poor Laws were adopted to formalize relief practices that were established to protect the indigent poor in England and Wales. Industrialization brought a variety of new social problems that needed to be systematically addressed. Over time, the provisions associated with the original Elizabethan laws had become a large financial burden on Britain’s wealthier classes. By 1830, the costs associated with social assistance for the poor had risen to an estimated £7 million per year. As a result, specific reforms were adopted during the Victorian era that were intended to reduce some of these costs.

In the 19th century, harsh living and working conditions associated with mass industrial development took a heavy toll on the lives of large numbers of people. High levels of pollution and toxic compounds generated by London’s bustling industrial sector posed serious health hazards for workers and their families. Overcrowding and pollution in urban areas were the leading causes of disease and poor health during this period. In order to manage the growing costs associated with caring for the sick and assisting the country’s poor population, systematic reforms were adopted by parliament. Insisting that sound health practices contributed to ‘good business’, pro-business social reformers, such as Edwin Chadwick, pushed for major changes in this area. In response to growing public pressures, parliament passed the (new) Poor Law of 1834. This Act significantly reduced the costs of poor relief. Additional measures were adopted regulating dangerous industrial work practices and processes in mining and manufacturing. Most notably, the new Poor Law established shelters, known as workhouses, for the increasing numbers of unemployed workers and their families. In many instances families residing in these facilities were provided basic sustenance in the form of clothing, food, and rudimentary education. Although the facilities were originally intended to provide temporary relief, many tenants, faced with no other options, ended up staying for extended periods of time. Life was difficult for most residents. Countless able-bodied residents were required to perform ‘hard labour’ in exchange for receiving basic levels of assistance. Because of their harsh living conditions, some leading progressive activists of the day, such as Richard Oastler, regarded these workhouses as ‘prisons for the poor’.

The Poor Laws of the early 1800s created further disparities between the middle classes and the working poor. This was partly because, in the absence of any systemic central administration and oversight, many of the services provided under the Act were unevenly (and sometimes inhumanely) administered at the discretion of local parishes. Public outrage over workhouse conditions and other provisional abuses led to the abolition of the Poor Law Commission which had been established to oversee the administration and operations associated with 1834 Poor-Law-related services. Further reform efforts attempted to address some of these issues.

In the spring of 1853, a comprehensive review of Britain’s civil administration system was initiated under the oversight of William Gladstone, then chancellor of the exchequer. In the following year, a document that would become known as the Trevelyan-Northcote Report (named for its authors Charles Trevelyan and Stafford Northcote) recommended revolutionary changes to this system. Besides proposing that examinations be administered to ensure that prospective civil servants were adequately qualified, the report suggested that promotions be administered through a competitive and transparent merit system. According to Professor Peter Hennessy, the proposed reforms would be ‘the greatest single governing gift of the nineteenth to the twentieth century: a politically disinterested and permanent Civil Service with core values of integrity, propriety, objectivity and appointment on merit, able to transfer its loyalty and expertise from one elected government to the next’.

From 1906 to 1914, a series of historic social welfare reforms were enacted under the leadership of the prime minister Herbert Asquith and chancellor of the exchequer David Lloyd George. In 1906, for example, the safety regulations outlined in the 1901 Factory Act were expanded to cover additional industries. In 1908, the Old Age Pensions Act was introduced which extended retirement benefits to those over 70 who had worked most of their adult life. Indeed, this Act helped establish the foundation for a broader set of progressive welfare reforms. One year later, the first labour exchanges were established to help unemployed workers find new jobs. That same year, the government enacted the Development Fund, which was designed to generate new employment through new infrastructure projects in areas ranging from agriculture to transport during recessionary periods. Perhaps the crowning achievement of this period, however, was the Asquith government’s enactment of national health and unemployment insurance. The Act provided for a range of benefits including medical treatment for both physical and mental illnesses. Financed jointly through the contributions made by both workers and the state, unemployment insurance was extended to workers whose employment was highly susceptible to structural changes in the economy. One of the political masterminds behind these historic social welfare schemes was Lloyd George, who successfully saw them through parliament. In crafting England’s National Insurance Act of 1911, as is widely documented, Lloyd George drew inspiration from his 1908 study of Bismarck’s revolutionary insurance benefit schemes.

While revolutionary for their day, many of the reforms discussed earlier offered only limited coverage and protections to certain groups of people. Many workers who participated in the labour exchange programme, for example, were only successful in assuming part-time casual employment. Moreover, workers were required to pay their National Insurance contributions out of their own earnings. It is important to note, however, that within less than five years of its adoption, an estimated two million workers had national unemployment insurance, and millions more were covered by national health insurance. Perhaps even more importantly, despite their shortcomings and limitations, these progressive developments were pivotal in the evolution of the modern welfare state.


European progressivism

National identities in Western Europe became more pronounced and salient in the second half of the 1880s. The emergence of so-called European ‘nation-states’ profoundly affected the structure and scope of public administration. As we shall see, the relationship between strong central governments and local authorities was characteristically more harmonious than in America and Britain. Let us examine some of the structural differences that distinguish these administrative systems. Political scientist B. Guy Peters outlines three Western European administrative state traditions which include: the French or Napoleonic Continental European tradition; the Germanic or Organicist Continental European tradition; and the Scandinavian State tradition.

In Europe as in America, the mass urbanization associated with industrialization placed enormous stress on society and the social provisions designed to assist the working and indigent poor. While both Western European and American reform movements evolved in tandem with an increasingly democratic state, European progressives envisioned a much more paternalistic role for government. Consequently, Europeans looked to government to provide basic economic security for their citizens and viewed the state as the guarantor of prosperity for civil society as a whole. Similar to the American and British experience, progressive reforms undertaken in this era proved transformative in laying the foundation of modern welfare states.


France

In 1804, Napoleon Bonaparte sought to revamp France’s entire political and administrative system in accordance with the ‘enlightenment’ ideals that inspired the French Revolution (1789–99). Napoleon attempted to consolidate the various provincial laws that had been developed discretely over the course of the country’s feudal history into a modern and uniform civil code. With a highly centralized state bureaucracy, the lines between the ‘state’ and ‘society’ were not as pronounced as in the American system. Unlike the American system, where the national and state governments were constitutionally separated, French administrative power was unified. The overarching principle behind the comprehensive reform of the country’s legal system was to ensure that every French citizen was guaranteed equal protection under law. Once adopted, the code was applied universally across France and ultimately extended to citizens residing in all French territories and jurisdictions. Indeed, the Napoleonic tradition ultimately influenced the legal and administrative systems of various countries throughout Western Europe as well as parts of North Africa and the American South.

The extensive scope of the Napoleonic Code covered areas such as Civil Procedure (1804), Commercial Law (1807), Criminal Procedure (1808), and the Penal system (1810). The redesign of the administrative code in 1808, in particular, transformed the entire French civil service system. Encompassing everything from tax policy to banking and finance, the code created new administrative offices and established definitive lines of jurisdiction and accountability. There emerged, among much else, the Courts of Accounts, the General Inspection of the Finances, and the Council of State. Moreover, the Napoleonic period became associated with one of the most ambitious administrative public works programmes the world had ever seen. France’s elaborate new administrative apparatus oversaw the construction and procurement of new canals, ports, and harbours, besides managing the expansion of a comprehensive road system that improved French access to other parts of Europe.

One of the leading architects of the Napoleonic administrative code was progressive theorist Charles-Jean Bonnin. In his book Principes d’administration publique (Principles of Public Administration), published in 1812, Bonnin outlined sixty-eight principles for administrative governance. The majority of these principles involved specific rules that administrative organizations ought to follow in order to operate more efficiently and responsibly. The principles applied to those serving in all levels of administration, from department ministers to street-level supervisors serving in France’s countless bureaucratic offices. Bonnin shared Wilson’s view that ‘administration’ should be studied as a distinct set of practices and activities that set them apart from the political methods exercised by ‘government’ and the ‘state’. Similarly, Bonnin’s interdisciplinary approach jointly embraced the use of formal methodologies drawn from the natural sciences as well as concepts gleaned from the social sciences and humanities to improve the functions and activities associated with administrative governance.

In 1916, French mining engineer Henri Fayol introduced a revolutionary approach to public management that became known as ‘administrative management theory’. In his book, General Industrial Management, Fayol outlined several important principles which reflected the actual complexities involved in managing large organizations. While ‘Taylorism’ emphasized the use of empirical science-based methods for improving worker efficiency and precision in the performance of specific tasks, Fayol’s approach stressed management’s role in shaping and defining organizational purposes. Fayol asserted that managers must assume responsibility for ensuring organizational success by setting objectives and cultivating unity among various divisions and departments through central coordination and control. Fayol believed that forecasting, planning, and training were essential elements in promoting organizational efficiency and workplace productivity. Fayol’s principles were designed to be flexible and universally applicable to any organizational context.


Germany

In 1883, Germany’s first chancellor, Otto von Bismarck, introduced a comprehensive progressive agenda. Building upon existing social programmes developed under Prussian and Saxon rule, Bismarck unveiled Europe’s first social insurance scheme. By 1900 German workers were guaranteed healthcare coverage, a retirement pension, a minimum wage, vacation time, unemployment insurance, safe working conditions, and free childhood education. Initially adopted to satisfy the growing needs and demands of Germany’s working class, these social schemes laid the foundation for the steady expansion of the social welfare system that remained in place until the Second World War.

As the role of government expanded with unification of the German states in the 1860s, a more professional administrative arm of government was required to manage and administer new social schemes and programmes. It was in this context that the German-Austrian school of public administration first emerged. One of the leading figures in this scholarly movement was Lorenz von Stein (1815–90). Stein adopted an interdisciplinary approach to the study of public administration that drew on diverse fields of human knowledge aimed at improving the practices of administrative governance. Through his extensive multi-volume exegesis entitled The Theory of Administration (Die Verwaltungslehre), Stein attempted to elevate public administration to a ‘systematic science’. In order to make the principles outlined in this ‘major work’ widely accessible to teachers and students, he later released his Handbook of the Theory of Administration (Handbuch der Verwaltungslehre). Stein argued that the administrative activities of the state should be studied and analysed by examining areas such as domestic and international security, diplomacy, budget, and finance. He proposed that these distinct areas of study should be brought together under a single discipline to improve the internal workings of state administrative agencies in ways that serve the interests of the community and protect the rights of individual citizens.

The writings of German sociologist Max Weber transformed organizational theory and administrative science. As noted earlier, the industrial revolution and expansion of the state inspired the development of radically new organizational models. The need to coordinate complex operations and functions associated with large-scale public and private enterprises led to radical changes in their organizational structure. Weber’s notion of bureaucracy was formulated from this context. Weber asserted that modern organizations needed to adopt rational bureaucratic processes and procedures based on formal rules, professional classification systems staffed with properly skilled, well-trained personnel, and well-structured divisions of labour. Under the Weberian model, professional bureaucrats were appointed and promoted within administrative positions based on their skill sets and levels of expertise. In order to perform highly specialized tasks and functions, bureaucrats were expected to receive professional training and education.

In his seminal works on bureaucracy, Weber mapped out key organizational principles that comprised his ‘ideal’ bureaucratic archetype. For Weber, bureaucracies were the instruments through which policy decisions were converted into concrete actions. The role of bureaucracies, therefore, was to ensure the effective implementation of government policies through impersonal, efficient, and standardized decision-making processes.

Weber did not view bureaucratic implementation as a democratic exercise. In fact, he believed that pluralistic forms of decision-making most often resulted in inconsistencies in the way policies were executed and implemented. Therefore, Weber argued that policy decisions should be implemented through authoritative decision processes using precise methods for execution. Under the Weberian model, policies and regulations, established under public law, were managed down though hierarchically organized offices and departments. Likewise, formal rules were enforced through a strict chain of command such that managers and workers reported to assigned supervisors.

Weber shrewdly observed that most policies developed by political officials rarely provided explicit language on the methods and means by which administrators should implement them. Rather, most statutes, he noted, were written in broad and often ambiguous language, giving administrative agencies, and public bureaucrats within them, wide latitude for interpreting when and how to carry them out. Weber asserted, therefore, that the actual power of bureaucracies rested in their ability to control the methods involved in the day-to-day implementation of public policies. Weber’s principles have served to define the structure and role of the modern bureaucratic organization. Weber’s ‘ideal’ bureaucratic model was characterized by a set of basic organizational principles which appear in Box 3.





Box 3  Weber’s bureaucratic organizational principles

Hierarchy of offices: Institutional offices are arranged in a clear hierarchy; this allows for power and authority to be based upon a clear chain of command, with each office being supervised by a higher ranking office—thus allowing for disciplined implementation and ensuring bureaucratic authority.

Fixed division of labour: Tasks in the bureaucratic organization are divided into functionally distinct areas each with requisite authority and sanction; essentially each office has a jurisdictional area that is clearly specified and governed by a set of duties and rights.

Rational-legal authority: Formal roles and procedures ensure uniformity of implementation and regulation of bureaucratic behaviour; their authority stems entirely from their role and not from some private status, and their authority exists only as far as it is needed to carry out that role.

Impersonality: Bureaucratic management is based on impersonally applied rules that are rational and allows for decisions made at the highest levels to be executed consistently by all lower levels; rules and controls are applied uniformly so as to prevent bureaucrats’ personal preferences from dictating behaviour.

Appointment by qualification: Appointments to bureaucratic positions are determined by tests of professional skill and competence, and not by considerations of status or patronage; employment and promotion are based upon merit, technical qualifications, competence, and performance.

Professionalism: Bureaucrats are professional officials employed for a fixed salary; thus they do not own the units they manage.

Independent non-partisanship: There is a distinct separation of the bureaucrats’ personal beliefs and lives from their professional lives; administration is carried out on a continuous basis and not simply at the leadership’s dictates based upon personal and ideological beliefs.

Sources: Ken Johnson, ‘According to Max Weber: historical principles’ in ‘Busting Bureaucracy’; Stella Z. Theodoulou and Christopher Kofinis, The Art of the Game, pp. 170–1.








Scandinavia

The Scandinavian tradition of public administration developed as a mixture of the Anglo-Saxon and Germanic traditions. In the early part of the 19th century, Sweden was one of the least industrially developed countries in Europe. The gap between the country’s exclusive class of rich elites and large number of poor farmers was significant. However, as Sweden became industrialized and the country’s wealth increased, the income gap between the rich and the poor narrowed considerably. Sweden was industrialized later than many of its European counterparts. As a result, some scholars have argued persuasively, the fierce tensions and intense class conflicts that developed between the rich land owners, industrialists, and working class groups in countries like Britain were not as pronounced. In European countries that industrialized relatively late, peasant and working class groups tended to be stronger and hence were received by other powerful economic classes as more equal partners. The mutual inclusion of diverse interests in shaping the political development of the Swedish nation-state in the 1800s resulted in the formation of cross-class coalitions of employers and workers. These developments helped shape the political culture and institutions through which national social policies developed. A substantial number of social services in Sweden are both organized and administered at the local level. This arrangement has helped foster a closer relationship between Swedish citizens and the public administrators who provide these public services. Moreover, the political tension between private business and the public sector has historically been less pronounced in Sweden than in its American and British counterparts.

By the mid-1800s Sweden was experiencing many of the painful effects associated with growing industrialization. One of the earliest social services introduced in 1842 by the Swedish state was compulsory elementary education. As the Swedish nation-state become firmly established in the late 1800s, employers and workers jointly supported the expansion of social insurance provisions that were provided by the national government.

The formation of the Swedish Social Democratic Labour Party (SAP) in 1889 was based on a progressive agenda that chiefly emphasized universal suffrage and an eight-hour work day. Though disagreements among moderates and more extreme leftists within the party would persist over how best to achieve these goals, there was general agreement on the ends. Moreover, the party’s relatively modest progressive goals began gaining political traction among the country’s mainstream electorate.

Responding to growing populist sentiments for social reform, the Swedish parliament passed important social insurance legislation in the years between 1891 and 1894. The Swedish government later provided extensive public services and public employment through a variety of tax-based cash benefit schemes. In 1882, new reform measures were adopted by Sweden’s national government to eliminate the unfair tax burdens imposed on small-scale employers. The Act of 1913 extended flat-rate pension benefits to all Swedish citizens aged 67 and older. Established as part of a special First World War administration project in 1914, the National Unemployment Commission became the main administrative authority governing Swedish labour market policy for the next two decades. Its main purpose was to reduce unemployment by providing financial and administrative support for a variety of public works projects. In that same year, the Swedish national government began providing supplemental funds for poor relief programmes administered by local authorities.

The industrial revolution and the emergence of centralized nation-states in the second half of the 1800s dramatically transformed the relations between governments and societies. During this historic period, public services and welfare provisions increased by epic proportions. Citizens’ expectations of government have grown considerably since the progressive era. Unemployment and social insurance, public transportation, and public parks and libraries were all products of democratic social movements. As the 20th century unfolded, societies continued to grow more complex, resulting in the development of additional public services and regulations. Consequently, the administrative processes and procedures involved in delivering these new government services became increasingly specialized and bureaucratic. In this process, governments assumed new responsibilities in protecting and promoting the economic and social security of citizens.








Chapter 4



 The rise of the modern welfare state



Let us continue our exploration of the evolution of the public sector and the rise of the modern welfare state. The historical backdrop for our discussion begins with the devastating depression that swept across the globe in the late 1920s and early 1930s. Leaders in the industrialized countries watched helplessly as the value of their country’s assets seemed to evaporate almost overnight. Meanwhile, national industries collapsed and millions of citizens found themselves unemployed and destitute. As we shall see, these terrible events would compel policymakers in Western democracies to develop new administrative systems and governing approaches.

Believed to have originated in the United States with the stock market crash of October 1929, the Great Depression quickly became the most pervasive economic crisis of the 20th century. Consumer spending and investment plummeted, causing steep declines in industrial output. As economic conditions worsened, countless workers were laid off. A massive deflation in the value of liquid assets caused capital markets to dry up. Befuddled governments hastily erected a series of protectionist policies in an attempt to shield their domestic markets from further international contagion. These measures mainly took the form of beggar-thy-neighbour policies such as tariffs on imports and currency devaluations. The adoption of these stop-gap remedies seemed to make the situation even worse. By the mid-1930s the world economy had plunged into a deep economic depression. The absence of any overarching administrative apparatus or coherent policy strategy resulted in massive gaps in the manner in which national relief provisions were administered among the people in the various countries that were affected. As growing numbers of citizens fell into further distress, Western governments faced intense political pressure to respond with drastic and permanent solutions.

While the precise causes of the global depression remained debatable, the economic ideas espoused by English economist John Maynard Keynes received wide attention. Keynes asserted that an economy moves in cycles, in very specific ways. He believed that aggregate output, and consequently employment, was a function of aggregate demand. He attributed rises in unemployment, therefore, to a shortage of private capital investment and spending in the economy. Keynes attributed this phenomenon to short-sighted privateers, whose investment decisions were often guided by irrational expectations and fears about future profitability. Negative expectations, he asserted, lead to declines in investment spending, thus bringing declines in demand and output, which cause unemployment to rise.

Keynes’s ideas contributed substantially to the emergence of the field known as ‘macroeconomics’. This new field shifted the focus from individual to the aggregate behaviour of economic actors in a country as a whole. Keynesian economists proceeded according to the belief that it was possible for national governments to collect and analyse large sets of economic data and predict crises prior to their occurrence. Armed with this knowledge, governments could then intervene in the economy by using specific sets of fiscal policy tools. For example, governments could increase public expenditures during the onset of economic recessions to help fuel growth, and reduce government expenditures when encountering economic booms in order to reduce pressures on inflation. Governments in Western industrialized countries later adopted a comprehensive set of new regulatory systems and policies aimed at preventing future crises.

The widespread application of Keynesian ideas by various governments across the industrialized world, ranging from the United States to Europe to Japan and Australia, led many to refer to the period from 1945 to the 1970s as ‘the golden age of managed capitalism’. The American ‘New Deal’ and ‘Great Society’ programmes that were adopted under presidents Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) and Lyndon B. Johnson, the programmes of Swedish social democracy, and the welfare programmes introduced by the Labour Party in Britain from 1945 reflected a historic political consensus that was shared across Western democracies (Table 1). This period was characterized by the development of exchange rate regimes to promote stable international markets and the expansion of welfare states to protect labour and the working poor. Let us look at some of the conditions that influenced the rise of modern welfare states in specific countries.


Table 1 Year of introduction of various social services in selected nations
[image: Table_Image]


In his book Supercapitalism: The Transformation of Business, Democracy, and Everyday Life, former United States Secretary of Labor, Robert B. Reich, provides a lauding overview of the ‘golden age of managed capitalism’: ‘The economy was based on mass production. Mass production was profitable because a large middle class had enough money to purchase what could be mass produced. The middle class had the money because the profits from mass production were divided among giant corporations and their suppliers, retailers, and employees. The bargaining power of this latter group was enhanced and enforced by government action. Almost a third of the workforce belonged to a union. Economic benefits were also spread across the nation—to farmers, veterans, small towns, and small business—through regulation (of railroads, telephones, utilities, and small business) and subsidies (price supports, highways, federal loans).’


Germany

Germany was one of the first nations to respond to the economic crisis of the 1930s with a series of spending initiatives for new programmes and projects directly aimed at ameliorating the country’s rampant unemployment problem. In the years leading up to the war, however, the face of German welfare policy and the country’s responses to the depression took a dramatic turn. Unemployment insurance, for example, was eliminated and replaced with a broader public works programme.

At the end of the war, Germany was divided into two separate states. West Germany was allied with the Western powers while East Germany became associated with the Eastern European Soviet bloc. These countries had radically different political and economic systems, as well as distinct administrative structures and welfare states. Whereas Eastern Germany adopted the Soviet-inspired command and control—centralized top–down—administrative model, West Germany adopted a more public-centric administrative system like that of most Western-style democracies.

Challenged with having to integrate large numbers of refugees, war veterans, and victims into society in the years immediately following the end of the war, West German leaders were compelled to both reconsider and reconstruct the country’s entire social welfare system. Historic social welfare legislation was introduced as a major part of the nation’s new constitution in 1949 known as ‘The Basic Law’. The Basic Law guaranteed a host of social protections to each citizen through the establishment of a ‘social state’ (Soziale Rechtsstaat). In many respects, the administrative architecture was inspired by the ‘Bismarckian welfare state’ discussed in Chapter 3. The Basic Law mandated that key elements of the national welfare state would apply universally throughout the nation. At the same time, allowances were made within the Law for local governments to apply their own discretion in the way certain social services were administered.

From 1950 to 1969, West Germany experienced soaring economic growth that helped fund the massive expansion of its social welfare system. A highly complex civil service apparatus was responsible for managing and overseeing a vast array of public provisions. While sharing a commitment to democracy and a market economy with countries such as the United States, West Germany gave its government a much more prominent role in the country’s economic affairs. While the market remained the principal mechanism by which most resources would be allocated in German society, the welfare state played a vital role in moderating many of the negative consequences associated with no-holds-barred free market competition. Under a ‘historic compromise’ between the political left and right, Germany’s leaders adopted a ‘social market economy’. Under this arrangement, the state assumed a formal role in facilitating business–labour wage compromises by providing workers with a variety of publicly funded social provisions. A number of social policy measures were achieved through the collective bargaining process. These included, for example, expanding social security provisions to greater numbers of citizens, increasing the amount of public housing available to working families, and adopting provisions for paid vacation time for employees. New legislation also mandated periodic adjustments to public pensions to reflect changes in wages and salaries.

In the 1950s, statutory health insurance was extended to larger groups of citizens, including students, farmers, and those with disabilities. By 1960, the total health expenditure, both public and private, accounted for 4.7 per cent of Germany’s GDP. As health costs skyrocketed in the 1970s, however, the government felt compelled to enact a Health Cost Containment Law. The federal health finance and budget commission known as ‘Concerted Action’ (Konzertierte Aktion) was established to oversee a series of cost containment measures. Since it lacked sufficient political power to impose any serious cost containment measures, its activities proved to be largely symbolic.


Sweden

In the first three decades following the end of the Second World War, Sweden was applauded for sustaining one of the most comprehensive welfare systems in the capitalist world while simultaneously boasting high levels of productivity and economic growth. During the period from 1932 to 1976, a succession of centre-left Social Democratic governments consistently supported the expansion of social provisions. A broad political consensus was forged between those on the country’s political right and left as they came together in support of common public policy agendas. Most notably, a historic compromise was reached between labour and business groups pertaining to areas such as workers’ pensions, labour wages, and corporate taxes. As a result, Swedish workers enjoyed some of the most generous pensions offered anywhere in Europe, while the country’s businesses and stockholders benefited from some of the lowest corporate tax rates in the industrialized world.

As Swedish industry expanded, and the economy flourished in the years following the Second World War, Social Democratic governments continued to support the expansion of the Swedish welfare state. Accordingly, Sweden’s public sector bureaucracy and the administrative system increased in both size and scope. Inevitably, additional pressures were placed on public expenditures. Indeed, public sector spending as a share of GDP continued to grow steadily into the next decade. The 1955 National Insurance Law, for example, extended medical cash benefits (funded by sickness funds, taxes, and government subsidies) to all Swedish citizens. Public education, generous pension benefits, comprehensive healthcare, and social insurance for the unemployed were all extended under Sweden’s state-supported collective bargaining system. These costly social provisions were funded largely through a combination of progressive taxes on workers’ marginal incomes and direct employer contributions.

As the Swedish social welfare system continued to expand throughout the 1960s and 1970s, administrative costs continued to escalate. As a result, a heavy financial burden was placed on the country’s taxpayers, with Swedish citizens becoming among the highest taxed in the capitalist world. Over time, Swedish voters predictably grew disenchanted with the government’s financial management strategies and high taxes. In the general election of 1976, after nearly forty-four years in power, the Social Democrats finally faced defeat. The new conservative-leaning government was resolved to reduce the high costs associated with Sweden’s welfare state, which had been developed under Social Democratic leadership over nearly half a century. However, conservative leaders found it politically untenable to deliver on their promises. The Social Democrats regained power in the election of 1979 and vowed to resume their commitment to the Swedish people. Having returned to power after only three years, Social Democrats enjoyed more than a decade of further uninterrupted rule. Throughout the 1980s, Swedes continued to enjoy high living standards and generous welfare benefits and services. More than 30 per cent of the workforce was employed in the public sector. Perhaps equally compelling is that nearly 60 per cent of the nation’s GDP was spent on welfare provisions. Despite growing political pressures in the mid-1980s for the left-leaning government to rein in government expenditures in the face of increasing public-sector deficits and inflation, the Social Democrats made few adjustments. In fact, they managed to increase the child benefit allowance and extend unemployment benefits. While they were ultimately forced to accept modest cost-containment measures in the base amounts used to calculate certain social benefits, the Swedish welfare state remained largely intact from 1982 to 1991.


The United States

The days immediately following the stock market crash of 1929 proved to be among the darkest in American history. The nation’s financial markets plummeted and millions became unemployed. The election of FDR in 1932 and the introduction of the New Deal reshaped American social welfare policy on a historic scale. In his first hundred days in office, the fiscally minded president introduced a series of modest policies aimed at ameliorating the effects of the crisis. Over the next eight years, however, his administration adopted a more ambitious and aggressive set of government-led initiatives aimed at stabilizing the country’s economy. In an effort to create new jobs and provide new sources of hydroelectric power to boost the economy, FDR worked with Congress to approve funding for the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). Established in 1933, this federally owned corporation became the nation’s first regional planning agency. Employing countless engineers, civil planners, and workers, the TVA oversaw the construction and management of massive infrastructural projects, including dams and waterways that were aimed at promoting new development in agricultural areas. At the same time, agricultural subsidies were introduced to help boost commodity prices, which had fallen during the crash of 1929.

With the passage of the National Industrial Recovery Act in 1935, workers were empowered with a new set of collective bargaining rights, which allowed them to organize for higher wages, new benefits, and improved working conditions. Most importantly, however, the Act established a new federally supported Public Works Administration. Unprecedented in scale and scope, this became an important part of FDR’s comprehensive government-led ‘demand management’ programme to revive the economy. Nearly $6 billion was allocated to fund large-scale public works programmes including the construction of new highways, waterways, bridges, hospitals, and educational facilities. Most of the funding was issued through contracts with private firms, in order to support private business growth, create new employment, and bolster the purchasing power of consumers.

During the same period, FDR established the Works Progress Administration (WPA) as part of his grand vision for the country’s economic recovery. Perhaps the best-known of the New Deal programmes, the WPA ultimately provided a variety of employment opportunities to those who would have otherwise been marginalized. Most of the WPA workforce consisted of unskilled labourers who were employed to work on small-scale construction and improvement projects. Under the leadership and supervision of social worker Harry Hopkins, millions of jobs were created, covering a myriad of projects related to public roads, government buildings, parks and recreation, as well as reforestation. Many Americans, however, were relegated to performing menial and unessential jobs and tasks. Additionally, the government commissioned thousands of murals and sculptures which adorned public buildings across the country. Additional funds were earmarked for the theatrical and performing arts. The WPA was later placed under the Federal Works Agency as part of the 1939 Reorganization Act, before being completely phased out in 1943.

The establishment of America’s entitlement system became the crowning achievement of the New Deal. In 1935, FDR signed the Social Security Act, which provided public pension support to millions of retired Americans and also established the country’s first national unemployment insurance scheme. The Social Security Act was designed not only to prevent suffering but also to alleviate it. The programme’s designers sought to improve the lives of those already living in poverty through the introduction of government transfer payments to those in dire need of relief. Much of the funding associated with relief programmes for the poor was provided through the 1935 Aid to Dependent Children Act, which established the programme later known as Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).

The New Deal policies and programmes fuelled the expansion of the American federal government. It soon became apparent that the executive branch would need to be restructured to successfully implement many of its policies and mandates. A select committee on Administrative Management, popularly known as the Brownlow Committee, was established to create a more tightly structured and coherently managed administrative apparatus. A leading public administration scholar (and former New York City official) by the name of Luther Gulick was invited by FDR to help organize this comprehensive effort. FDR sought Gulick’s counsel when developing strategies for improving the function and operation of America’s public administration system.

In 1937 Gulick and his well-known British colleague, Lyndall Urwick, published ‘Papers on the Science of Administration’ related to Gulick’s work on the Brownlow Committee. Building upon Frederick Taylor’s scientific principles and methods emphasizing ‘the one best way’ approach, as well as Henri Fayol’s functional analysis of administrative management, Gulick and Urwick introduced seven essential functions of management. Presented under the acronym POSDCORB, these essential functions consisted of Planning, Organizing, Staffing, Directing, Coordinating, Reporting, and Budgeting. The characteristics of POSDCORB as discussed by Gulick and Urwick are as follows:


‘Planning, that is working out in broad outline the things that need to be done and the methods for doing them to accomplish the purpose set for the enterprise; Organizing, that is the establishment of the formal structure of authority through which work subdivisions are arranged, defined, and coordinated for the defined objective; Staffing, that is the personnel function of bringing in and training the staff and maintaining favorable conditions of work; Directing, that is the continuous task of making decisions and embodying them in specific and general orders and instructions and serving as the leader of the enterprise; Coordinating, that is the all-important duty of interrelating the various parts of the work; Reporting, that is keeping those to whom the executive is responsible informed as to what is going on, which includes keeping both the executive and subordinates informed through records, research, and inspection; Budgeting, with all that goes with budgeting in the form of planning, accounting and control.’



America’s entrance into the Second World War created millions of employment opportunities. In the years following the war, with its industrial base intact, America led the world in industrial productivity. As the American economy flourished throughout the 1950s, unemployment became less of a political concern. By the 1960s, however, mounting public concerns over America’s unequal distribution of wealth (particularly in parts of the rural South and urban North) inspired the nation’s progressive politicians to return to the issue of poverty alleviation. A number of landmark public sector programmes were adopted under the Democratic presidential administrations of John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson, aimed at assisting America’s working and indigent poor. The Johnson administration’s ‘Great Society’ and ‘War on Poverty’ programmes became the centrepieces of this effort. A major entitlement programme, Medicare, was introduced, guaranteeing health coverage to those 65 years of age and older. Medicaid was unveiled soon after, extending basic health coverage to poor American families. Over the next few years, additional federal programmes were introduced, ranging from housing subsidies and school lunch programmes to family planning and women’s support services. The federal government attempted to break the cycle of poverty by extending additional public services to children and their parents. The 1964 Equal Opportunity Act, for example, provided federal financial support for educational and job training programmes, as well as creating new sources of funding for early age educational programmes such as Head Start.





Box 4  Clash of the intellectual titans

In 1952, the American Political Science Review featured an article that would ignite a fiery discussion between Dwight Waldo and Herbert Simon, then two of the leading heavyweights in the field of public administration. The much discussed Waldo–Simon dispute helped crystallize the growing polemic in the field between fact-based, ‘hard science’-oriented approaches, stressing ‘what is the case?’, and normative lines of inquiry emphasizing ‘what is to be done?’ In the APSR article, entitled Development of Theory of Democratic Administration, Waldo emphasized the ‘limitations of science’ by sharply challenging the reigning belief in ‘efficiency as the central concept in our science’. Waldo insisted that ‘efficiency’ should not be treated as a universal axiom, but rather as a contested value that must be explored and debated on philosophical grounds. Indeed, Waldo believed that ‘the established techniques of science are inapplicable to studying’ the things he considered to be the essential elements of public administration—‘thinking’ and ‘valuing human beings’. ‘Questions of value’, Waldo reasoned, ‘were not amenable to scientific treatment.’ Contrastingly, Simon sought to emphasize an empirical, science-based approach to both administrative analysis and decision-making. In so doing, he asserted that logical-positivist-driven administrative ‘science’ should take precedence over value-based approaches. Through his writings on Administrative Behavior, Simon would distinguish himself as an organizational theorist as opposed to a pure public administration scholar. Indeed, he would later be heralded as one of the leading figures of modern (scientific-based) organizational theory both within the field of public administration and beyond.







During the late 1960s and early 1970s, the costs associated with many of these social programmes began outpacing existing financial means. The government ran large deficits, and it increased taxes. The conservative leadership of President Richard Nixon attacked Johnson’s War on Poverty as a source of uncontrollable government spending. Moreover, conservative economists such as Milton Friedman and Herbert Stein convinced the Nixon administration that many of the social programmes adopted during the Johnson era helped support a culture of welfare dependency.

The 1970s proved to be a tumultuous time in American history. During this period, America faced rising unemployment, high inflation, and declining economic productivity. Attempts to bolster economic output through increased public spending on public programmes (consistent with Keynesian demand-management strategies) only seemed to make things worse. As a result, welfare expenditures were viewed as a luxury that the government and the middle class could no longer afford to support.


Britain

The founding principles underpinning the modern British welfare state were outlined in The Beveridge Report released in 1942. Officially known as the Social Insurance and Allied Services Report, it would serve as a general ‘main blue print’of the 1945–51 Labour government’s historic welfare state initiative. It has been suggested that the economic details contained within this historic document were designed in consultation with John Maynard Keynes. This helped boost the document’s credibility in the eyes of influential politicians in parliament. Moreover, the report cemented the British government’s guarantee of a ‘national minimum standard’ of economic security to its individual citizens. While insisting that basic economic security was a political right conferred by citizenship, Lord Beveridge simultaneously expressed concerns over the potential for free rider abuse and the propensity for creating a culture of ‘welfare dependency’. He insisted, therefore, that reciprocal responsibilities be placed on citizens to provide for themselves whenever possible.

Beveridge believed that government not only had the responsibility, but also the ability, to eliminate poverty by providing basic levels of public support to those whose livelihood and earning power was disrupted by structural economic changes and crises. Toward those ends, The Beveridge Report addressed five ‘giant evils’ that he claimed ‘no democracy can afford for its citizens’ in modern society: ‘want, disease, ignorance, squalor, and idleness’. Beveridge argued that these five ills represented a threat to the overall well-being of British society. He insisted that they must be eradicated in order for democratic society to continue to thrive. Beveridge asserted, however, that government needed to adopt the proper means for addressing these social ills in a manner that would not obstruct or stifle personal initiative—nor encourage welfare dependency. Many of Beveridge’s ideas (though not all) helped shape the values and goals underlying the modern British welfare state. While some claim that Beveridge’s direct involvement in most programmatic details was rather limited, the influence of his core principles in guiding the direction of policymakers is difficult to dispute.

In the years following the Second World War, the government adopted a universal social insurance scheme covering all British citizens. Under its comprehensive framework, workers made individual contributions from their weekly paychecks in exchange for a wide range of social provisions. These included universal health and medical coverage, unemployment insurance, senior pensions, maternity support, workplace injury insurance, and burial cost supplements. Of the five evils named in the report only the condition of ‘want’ was addressed directly. That said, the report helped lay the foundation for the passage of subsequent legislation covering the remaining evils of ‘disease, ignorance, squalor, and idleness’. Moreover, the report extended the political definition of ‘liberty’ from ‘freedom to speak, write, and vote’ to ‘freedom from want, disease, ignorance, squalor, and idleness’. Perhaps most importantly, The Beveridge Report directed people’s attention towards the importance of adopting a comprehensive welfare system (Box 5).




Box 5 Main legislative measures inspired by The Beveridge Report




1945 Family Allowances Act

1946 National Insurance Act

1946 National Insurance (Industrial Injuries) Act

1946 National Health Service Act (implemented July 1948)

1947 Town and Country Planning Act

1947 New Towns Act

1948 National Assistance Act

1948 Children Act

1949 Housing Act











In the 1970s the British government confronted a combination of international financial shocks, high inflation, and increasing levels of unemployment. The Labour government initially responded with state-led demand-management strategies, which ultimately proved ineffective. In 1976, Britain’s economy deteriorated to the point where an International Monetary Fund (IMF) bailout was required to keep the country’s currency from completely collapsing. In the months that followed, public officials and citizens alike began raising serious questions about the affordability of maintaining the current welfare state and, more generally, about the proper role and function of government in the economy. When Margaret Thatcher assumed power in 1979, she noted that in nearly 70 per cent of British households, at least one family member received some form of cash welfare benefit. Determined to roll back state expenditures for social welfare spending, Thatcher’s Conservative government waged a concerted assault on the country’s public sector. We will examine this more closely in Chapter 5.

The administrative systems that developed in the late 1800s were inadequate to address many of the complex political and public problems of the industrialized world. The evolution of the modern welfare state reflects the dynamic nature of contemporary society. As societies have become more democratic, citizens have placed increasing demands on government to provide more public services (Table 2). In order to meet the growing demands and expectations of an increasingly complex society, government bureaucracies and public administration systems have been compelled to expand. In the 1980s, conservative-leaning political movements in both right-of-centre and left-of-centre political parties began mobilizing against ‘big government’ and its twin redistributive engines—high taxes and large deficits.


Table 2 Government employment, 1870–1980 (as percentage of total employment in selected nations)
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Chapter 5



 The New Public Management goes global



The so called ‘golden age’ of the Keynesian State was turbulently interrupted by a series of economic shocks in the 1970s. An oil embargo led by OPEC (the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries) caused the world price of crude oil to soar. A combination of high inflation and rising unemployment (‘stagflation’) immediately ensued. Corporate profits quickly evaporated and stock prices plummeted. Meanwhile, many governments in the industrialized countries of the world stood by helplessly. Confronted with mass unemployment and intense social despair, some ‘enterprising’ leaders saw great potential for growth in the financial services sector. Fuelled by new government initiatives aimed at deregulating financial markets and aided by technological breakthroughs in electronic trading and financial instruments, a new era of global financial-based capitalism (known as ‘financialization’) was born. Now free to move billions of dollars across the globe instantaneously, savvy investors wagered their fortunes in countries whose policies could ensure the highest returns in the shortest amount of time. As a result, modern governments were under intense pressure to ‘rationalize’ their tax systems and cut public spending in order to demonstrate their ‘investment-worthiness’. In this process many public goods would be eviscerated in order to attract a new breed of voracious global investors.

Traditional administrative hierarchies were regarded as too rigid and inflexible to adapt to the dynamic political and economic forces that were unleashed in the global age. Senior level public administrators and public leaders across the world increasingly looked toward a new set of market-oriented strategies in the hope of bolstering bureaucracy efficiency and maximizing taxpayer dollars. Emphasizing private sector values such as ‘timeliness’, ‘responsiveness’, and ‘cost savings’, a new kind of ‘managerialism’, that would later become known as the New Public Management (NPM), began to take root in some of the world’s leading public bureaucracies (Box 6).





Box 6  New Public Administration

Though sharing a similar acronym with the NPM, the New Public Administration (NPA) was a very different kind of management paradigm that emerged during the 1960s. Placing ‘public service’ at the heart of its managerial credo, the NPA adopted a set of management principles that emphasized values of ‘civic virtue’ and ‘citizen empowerment’. Associated with the pioneering work of Abraham Maslow and his colleagues in the school of ‘humanistic psychology’, NPA advocates believed that creating organizational conditions that contributed to the emotional and physical well-being of its employees was essential to administrative productivity. In the late 1960s, NPA scholar Dwight Waldo hosted a historic conference aimed at fostering a fresh and new dialogue governing the ‘future’ of public administration. In an effort to explore innovative approaches, Waldo invited a number of budding pioneers in the field to participate. Railing against ‘racial discrimination’, ‘social injustice’, and ‘inequality’, the young and energetic attendees sought to reorient the field of public administration, away from the ‘narrow’ pursuit of administrative efficiency and towards ‘democratic equality’ and ‘social justice’. The NPA, however, was not without its critics. A number of prominent figures in the mainstream academy of public administration voiced concerns that it was replacing ‘scientifically-testable’ management principles with ‘soft’ knowledge that stemmed from idealistic sentiments.







In a 2001 article entitled ‘Public management reform and economic and social development’ in the OECD Budget Journal, former Australian finance minister Michael Keating summarized the forces behind the NPM reforms that had been attempted over the previous decade and a half in his country. These included: ‘1) the level of taxation, the budget deficit and/or public debt was too high, and could become even worse if no action were taken; 2) government programmes too often failed to achieve their objectives and/or were not cost effective so that they did not represent value for money; 3) the administrative machinery was not sufficiently responsive to the needs of clients including ministers themselves; and 4) government itself was part of the problem, having become too big and too intrusive.’ While differing definitions and explanations have surfaced over the years, noted public administration scholar Donald Kettl has outlined six core characteristics that appear to be shared in the vast majority of literature related to the NPM: ‘productivity, marketization, service orientation, decentralization, a policy orientation, and accountability for results’.

The first wave of NPM approaches surfaced in the political reform agendas under the conservative governments of England’s Margaret Thatcher (1979–90), America’s Ronald Reagan (1981–9), Australia’s Malcolm Fraser (1975–83), and Canada’s Brian Mulroney (1984–93). While prime minister Margaret Thatcher’s government was one of the first to formally adopt NPM-based approaches in the late 1970s, a number of related principles were quickly adopted by governments across the globe operating at all levels. Some of the earliest NPM applications were observed in the municipal areas of Northern California where enduring recessionary conditions forced city leaders to find innovative ways to cut government expenditures. Governments in New Zealand and Australia would quickly follow with NPM-based administrative agendas of their own. Before long, by the mid-1980s, a majority of OECD countries would introduce NPM administrative practices into their public sector organizations as well.

Grounded in an emergent doctrine known as ‘neoliberalism’, the NPM venerates the self-regulating free market as a virtuous model for civil governance (Box 7). Accordingly, the NPM subordinates principles and processes associated with traditional public administration focused on ‘equity’ and ‘fairness’ to business-oriented principles which emphasize efficiency standards and productivity targets. This shift towards private sector ‘managerialism’ has compelled public sector agencies to apply (or in many cases misapply) principles from specifications-based stratagems such as total quality management (TQM), ‘Lean Six Sigma’, and ‘Management by Objectives’. Under the managerialist logic, ‘public servants’ were converted into public sector ‘service providers’ whose purposes had been reoriented around satisfying customers’ needs.





Box 7  Neoliberalism

The NPM is a governance paradigm that is sympathetic with a set of market-oriented principles that are rooted in a political-economic doctrine known as ‘Neoliberalism’. Neoliberalism was first coined by a group of politically moderate economists and legal scholars affiliated with the ‘Freiburg School’ which emerged during the post-World War I period in Germany. The term was later used as a catchphrase to refer to a ‘return to the market’ campaign led by economists such as Nobel prize winners Milton Friedman and Friedrich von Hayek. Glorifying the virtues of individual self-interest, economic efficiency, and unbridled competition, neoliberalism became associated with welfare state retrenchment and economic austerity. In the 1970s, a more extreme strand of this doctrine, known as neoliberalismo, was adopted by oppressive dictators in Latin America, such as Chilean President Augusto Pinochet, as part of their stringent antisocialist campaigns. In the 1990s, however, the term was employed by leftist academics in their scathing critiques of the United States’ policy initiatives aimed at spreading American-style ‘cowboy capitalism’ to the former Soviet bloc countries in Eastern Europe following the collapse of communism. Over the last three decades, neoliberal-based NPM programmes, emphasizing private sector efficiency measures and performance standards, have been undertaken by different political figures. Some of the best- known include: America’s Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton; Britain’s Margaret Thatcher and Tony Blair; Canada’s Brian Mulroney; Australia’s Malcolm Fraser, Robert Hawke, and Paul Keating.








The first NPM wave

Upon taking the oath of office in 1981, President Ronald Reagan revealed his new Program for Economic Recovery. The president’s controversial programme, which reduced the tax burden on America’s highest income earners, would become the cornerstone of his economic agenda known as ‘Reaganomics’. Comprising part of a wider ideological assault on the public sector, ‘Reaganomics’ included substantial cuts in a wide array of government social welfare programmes. In his pursuit of smaller, and hence less ‘obstructive’, government, Reagan adopted a host of NPM-inspired ‘devolutionary’ reform measures aimed at transferring federal regulatory power to state and local administrative units. Under this initiative, known as ‘New Federalism’, many new administrative responsibilities would now be carried out by the states—often with little financial assistance from the national government.

Reagan relied on the use of a budgetary instrument known as ‘block grants’ in a strategic effort to transfer both fiscal responsibility and the management of many social programmes, ranging from school lunch programmes to Medicaid, to the states. While major entitlement programmes, such as Social Security, would continue to be managed and overseen by the federal government, the conservative president sought to introduce a lean voucher system into the country’s Medicare system in an effort to encourage ‘competition’ and ‘efficiency’. While ultimately unsuccessful, Reagan’s efforts represented an unprecedented move to introduce private sector principles to the administrative process involved in delivering a major social services entitlement programme.

Reagan’s New Federalist agenda was deeply embedded in an ideological commitment to reducing the size of government. This was a doctrine also preached by the ‘Public Choice’ school of economics. Asserting that individual citizens ‘vote with their feet’, members of this school argued that local governments were more in touch with the needs of their ‘clients’. Additionally, they argued, decentralized, slimmed-down forms of administrative governance were less likely to ‘obstruct’ private sector productivity through ‘unneeded’ regulations. In seeking to protect individual choice and private initiative as the highest social priority, the public choice school insisted that rigorous ‘economic’ principles and tools be used to assess the ‘worthiness’ of spending ‘hard earned’ taxpayers’ dollars on specific social programmes.

‘Reaganomics’ was heavily influenced by the work of William A. Niskanen, one of the president’s leading economic advisers. A student of the Nobel prize-winning economist Milton Friedman, Niskanen’s enormously influential 1971 work on Bureaucracy and Representative Government served to inspire NPM movements across the globe. Niskanen argued that ‘rational’ public sector bureaucrats and legislative leaders will seek ways to expand their own scope and power at the expense of the taxpayers and social efficiency. Niskanen asserted that politicians tend to overspend on politically popular programmes in an effort to win more votes; public administrators, who are charged with implementing these same programmes, are always looking for ways to increase the size and scope of their government bureaucracies. Niskanen concluded logically that even in circumstances where public officials might be able to find ways to perform their duties and carry out their functions with fewer economic resources, they have little incentive to do so. On the contrary, public administrators will always seek to ‘maximize’ the budgets that have been allocated to them by politically minded legislators.

Impressed by Niskanen’s argument, President Reagan signed Executive Order 12291, which required that public agencies use cost–benefit analysis to evaluate all proposals involving regulatory and social spending. Under its use, the budgets of many social programmes and public agencies responsible for administrative oversight and enforcement were either cut substantially or eliminated completely. Indeed, the regulatory powers wielded by government organizations like the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) were significantly curtailed using these methods.

While British prime minister Margaret Thatcher shared Reagan’s contempt for ‘big government’, she exhibited little sympathy for his New Federalism’s emphasis on decentralization and empowerment of local government. Indeed, Thatcher viewed local public administrators as highly inefficient and susceptible to political corruption. Accordingly, Thatcher sought to replace traditional local tax rates with a new ‘poll tax’—or ‘community charge’—in an effort to severely restrict revenues available to local councils. Under heavy political fire, the prime minister would later reverse this unpopular decision.

Detesting the growth of government, which she associated with ‘uncontrollable’ rates of public spending, Thatcher strongly condemned the practice of taxing private wealth to finance ‘inefficient’ government-administered programmes and policies. At the heart of Thatcher’s public sector retrenchment campaign was her controversial ‘Medium Term Financial Strategy’ (MTFS). The MTFS would redirect the focus of Britain’s treasury and spending ministers away from a short-term tax-and-spend scheme toward a longer term strategic initiative aimed at limiting her country’s monetary growth. The strict spending limits mandated by the MTFS naturally imposed new challenges on public policymakers and public administrators. In order to justify her position, the provocative prime minister went to great lengths to convince her peers of the merits of her austere NPM-based public sector retrenchment campaign for the ‘greater good’ of society. To help her make her case for retrenchment, Thatcher made Niskanen’s book on Bureaucracy ‘required reading’ for all members of her senior cabinet. Supported by a fiery band of party loyalists in parliament (known as Thatcherites), the ultra-conservative leader continued on a vigorous crusade to institute a rich mix of NPM-based reforms which included significantly reducing government regulations, and privatizing national industries.

Thatcher believed that the management and leadership structure reigning over Britain’s enormous civil service bureaucracy had become inert and inflexible. In order to jump-start the implementation of her revolutionary NPM-based efficiency and service reforms, Thatcher adopted a comprehensive administrative programme requiring public ‘managers’ to assume responsibility for ‘managing’ their organizations more effectively. Under a neoliberal programme known as ‘Next Steps’, various public services would be delivered through market-like arrangements and overseen by managers who possessed the administrative authority and resources required to fulfil their mandates. Specific service delivery tasks and functions that had previously been carried out by the various government departments would now be reassigned to independently run single-function-oriented agencies and organizations. Under this innovative administrative framework, ministers remained in charge of creating public policy, while the management functions and responsibilities associated with implementation were administered through independent agencies. Now operating under strict ‘private-sector-like’ accountability standards, the performance levels of agency managers were closely monitored by their related ministerial department heads.

As part of her broader NPM agenda, Thatcher oversaw the sale of a substantial number of state-owned industries to private firms and investors. Her well-known privatization drive began in the early 1980s with the sale of such recognizable industry giants as British Aerospace, British Rail, and Associated British Ports, and later continued with the privatization of Rolls-Royce Aircraft Engines and British Petroleum among others. In many cases, state-run enterprises were sold below market values. This was done, in part, under the assumption that their new managers would use the surplus funds to modernize plant facilities to make them globally competitive. Margaret Thatcher’s successor, John Major, would later go on to privatize some of the ‘Next Steps’ agencies as well as expand the practice of contracting out various other public services.

Believing that local council administrators had grossly mismanaged the construction and management of Britain’s public housing sector, the Thatcher government arranged the private sale of large amounts of government-owned properties. Previously, these councils had retained administrative control over millions of properties completely untethered from essential legal guidelines or procedural accountability. In order to promote increased administrative efficiency in housing management, the prime minister enacted the Housing Act of 1980. Under this initiative, long-term tenants with financial means were provided with a ‘right to buy’ option and significant legal provisions were adopted to ensure the property rights of these tenant ‘customers’. Unfortunately, Thatcher’s well-meaning ‘reforms’ were poorly executed. In the absence of any comprehensive publicly subsidized financing scheme, many tenants could not afford to purchase their newly ‘privatized’ homes. As a result, they were forced to move to cheaper and often less desirable neighbourhoods, thereby exacerbating existing disparities among Britain’s social classes.

Similarly, when faced with massive structural unemployment resulting from Britain’s waning industrial sector, Thatcher put her unwavering trust in the hands of the ‘free market’ to determine which occupations would be protected or abolished. Believing that Britain’s economic future rested in the hands of the financial services sector, her government adopted a series of policies that helped accelerate the rebirth of the ‘City’ of London as a leading global trading centre. As part of this ‘transformation’ the prime minister imposed strict NPM-based private-sector performance standards on public-sector-controlled coal pits, mines, and manufacturing plants. Remaining faithful to the principles of the NPM, Thatcher mandated that goals and objectives were to be clearly outlined and outputs evaluated according to strict efficiency standards.

Driven by her fervent desire to cut state expenditures, Thatcher zeroed-in on inefficiencies associated with Britain’s state welfare sector. Among the most spectacular and controversial was her high-profile crusade to reform child benefit assistance that had been made available universally to all working mothers irrespective of their income and means. Insisting that social security and child benefit programmes should be accessible only to the ‘truly needy’, Thatcher sought to impose strict means tests in order to reduce the financial burden on the country’s taxpayers. The prime minister, though famous for her uncompromising spirit, was forced to scale back these reforms in the face of a severe political backlash from voters and even some members of her own party.

Undeterred, the ‘Iron Lady’ pressed ahead with efforts to reform Britain’s ‘antiquated’ public pension system. Thatcher sought to ‘liberate’ employee accounts from the control of the unions by allowing individual workers to carry their investitures with them when they moved from one job to the next. The evisceration of rigid state-imposed hurdles that tied employees’ pensions to their existing employers, Thatcher argued, would help encourage employees to seek higher skilled and higher paying positions. Confronted once more with strong political resistance from a hostile political electorate, Thatcher was forced to moderate her reform ambitions. The resolute prime minister was, however, ultimately successful in implementing a number of NPM-style administrative improvements to existing means-testing eligibility requirements. In the end, her government was able to make considerable strides towards streamlining rules and procedures in ways that promoted greater consistency and equity in the distribution of benefits.

Asserting that the root cause of all of the problems associated with Britain’s National Health Service (NHS) was structurally embedded in bureaucratic inefficiency rather than a lack of proper funding, Thatcher looked to the free market for innovative solutions. Unshaken in her faith in NPM-based remedies, the prime minister mandated that public hospitals field bids from private healthcare providers. In that vein, the Thatcher government instituted ‘flexibilist’ reform legislation that provided local health authorities with greater administrative power and authority to help manage rising healthcare costs by contracting out to the private sector for the delivery of many public health services. When opposition arose within her own Conservative party to her austere economic reforms and neoliberal-based NPM programmes, Thatcher defiantly proclaimed, ‘You turn if you want to. The lady’s not for turning’.


Australia

Australia’s experiments with NPM-inspired ‘managerialist’ ideas and practices were not dissimilar to those adopted by its American and British counterparts. Indeed, it is a documented fact that Australian Public Service (APS) officers and administrators were heavily inspired by the NPM experiments undertaken by the Thatcher and Reagan governments. As the public administration wing of the Australian federal government, the APS’s NPM-based public sector reforms unfolded in three discrete stages. Initially introduced to the public by the left-leaning Australian Labour Party Governments (ALPG) of prime ministers Robert Hawke in 1983 and Paul Keating in 1996, the NPM programme would later be adopted more strictly by the conservative Liberal-National Party Coalition Government (LNPCG) of prime minister John Howard.

Times were tough for Australians in the early 1980s. The Keynesian administrative framework governing fiscal management proved unable to provide Australian leaders with satisfactory solutions to their country’s deepening economic crisis. As a former trade union leader, prime minister Hawke was under intense political pressure to provide relief and assurance to his workers. Under the leadership of Hawke’s treasury minister, Paul Keating, a select cadre of technically skilled civil administrators, known as mandarins, were solicited to help craft a neoliberal macroeconomic policy package. Among its important features were the introduction of a business-friendly tax system and a series of public spending cuts in an effort to tackle inflation and government debt. The pragmatic prime minister also reached across ideological lines to both labour unions and private businesses, asking for help in implementing a host of key NPM reforms to address steadily declining rates of productivity in the country’s distressed industrial sector. Additionally, this reform initiative would feature a bold deregulation and privatization drive that would contribute to dramatic changes to the country’s ‘Government Business Enterprise’ (GBE) sector.

In the mid-1980s a new framework was introduced by the Financial Management Improvement Programme (FMIP), which ‘institutionalized’ key components of the NPM in Australia’s public sector. Designed to address ‘gross’ systemic inefficiencies embedded in the procedural operations across a number of APS agencies, the FMIP was a comprehensive strategic management programme that adopted ‘results-based’ principles to improve organizational performance. Under these provisions, public managers were now ‘incentivized’ to adopt new measures that would streamline operational process in areas ranging from organizational planning and budget forecasting all the way to programme implementation and evaluation.

A number of APS reforms were specifically aimed at improving the administrative coordination between national and state governments. As part of this effort, greater administrative discretion and accountability involved with implementation was devolved to subnational authorities. A number of high profile NPM initiatives were undertaken in areas ranging from financial and human resource management to privatization of the GBEs. Once in power, Keating adopted a comprehensive NPM programme aimed at restructuring his country’s antiquated regulatory policies governing GBEs so that they could compete globally. Contributing more than 10 per cent to the nation’s GDP, GBEs play a significant role in Australia’s economy. Public utilities, for example, such as rail, electricity, gas, and water, collectively represent nearly 5 per cent of the country’s productive wealth. Equally impressive is that GBEs, as a whole, contribute almost 40 per cent to the country’s private business sector stock. Providing essential services ranging from telecommunications to hydroelectric power, some of Australia’s leading GBEs include such well-known service giants as Telstra Telecom and Snowy Mountains Hydroelectric Authority. Keating adopted private sector customer service methods, such as ‘commercialization’, in order to improve service delivery. The next level in the NPM reform process was known as ‘corporatization’, in which government authorities gradually relinquished operational control of certain GBEs to private managers. The final phase of the NPM evolution involved ‘privatization’, in which GBEs were sold into private hands. Well-known examples include international corporate brands such as Qantas Airlines and Commonwealth Bank.

The NPM reforms that were attempted by the various Australian governments did not sufficiently address deep structural problems that had long been engrained in Australia’s public sector. Critics charged that the APS’s FMIP reform framework did not go far enough and amounted to little more than a ‘repository for a series of unconnected management ideas’ and processes. The APS system needed to be completely overhauled in ways that would genuinely integrate the disparate managerial functions at both the federal and subnational levels in order to improve inter-agency coordination.


The second NPM wave

A ‘second wave’ of the NPM was most notably associated with the policy agendas of America’s Bill Clinton and Britain’s Tony Blair. Their neoliberal agendas adopted many of the same principles of the Reagan and Thatcher period but included several social justice based initiatives including comprehensive welfare-to-work reform strategies, new minimum wage policies, and the expansion of tax relief schemes for the working poor and their families.

Immediately upon assuming power in January 1993, American president Bill Clinton announced his administration’s firm commitment to fiscal stability. Ever conscious of the pressures that uncontrolled public spending could place on rising inflation, the new president outlined definitive budgetary limits on government department expenditures. To meet these targets, the Clinton administration sought new ways of creating a ‘leaner’ and more efficient public sector. As a result, the moderate-left president adopted an NPM agenda known as ‘Reinventing Government’. The leading proponents of this approach, Ted Gaebler and David Osborne, sought to promote a new kind of ‘catalytic government’, in which public officials should ‘steer’ policy agendas, but a variety of public and private agencies would be involved in the actual ‘rowing’, or day-to-day implementation and delivery of public services and programmes. Gaebler and Osborne’s ten principles of ‘catalytic government’ emphasized a competitive, results-oriented, public administration system.

The Clinton administration’s National Partnership for Reinventing Government included the implementation of National Performance Reviews, which were employed to reduce government waste and promote administrative efficiency and ensure greater bureaucratic accountability. In much the same way, the Blair government adopted Comprehensive Spending Reviews as well as Public Service Agreements to promote greater coordination among the Treasury and various spending departments of the cabinet in an effort to find the most efficient use of resources. In addition, both governments adopted comprehensive budget strategies that outlined long-term spending targets.

Successful implementation of the second wave of NPM policies would require heavy levels of coordination and interaction among various agencies and actors operating within the discrete levels of government and the private business sector. Unfortunately, many of these complexities were often not accounted for in the design and implementation of these policy strategies, resulting in management nightmares (Box 8).





Box 8  Neoliberalism as NPM: ten government objectives




1. Catalytic government: steering rather than rowing

2. Community-owned government: empowering rather than serving

3. Competitive government: injecting competition into service

4. Mission-driven government: transforming rule-driven organizations

5. Results-oriented government: funding outcomes, not inputs

6. Customer-driven government: meeting the needs of the customer, not the bureaucracy

7. Enterprising government: earning rather than spending

8. Anticipatory government: prevention rather than cure

9. Decentralized government: from hierarchy to participation and teamwork

10. Market-oriented government: leveraging change through the market





Source: David Osborne and Ted Gaebler, ‘Reinventing government (1992)’, cited in Robert B. Denhardt, Theories of Public Organization, 5th ed., pp. 145–6.







In an attempt to address concerns that ‘antiquated regulatory policies’ were obstructing entrepreneurial initiatives, Clinton implemented a number of deregulation measures in order to provide the financial services sector with increased flexibility and autonomy so that they were free to take advantage of new financial opportunities emerging in the global marketplace. These included, for example, dismantling many of the legal walls separating the practices of commercial and investment banking organizations as well as those dividing insurance and securities firms. The devastating risks associated with such deregulation measures, however, would not be fully realized until the catastrophic collapse of the world’s financial and real estate markets in 2008–9.

In order to address structural unemployment and financial hardships caused by the transformation from the ‘old’ manufacturing-based economy to the ‘new financial-based economy’, Clinton sought out NPM strategies to promote a modern, highly skilled, flexible workforce. Clinton’s brand of ‘workfare’ was meant to innovatively combine labour skill development training with public assistance for the unemployed, without subjecting them to ‘welfare dependency’. It has been documented that Clinton’s ‘welfare-to-work’ programme was inspired, in part, by Ronald Reagan’s Family Support Act of 1988. Clinton cultivated political support for his agenda from a growing neoliberal movement within his own party that were labelled ‘New Democrats’. Comprised of a new breed of moderate-left politicians, such as Al Gore, Dave McCurdy, Ed Kilgore, and Joseph Lieberman, this motley group shared Clinton’s desire to combine their party’s traditional commitment to ‘collective welfare’ with NPM principles of ‘individual responsibility’ and ‘accountability’. As part of a broader NPM programme, President Clinton supported the 1996 Welfare Reform Act, which replaced the Aid to Dependent Children programme that had been established by FDR back in the 1930s. The Clinton administration’s ‘reinventing-government’-led programme of ‘workfare’ now mandated ‘work’ in exchange for receiving welfare benefits. Under its strict provisions, recipients could only draw assistance for a maximum of two years before they were required to obtain gainful employment or enrol in new job training programmes. After five years of cumulative assistance a recipient’s benefits would be terminated. The policy allowed public administrators to make special provisions for childcare and medical insurance to support short-term unemployed mothers. Tough mandates limiting the duration of welfare payments, however, made it difficult for single mothers to enrol in the necessary schooling required for them to qualify for better paying jobs.

Under Clinton’s ‘reinventing government’ initiative, much like the Reagan administration’s NPM programme, numerous social services administered by county and municipal authorities were contracted out to private sector companies. In many cases this stymied the delivery of essential support services such as childcare assistance for single-income mothers. In these instances, complex coordination between public administrative authorities and private entities required to successfully implement many of these policies and programmes was often wanting. We will explore some of the major implementation issues involved with intergovernmental relations in Chapter 6.

Determined to create an economy of only ‘haves and have yachts’, the left-of-centre governments led by prime minister Tony Blair and later Gordon Brown would adopt some of the most spectacular and politically popular neoliberal programmes of all time. To accomplish his vision of this ‘new Britain’, Blair understood that he would have to court new groups of global investors. This would involve changing the way Britain’s public sector ‘did business’. Having learned from the failures of his predecessors, Blair instituted important NPM reforms through heavy coordination with the Treasury (and other spending departments), cabinet committees, task forces, business groups, and many others. As part of this effort, over 300 task forces were created to advise and support ministers in order to facilitate cooperation among central government departments. Consistent with NPM prescriptions, the Treasury began publishing a pre-budget report or ‘green budget’ in order to promote greater transparency and accountability. Additionally, the deficit-conscious prime minister and his cabinet introduced a Code for Fiscal Stability which emphasized five tenets of sound fiscal management: ‘transparency’, ‘stability’, ‘responsibility’, ‘fairness’, and ‘efficiency’. Moreover, ‘The Code’ mandated that the government abide by clearly stated objectives and rules. The Blair government’s unwavering commitment to sound fiscal management led the cabinet ministers to embrace periodical Comprehensive Spending Reviews (CSRs). These CSRs provided explicit departmental spending plans and objectives that were developed in accordance with strict cost–benefit calculations. ‘Comprehensive Spending Reviews’ and ‘public service agreements’ were subsequently established to assess the most efficient use of resources in an effort to eliminate waste and inefficiency. Additionally, a ‘Performance Innovation Unit’ (PIU) was set up to ensure greater coherence in policy design and implementation.

In order to restrict the propensity for ‘excessive’ public borrowing, the Blair government also implemented what became known as the ‘Golden Rule’—which placed strict limits on public debt to no more than 40 per cent of the GDP. Accordingly, Blair assured the business community that his government would not engage in further deficit spending for health, education, or social security. Blair’s welfare reform package included a new welfare-to-work programme that was directly modelled on Clinton’s version of ‘workfare’. Initially financed through a one-time ‘windfall tax’ on privatized utilities, Blair’s training-based welfare reform experiment was consistent with his public commitment to ‘social justice’ as well as his election promise that welfare benefits be distributed in accordance with new standards ensuring individual ‘accountability’ and ‘responsibility’.

To sum up, Blair’s social policy reform agenda focused on three essential areas: (1) unemployment benefits, (2) subsidies for the working poor, and (3) the National Health Service (NHS). Largely inspired by Thatcher’s bold NPM-based reforms of the welfare state, Blair’s new initiatives were focused on streamlining administrative functions and procedures in order to make them more efficient. New measures of accountability and transparency were enacted in these sectors to ensure successful compliance. Following Thatcher’s line of reasoning, Blair argued that simply providing ‘more money’ was not sufficient to address the deeper structural problems embedded in Britain’s ailing welfare system. Accordingly, the neoliberal prime minister sought to replace Britain’s ‘paternalistic’ welfare system with a more ‘flexibilist’ workfare training scheme that was consistent with NPM ‘partnership’ models with private organizations.

Originating as a political backlash against Keynesian ‘big government’, the first wave of the NPM found great sympathy within the Reagan and Thatcher governments. In a few short years, there seemed to be a pandemic: NPM ideas had taken hold of governments around the world. However, as we saw, various aspects of the NPM approach were emphasized by different leaders in different countries. The common thread connecting them was their joint emphasis on greater ‘efficiency’ and the imposition of performance-based accountability standards and practices. Ironically, stronger (not weaker) government intervention, in some instances, was required to institutionalize this market-based paradigm in the administrative structures and processes at various governing levels throughout these countries. It is remarkable that some of the most spectacular expressions of the NPM were vigorously undertaken by democratic Left governments in Australia during the 1970s and in the US and Britain during the 1990s. Today the NPM’s emphasis on customer service, management by objectives, and quantitative-based performance and accountability standards is evident in nearly every organizational mission statement and political conversation involving the public sector. Indeed, the unquestionable adoption of NPM-based principles now evident at all levels of governance suggests that there is no alternative to this style of management. But is there no alternative? New movements in public administration, which have surfaced during recent years, have been challenging this view.








Chapter 6



 The new administrative age



From ‘best practices’ to ‘reflective practice’

As we saw in Chapter 5, important NPM reforms were undertaken by various governments that had focused on instituting private business-style performance and accountability standards. A number of these quantitative-based performance standards were adopted in the name of promoting efficiency and increasing organizational performance. In focusing exclusively on the so called ‘bottom-line’, however, many of these approaches failed to address deeper systemic or structural issues underlying the actual causes of poor performance. As a result, a variety of alternative methods and approaches have been gaining popularity in the field and practice of public administration over the last few decades. Introduced by Donald Schon and others, reflective practice, for example, has been gaining a strong foothold in the areas of organizational management. Reflective practice hinges upon the ongoing exercise of self-assessment of what a given manager may be ‘doing right, what he/she may be doing wrong, and what he/she could be doing better’. Organizational members learn while doing so that they can make improvements to existing practices and methods in real time. Only organizational leaders at the highest levels, however, have the power to create a ‘learning by doing culture’ within their respective agencies. This means that employees must be given the freedom and flexibility by their leaders and managers within the organization to take risks and engage in experimentation.


Leaders who have taken the initiative to create so-called ‘learning organization’ cultures typically encourage employees to reflect upon both positive and negative feedback that results from the decisions that they make and the actions that they take. Moreover, conflicts and dilemmas in such organizations are resolved through frank and honest discussions among managers and their subordinates. Leadership and innovation specialist Gipsie B. Ranney has identified some of the key characteristics of a learning organization that are shared in Table 3.


Table 3 Characteristics of a learning organization



	
	Supports innovation
	Does not support/Suppresses innovation



	Aims
	Stakeholder, societal benefit, learning
	Primarily financial benefit



	Objectives
	Organizational
	Narrow functional



	Structure
	Heterarchy, adaptable interaction across functions
	Hierarchy, rigid functional reporting



	Internal relationships
	Collaborative, cross-functional
	Competitive



	Rewards, recognition
	Non-competitive, celebrates organizational accomplishments
	Zero-sum, competitive, focused on the individual, based on executing assignments and meeting targets



	Treatment of failure
	Treated as opportunity for learning, value placed on knowing what doesn’t work, culture of intelligent risk-taking
	Punishment, criticism



	Treatment of success
	Teamwork recognized, contribution to greater good celebrated
	Ascribed to individuals



	Time horizon
	Long term as well as short term
	Short term only



	Basis for evaluation of investments
	Consideration of potential markets, customers, competitors as well as financial evaluation
	Use of common financial tools alone



	Exploration for ideas
	Wide-ranging search for new technologies and processes
	Restricted to study of recognized within-industry competition



	Experimentation
	Encouraged, supported by education and training, time and coaching provided
	Not recognized as a valuable practice



	Source: Gipsie Ranney, slide presentation on ‘Deming’s Ideas in the Twenty-first Century’, The In2In Network Forum Meetings at California State University Northridge on 20 June 2014.








The ‘New Economics’ and systems learning

In the closing sentence of his widely read book, The New Economics for Industry, Government & Education, W. Edwards Deming asserted that management processes that overemphasize ‘conformance to specifications, zero defects, Six Sigma Quality, and other specifications-based nostrums all miss the point’. At a glance Deming’s carefully selected comments might appear to be a scathing condemnation of NPM-style quantitative performance measures. However, this surely was not the case. Rather, Deming sought to re-direct management’s narrow emphasis on technical measures of performance to the importance of adopting a wider philosophy of leadership. Efficiency, Deming reasoned, means doing something ‘right’, while effective leadership, he went on to argue, involves doing the ‘right thing’ in the first place. Accordingly, Deming insisted that leaders must possess a clear vision and be able to effectively communicate that vision to the other members in the organization.

Proceeding according to the belief that no agency operates in complete isolation, Deming asserted that well-functioning organizations characteristically perform their tasks and duties as part of an overall ‘system’ in the service of a common purpose. Traditional organizational cultures, by way of contrast, focus on improving the parts of a system (i.e. individual agency and departments there within), rather than focusing on the agency’s function within an interdependent system of other organizations. In Deming’s view, ‘a system is a network of interdependent components’ that work in unison to accomplish specified aims outlined and supported by organizational leaders. To illustrate this, Deming compared a manager within an organization to a conductor of an orchestra. The role of the conductor, in Deming’s illustration, is to get the individual musicians to perform as part of a larger symphony. If the most talented violinist fails to perform in synchronicity with the rest of the orchestra, the performance will be ruined. Indeed, in order to be successful, musicians must work together interdependently in a manner where each member supports the others and vice versa. To help us better understand the importance of leadership in shaping a system that fosters trust and cooperation rather than undermines them, Deming outlined his illustrious ‘Fourteen Points’ of effective organizations, which can be seen in Box 9.





Box 9  W. Edwards Deming’s ‘fourteen points’ of effective organizations




1. Create constancy of purpose toward improvement of service.

2. Management must assume leadership for change.

3. Eliminate the need for inspection on a mass basis; build quality into the process in the first place.

4. Minimize total cost. Move toward a single supplier for any one item or service; build a long-term relationship of loyalty and trust.

5. A focus on continuous improvement of the system will result in the continuous reduction of costs.

6. Institute an ongoing programme of ‘training on the job’.

7. The goal of management should be to support subordinates to do a better job.

8. Drive out fear, so that everyone may work effectively for the organization.

9. Break down barriers between departments and help them to work as a team.

10. Eliminate management by objective and other numerical goals. The causes of low productivity belong to the system and thus lie beyond the power of the employees.

11. Remove barriers that deprive the employee of his/her right to pride of service.

12. Remove barriers that deprive managers of their right to pride of service.

13. Institute a vigorous programme of education and self-improvement.

14. Put everybody in the organization to work to accomplish the transformation.





Source: Adapted from: The W. Edwards Deming Institute and W. Edwards Deming, Out of the Crisis.







Failure on the part of public administrators to properly comprehend how their work may be interdependent with the functions performed by other agencies can have catastrophic consequences. To illustrate this point, let us briefly look at one high profile case related to child welfare and safety. In Los Angeles County, the administration of child welfare depends upon the complex interaction and joint involvement of multiple county agencies and countless administrators. The Department of Family and Children Services (DCFS), the Department of Mental Health, the Department of Social Services, local school districts, the county sheriff’s department, as well as the district attorney’s office and the family courts are jointly involved in the process of assessing the well-being of a child who has been placed under the county’s oversight. While each of these agencies (and the departments within them) perform a number of important functions that are interrelated to one another in this assessment and protection process, they often carry out their duties as though they are unconnected.

In the most extreme instances, failure to coordinate and share information among agencies can be fatal. From 2009 to 2013, three children died while under the supervision of the Los Angeles child welfare system. Just as concerning, a Blue Ribbon Commission, appointed by the county to investigate the cause behind these tragic deaths, found that dozens of other cases of child abuse that had been reported had not been properly investigated by the pertinent agencies. Citing poor inter-agency communication and coordination, the Commission’s report revealed that the tragedy was the result of a systems-wide reporting failure. Many of these child welfare cases ‘fell through the cracks’ between agencies that were supposed to be coordinating with one another. Following the release of the Commission’s report, the LA County DCFS agency director confirmed that ‘there are a lot of challenges in the county [such] that no one agency can be totally responsible for child protection . . . Health and mental health and DCFS and probation and law enforcement and a whole host of other organizations, private included, have to be responsible for child protection’.

As we can see from the heartbreaking example just given, communication is essential to inter-agency cooperation. However, in order for genuine communication among public administrators operating across different agencies to occur, they must develop a shared awareness of how their respective duties and functions are interconnected. In reality, however, conversations among public sector organizations operating across county, regional, and state jurisdictions are rare. Closed organizational cultures often keep managers from seeing how their respective functions and duties may depend upon the work of others operating outside agencies. Indeed, most traditional top–down command-and-control organizational cultures have detrimental ‘blind spots’ that may keep their leaders and managers from seeing their many common problems, threats, opportunities, and financial resources as shared phenomena (in those cases where they may actually exist).

While the benefits of inter-agency cooperation should be obvious, cultivating pathways that facilitate communication and ongoing dialogues among different public agencies is no easy task. That said, inter-agency linkages are most easily facilitated through personal and professional interactions of their employees. For example, many deep and enduring professional bonds can be created when employees from different agencies interact with one another through common education and training experiences. To examine in more depth how this process works let us look at a case where a group of management-bound employees from separate organizations shared common post-graduate professional education.

A few years ago the Los Angeles County’s chief administrative officer led an initiative to explore ways in which innovative training and degree-based programmes could be developed to provide mid-career county employees with the essential skill sets required to meet new challenges facing their public agencies. As a result of these discussions, the county began working collaboratively with one local university to deliver graduate degree and training classes on-site at various county agencies through a ‘student cohort’ learning model. County employees who enrolled in the university’s Master’s degree cohort in public administration (MPA) would take the same classes together for two years. Through intensive classroom discussion and group interaction, cohort members gradually developed an acute awareness of how their own work was interdependent with the work of others outside their own organizational divisions and agencies. Perhaps most importantly, students engaged in substantive discussions related to how they could apply both the academic and practical organizational knowledge that they had shared over their time in the classroom to improve communication and coordination among their own agencies.


The New Public Service

Having examined how systems thinking may work in theory and practice, let us look at another emergent public administration approach that has been gaining attention in recent years. Originating out of a fundamental philosophical dispute with core tenets of NPM approaches regarding the prime purpose of government and the public sector, a new paradigm known as the ‘New Public Service’ (NPS) first appeared at the beginning of the 21st century. Seeking to address ‘core questions about the nature of public service, the role of administration in governance and the value tensions surrounding bureaucracy, efficiency, responsiveness, and accountability’, its leading proponents, Janet Denhardt and Robert Denhardt, emphasized civic oriented virtues over business principles. Governance, they argue, needs to be focused first and foremost on creating ‘public value’, a term first coined by Harvard management professor Mark H. Moore of the Kennedy School of Government. The NPS’s emphasis on creating public value has been gaining attention in the field and practice of public administration over the last two decades. Creating public value involves encouraging citizens to get more directly involved in establishing collective goals and then working with them to develop strategies for achieving them. According to management expert John Bryson, this means ‘producing enterprises, policies, programmes, projects, services, or physical, technological, social, political, and cultural infrastructure that advance the public interest and the common good at a reasonable cost’.

It is incumbent on public managers to develop innovative ways for building greater citizen trust in their public institutions. In that endeavour, public managers must pose several essential questions. These include: for what purpose was this organization originally created? Why does it continue to exist? Who does it serve? How do we know if this organization has been successful in maximizing the public values and related policy goals that were established cooperatively by the citizens and the public sector organizations that serve them? (See Box 10.)




Box 10  Core tenets of the New Public Service




1. The role of public servants is to help citizens realize their shared interests rather than steering society in new directions.

2. Public needs can be most effectively achieved through collective efforts and collaborative processes and shared leadership.

3. The public interest is the result of a dialogue about shared values rather than the aggregation of individual self-interest.

4. Public servants should not merely respond to the demands of customers, but rather build relationships based on citizen trust.

5. Public servants must attend to statutory and constitutional law, community values, political norms, professional standards, and citizen interests.





Source: Robert B. Denhardt, Janet V. Denhardt, and Maria P. Aristigueta, Managing Human Behavior in Public and Nonprofit Organizations, pp. 467–70.







Adopting the buzz-phrase ‘service rather than steering’, Denhardt and Denhardt sought to replace NPM’s rather narrow focus on ‘efficiency’ (and concepts related to it) with values like ‘democratic accountability’ and ‘citizen engagement’. The NPS is premised on the belief that giving citizens greater access to the political-policy process, and affording them a genuine voice in shaping these processes in the first place, would help them become personally invested in creating meaningful change in their own communities. Through a process known as ‘deliberative governance’, policy and administrative decisions are reached through consensus-building discussions with citizens operating on the same level as government officials, policy experts, business people, the media, and other pertinent interests. Under the NPS governance model, citizens are treated as ‘stakeholders’ who are actively involved in defining problems and helping craft solutions that reflect the unique conditions and features that shape the communities in which they reside. In stressing the importance of democratic values and participatory-based governance, the NPS is, in many ways, highly sympathetic to Dwight Waldo’s New Public Administration (NPA) approach that we mentioned in Chapter 5.

One tool that is being used to facilitate and help structure such discussions involving numerous stakeholders is a deliberative process known as a ‘strategic planning cycle’ (sometimes called a ‘strategy change cycle’). A strategic planning cycle is a more open and generally more inclusive type of strategic planning model that is particularly well-suited for use in the public and non-profit sectors. Often structured much more organically and informally than traditional top–down strategic planning approaches, strategic planning cycles are especially useful for helping public managers supervise how and when different stakeholders may participate in multistage deliberative planning processes. As part of this process, a stakeholder analysis is often employed to help participants develop a better understanding of the political, social, and economic environment surrounding the organization. Having an improved understanding of how the public organization is positioned within the broader system will prove extremely useful in assisting public managers identify important strategic issues and problems facing them and their constituent-clients. Employing principles of reflective practice discussed earlier, these public managers can use this vital information to improve the decisions that they make and the actions that follow.

As public managers transition to their new roles as facilitators and honest brokers between ‘the people’ and government agencies, they will have to become skilled in building unconventional partnerships with diverse groups of citizens when designing and implementing solutions to ever complex global problems. At the same time, the success of the NPS model depends upon the active participation of well-informed citizens who are equipped to engage in deep policy debates. Simply affording greater access to citizens to participate in the governing process is not sufficient. Citizens must become conversant with the important political issues facing society as well as the policy and administrative process related to them.

Critics of the NPS, however, point out that most lay citizens in the United States do not possess the knowledge of public policy (and its related processes) or expert administrative skills needed to successfully carry out ‘public work’ in a manner that creates ‘public value’. According to The Economist magazine’s well-respected Democracy Index, some countries are much better suited to NPS-style participatory forms of governance than others. Compiled by The Economist Intelligence Unit, the Index employs sixty separate indicators to rank over 160 countries according to their democratic status. Taking into account an extensive list of factors that fall under the general categories of (1) electoral process, (2) civil liberties, (3) functioning of government, (4) political participation, and (5) political culture, the index is one of the most comprehensive measures of its kind. According to the Index, countries like Norway, Sweden, and Iceland might appear to fare better with respect to the qualities required for NPS governance processes to work successfully, whereas a country that may rank further down the list, such as the United States, might be less likely to do so.

Even if a given country possesses the ‘correct’ mix of factors that would make them ripe candidates for NPS, these critics go on to point out, this still leaves us with unresolved questions regarding what it means to ‘create public value’ in the first place. Indeed, ‘what is it’ and ‘who gets to define it’ are burning issues that NPS advocates are still debating.








Chapter 7



 Globalization and the rise of network governance



The world is changing—and changing fast! As public administration continues to evolve in the globalization era, many of the problems contemporary governments must confront domestically originate in countries and regions outside their borders. Constrained in their ability to directly tackle such problems at their foreign source, local public administrators must adapt to working in environments that are increasingly unstable and hence much less predictable. Indeed, a new era characterized by ‘unreason’ and ‘confusion’ where ‘no one is in charge’ is quickly eclipsing ‘rationalized’ processes that have characteristically been associated with the relatively stable nation-state-centric system.

Many of the administrative activities associated with public governance and administration, which traditionally fell under the control of nation-states, are now being carried out by loosely knit networks of governmental and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), private corporations, independent agencies, and citizen groups. Usually organized around a specific set of related policies or administrative issues or concerns, such international networks may include individuals and groups operating simultaneously at the local, regional, national, and international levels. Commonly referred to as ‘network governance’ or ‘governance by network’, the participation of multiple domestic and international actors can frustrate the efforts of sovereign governing authorities to successfully implement public policy. Forced to operate under such multifarious environments, contemporary public managers are compelled to develop new consensus-building skill sets in order to bring otherwise disparate sets of domestic and international groups together in the pursuit of collective goals. Let us look at some of these network approaches in more depth.

As we have discussed, the forces of globalization are compelling public administrators to direct their attention increasingly towards transnational forms of governance. Here again, traditional top–down organizational systems are poorly structured to address complex global problems and crises requiring international cooperation. In the last few decades loosely organized networks of public and private agencies operating through multiple layers of government have been playing an increasing role in public administration.

In network-governance-type systems, power and authority tends to be decentralized and dispersed among a variety of autonomous stakeholders operating beyond the scope and control of national governments. Organized around values, concerns, issues, and problems ranging from global climate change to human security, governing networks can vary widely in their size and scope. Flexible and fluid in their organizational structure, they allow participants to flow in-and-out of a network as circumstances change. In order to address a given terrorist threat emanating from abroad, for example, the United States Department of Homeland Security must communicate and coordinate with domestic organizations such as the FBI, CIA, NSA, and local police agencies as well as with international intelligence agencies such as INTERPOL. As circumstances surrounding the threat may change, new partnerships may be forged with other agencies and groups. Let us now look at some examples of how governing networks organized at the municipal, regional, and national levels have been particularly influential in addressing the climate change crisis (Box 11).




Box 11  Types of policy and administrative networks




1. Informational: Members share ideas and knowledge, which they use to inform their own work in their home organizations.

2. Developmental: Members exchange information and ideas. Educational resources provided to assist employees develop capacities to improve performance.

3. Outreach: In addition to helping members engage in informational and developmental activities, network members share client contact information and resource opportunities.

4. Action: Members work to alter their home organization’s policies and routines to help achieve the network’s common goals. Formal collaborations include sharing of funds, service delivery, or development of common resources for the network’s future use.





Source: Robert Agranoff, Managing Within Networks: Adding Value to Public Organizations, p. 10.







Today the majority of the world’s seven billion people live in cities and other large metropolitan areas. Not surprisingly, the world’s largest cities are responsible for producing most of the world’s waste and pollution. More specifically, large metropolitan regions now collectively produce more than two thirds of the world’s CO2 emissions—the main cause of global climate change. Encumbered by the large size of their bureaucracies and onerous political processes, national governments have characteristically been slow to respond with substantive policy changes and administrative action. Diminishing national power associated with recent globalization trends has emboldened municipal and regional agencies across the world to assume a leading role in reducing their aggregate CO2 levels. A number of local leaders and administrators representing the world’s largest cities have been collaborating through organizations known as ‘transnational municipal networks’ (TMNs) to accomplish this goal. Comprised of subnational governments that have partnered with international organizations and private corporations, politically powerful TMNs, such as the World Association of Major Metropolises, and international development organizations, such as the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), have been highly successful in mobilizing cross-national efforts to address climate change and related challenges confronting major urban areas. Originating with only three cities in 1992, UNCED had swelled during less than two decades to over one hundred members. Keen that his own city should take the lead on this pressing issue, London’s mayor, Ken Livingstone, founded a consortium of major municipalities that later become known as the C40. Today one of the most influential municipal-based networks governing the issue of climate change, the C40 employs a variety of market and planning instruments to circumvent traditionally rigid and formal state-centric bureaucracies. Having grown to nearly seventy cities of various sizes and scope, the C40 successfully collaborated with the World Bank in 2011 to establish ‘a common standard for measuring greenhouse gas emissions’. The C40 claimed victory when these standards were adopted by the Bank’s Climate Investment Fund to help better inform their funding and investment decisions.

City leaders are not the only ones who have been tapping into international networks to combat the causes of global climate change. State and regional leaders in the United States, for example, have initiated governing networks of their own. Determined to make timely and substantive policy strides to reduce CO2 levels in the Western region of the United States, Arizona Governor Janet Napolitano boldly proclaimed that ‘in the absence of meaningful federal action, it is up to the states to take action to address climate change and reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the country’. Alarmed that Western states were ‘being particularly hard hit by the effects of climate change’ the Arizona leader joined five other regional governors from California, Oregon, New Mexico, and Washington in imposing strict regional limits on greenhouse gas emissions. To make sure that more heavily industrialized states were treated proportionately, the enterprising group adopted a regional ‘cap and trade’ scheme which would allow member states to purchase and sell CO2 emissions credits that kept within these regional limits. In 2009, California’s Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger hosted a global climate change summit in cooperation with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) to develop cooperative initiatives to promote sustainable energy production and use. The conference was impressively attended by more than thirty governors, local officials, business leaders, and policy experts representing more than seventy states and provinces from all over the world.

International networks are becoming important players in transnational water governance in the developing world as well. The overexploitation and excessive contamination of vital water sources has created public health and sustainability crises in parts of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. In its inaugural Water Development Report released in 2003, the United Nations pronounced that the ‘water crisis is essentially a crisis of governance and societies are facing a number of social, economic and political challenges on how to govern water more effectively’. Relatedly, the World Summit on Sustainable Development emphasized the importance of developing private–public sector partnerships to carry out the administrative functions related to the regulation, maintenance, and distribution of essential water resources.

Over the last two decades India’s national government has undertaken bold privatization initiatives to improve water management throughout the country. As part of this effort, the country’s federal and state governments have been partnering with international financial institutions (such as the World Bank and Asian Development Bank), private sector firms, and NGOs. In a monumental effort to modernize the country’s antiquated water infrastructure, the Central Ministry of Urban Development eliminated protectionist barriers against Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) funding for new capital projects and removed import restrictions on foreign-sourced potable water facilities and equipment. Relatedly, the Confederation of Indian Industry (CII) and the Indian Business Alliance on Water (IBAW) have been working collaboratively with international agencies such as the UNDP and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) in broadening business-sector participation and engagement. India’s central government has simultaneously been working with international expert consultants operating out of Geneva, Stockholm, and Washington, DC, to provide much needed technical and administrative expertise related to the monitoring and distribution of potable water.

Let us wind up our discussion on network governance with a brief examination of how information technologies have been shaping new patterns of administrative processes. Governments around the globe have been adopting new information and communication technologies (ICTs) to improve administrative efficiency consistent with NPM principles as well as strengthen citizen–government relationships in line with democratic values emphasized by the NPS. The phenomenon known popularly as ‘e-governance’ is reshaping public administration as we have known it. In its general usage, the term ‘e-governance’ refers to the various uses of information technology related to public sector governance. Relatedly, management experts Grant and Chau suggest that the core purposes of e-governance are ‘(1) to develop and deliver high quality, seamless, and integrated public services; (2) to enable effective constituent relationship management; and (3) to support the economic and social development goals of citizens, businesses, and civil society at local, state, national, and international levels’.

Recognizing that its industrial competitiveness was dependent upon creating continuous and unlimited access to publicly maintained sources of information, in 2000 the Swedish government passed a historic law promising ‘An Information Society for All’. In an effort to dismantle administrative divides between organizations, the Swedish Public Management Agency adopted a comprehensive ICT programme to transform traditional hierarchical public agencies into so-called ‘e-networked’ open agencies. Today, national and local governments all over the industrialized world have followed Sweden’s lead by investing heavily in e-governance infrastructure to promote open access to public information resulting in improved democratic oversight and accountability. As a result, citizens enjoy virtually unlimited access to public records and official government documents such as property tax records, historical maps, minutes from public hearings, and public employee salaries.

Managing and protecting the personal data of citizens contained within many public documents, however, has proven to be a daunting challenge for administrators operating at all levels of government. Integrating separate sources of public information and making them widely available can pose serious threats to personal privacy. A number of countries have responded by passing strict laws governing how public administrators may handle, transmit, share, store, and access certain kinds of sensitive information. At the same time, as noted earlier, in many specific instances it is essential that public employees and citizens alike are afforded access to vast information systems and databases managed by public sector organizations. Consequently, these systems are particularly vulnerable to attacks initiated by Internet hackers and criminal networks. Indeed, untold amounts of taxpayer dollars and countless manpower hours are now expended on security systems and employee data management training to reduce these threats. Criminal attacks on public agency data systems are costing countries and their subnational governments hundreds of millions of dollars per year.

In various forms and guises, governing networks have been playing a major role in public administration. The notion of the ‘modern state’, as established at Westphalia, and its traditional means and methods of providing public services are being redefined. New forms of public–private ‘collaborative’ relationships have been emerging in its place. A new breed of reflective public managers must be groomed with new skill sets if they are to lead their organizations through ever-shifting global environments. As we have seen, governing networks can serve a number of important functions in a democratic society. Innovation, for example, is often facilitated through supplemental knowledge and expertise through the participation of institutions and individuals that operate outside of the official offices of government. Moreover, owing to their fluid and flexible organizational structure, networks can adapt and respond quickly to pressing problems immediately as they arise. At the same time, however, given their highly complex and decentralized structure, organizational goals and objectives can become blurred and convoluted. Moreover, official oversight of public goods and services, formally provided by governments, can no longer be guaranteed when administrative processes are transferred to either the private sector or semi-public institutions. With government no longer at the helm to steer the policy and administrative process, public accountability and responsibility can easily be sacrificed.








Chapter 8



 The future of public administration



As we have seen, both the field and the practice of public administration have been extraordinarily dynamic. Therefore, their future is impossible to predict. While essential public services, ranging from waste management to public education, are not likely to disappear any time soon, the manner in which their administrative functions are carried out and evaluated is likely to change considerably. As we have seen in our brief journey, dramatic changes taking place at the global level are bringing radical shifts in public administration. Unable to shield their domestic political, economic, and social affairs from the powerful effects of globalization, public managers are forced to perform their functions and mandates in highly unstable and capricious environments. Hoping to attract new global financial investment, modern governments have been engaged in a fierce ‘race to the bottom’ to slash their public budgets. In a globalized world characterized by growing ‘uncertainty’, the politics of budgetary austerity is pressing on public administrators at every level of government. They must think in radically different ways about what it means to govern in the 21st century.

Following the global financial crisis that surfaced in 2008, the Public Sector Research Centre (PSRC), established by PricewaterhouseCoopers, published a report entitled ‘The Road Ahead for Public Service Delivery’. This outlined specific core capabilities that government agencies would have to develop in order to be successful over the long term. Besides emphasizing ‘public-private partnerships, co-venturing, co-creation and co-design’ as ‘ “must-have” capabilities’, the report also stressed that public organizations should become increasingly ‘agile, interconnected, and transparent’. It called upon public sector leaders to become the essential ‘change agents’ in this process. Emphasizing systems-oriented leadership over traditional task-focused management, it urged public sector leaders to articulate a new vision for their agencies. Consistent with the goals advanced by the New Public Service, the PSRC report emphasized citizen-oriented service as the highest public sector priority. Therefore, the focus of government efforts should be directed above all at ‘energizing’ both internal and external stakeholders. They should encourage public administrators to work in partnership with the citizens they serve, so as to identify civic problems and devise innovative solutions.

Today’s public administrators are challenged to meet the growing expectations of a demanding citizenry. The British market research firm Ipsos MORI conducted a ‘public services satisfaction’ survey of 5,000 citizens across ten countries. It revealed that 41 per cent of US citizens were ‘dissatisfied’ with the way public services were administered and managed by the government. Interestingly this was markedly different from countries such as Australia, Brazil, Canada, France, Germany, India, Italy, Singapore, and the United Kingdom, where the level of ‘satisfied’ respondents averaged nearly 65 per cent. When questioned what they believed the most important focus of government ought to be, the majority of US respondents expressed that they wanted government to ‘provide services in a more cost effective way’. Curiously, while US citizens between 50 and 64 ‘reported the highest levels of dissatisfaction’ with the cost and quality of government-provided services, those under 35 were optimistic that the US government would be able to meet their ‘needs and expectations over the next five years’. The survey further revealed that citizens, in general, expect to see significant improvements in the way public services are administered in today’s ‘high-touch’ society. Besides demanding greater personalized service, citizen demands for increased ‘transparency’ and ‘accountability’ in public sector governance have been growing increasingly abrasive.


The next decade

As we saw in Chapter 7, access to a growing number of government services and information is being made available to average citizens, twenty-four hours a day, through new forms of e-governance. Indeed, the explosion of Internet-based services has provided diverse public agencies with new methods of interacting directly with their citizens. At the same time, however, increased access to the policy and administrative process can be a double-edged sword. With greater access comes increased scrutiny of the policy and administrative process. Critics charge, for example, that once the political door is opened to the voices of disgruntled individuals, emotionally charged popular opinion will replace sober policy discussion and reasoned debate.

Under the guise of creating ‘leaner and meaner’ forms of government, right-of-centre political movements in countries like the United States have been waging a political assault on the public sector. Still, as we have seen, in a number of nations questions related to the changing role of the civil service sector tend to be less adversarial, or at least much less partisan, than in others. Despite relentless rhetorical assaults on ‘big government’, the role of the public sector has not been diminished significantly. Indeed, recent data confirms that public sector spending continues to steadily increase. In the US, for example, public expenditure now accounts for 42 per cent of GDP, compared to only 28 per cent in 1960. While there was a slight decrease from 2009 to 2014 in the years immediately following the global financial crisis, the overall trend indicates that public sector spending will continue to grow. Also worthy of note, government revenues (as a percentage of the country’s gross domestic product) have declined. This, in turn, has placed unprecedented strains on public agencies and the administrators who serve in them. As challenges related to immigration, global climate change, exotic disease outbreaks, and so forth grow ever more complex in the future, the burden on public administrators can only be expected to increase. (For a historical overview of the growth of public expenditures, see Figure 3.)
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3. Government expenditure as a percentage of GDP, high income countries and OECD nations, 1880–2014.






The world’s population is now estimated at over seven billion people and continues to increase. Some studies project that it could reach eight billion within ten years. Increases in life expectancy rates, changes in family structure, and growing levels of unemployment have compelled policymakers in the US to respond with a host of new public services and additional levels of welfare support. As waves of so-called baby-boomers move toward retirement, there will be unprecedented pressure on public pensions and healthcare systems. At present, nearly 15 per cent of US citizens are over 65. This number is projected to increase to over 18 per cent within ten years. This means that nearly one in five citizens will be eligible for public retirement benefits. At present, over 90 per cent of senior citizens in the US receive Medicare entitlement benefits, which currently cost the country’s taxpayers more than $500 billion a year. By 2015, according to the PSRC Report, the combined federal, state, and local costs required to fund public services for the country’s growing elderly population are estimated to reach as high as $940 billion (4.4 per cent of GDP) a year.

The recent European financial crisis of 2015 has exposed deep structural weaknesses that have long been embedded in the continent’s southern economies of Greece, Spain, and Portugal. In addition to having to confront the challenges associated with chronic youth unemployment, governments in these countries are being forced to expand public services for growing numbers of retirees. Indeed, the proportional size of the senior citizen population is increasing dramatically in advanced industrial countries all over the world.

Unfortunately, most strategic discussions and debates among policymakers and public administrators on how best to avert crises before they happen (and address them once they occur) tend to be crafted in mutually exclusive ideological terms such as ‘governments versus markets’. These false dichotomies fail to provide policymakers and administrators with useful lenses for identifying problems. As a result, they often prohibit them from devising pragmatic solutions. Public officials and administrators ought to be focused on developing sufficient government-led regulatory institutions and policies required to support well-functioning markets.

The health and vitality of any given country’s public sector is closely tied to the conditions of its private economy. Called ‘the greatest recession since the Great Depression’ (of the 1930s), the devastating global financial meltdown of 2008 will have long-term effects that remain unknown. Current US practices of borrowing from the future to pay for public programmes and services are not sustainable over the long term. At the same time, eviscerating essential public services and programmes, as in many European countries, can have dire consequences. The social safety net provided through pensions, public healthcare services, public education, and social insurance can only be retracted so far without disturbing the legitimacy of democratic governments throughout Europe.

There is no question that the future will usher in new sets of challenges for the nation-state and its public administration systems. Some argue that these challenges are placing public servants in untenable positions. Others, however, claim that they are creating historic opportunities for public administrators to create meaningful and positive change. In the past, administrative reforms were characteristically shaped in accordance with each nation’s unique social structure, institutional configurations, and historical traditions. In recent years, however, we have witnessed rapid global, economic, and social changes that are challenging traditional administrative norms and practices. The most important focus of public management and leadership, therefore, should be the hiring of the ‘right’ individuals with the ‘right’ skill sets required to meet the enormous challenges confronting our civilization in the global age.
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