Toward a New
Public Administration

H. George Frederickson

In full recognition of the risks, this is an
essay on new Public Administration. Its first
purpose is to present my interpretation and
synthesis of new Public Administration as it
emerged at the Minnowbrook Conference on
New Public Administration. Its second purpose
is to describe how this interpretation and syn-
thesis of new Public Administration relates to
the wider world of administrative thought and
practice. And its third purpose is to interpret
what new Public Administration means for or-
ganization theory and vice versa.

To affix the label “new” to anything is risky
business. The risk is doubled when newness is
attributed to ideas, thoughts, concepts, para-
digms, theories. Those who claim new thinking
tend to regard previous thought as old or jejune
or both. In response, the authors of previous
thought are defensive and inclined to suggest
that, “aside from having packaged earlier think-
ing in a new vocabulary there is little that is
really new in so-called new thinking.” Accept,
therefore, this caveat. Parts of new Public Ad-
ministration would be recognized by Plato,
Hobbes, Machiavelli, Hamilton, and Jefferson
as well as many modern behavioral theorists.
The newness is in the way the fabric is woven,
{lot necessarily in the threads that are used, and
Ih arguments as to the proper use of the fab-
tic—however threadbare.

The threads of the Public Administration
fabric are well known. Herbert Kaufman de-
Scribes them simply as the pursuit of these
basic values: representativeness, politically neu-

i‘;“TCe:' Excerpt from Toward a New Public Administration:
@"’ Minnowbrook Perspective by Frank E. Marini. Copyright
1971 by the Chandler Publishing Company. Reprinted by

Permission of HarperCollins Publishers, Inc. Footnotes
Tenumbere,

tral competence, and executive leadership.! In
different times, one or the other of these values
receives the greatest emphasis. Representative-
ness was preeminent in the Jacksonian era.
The eventual reaction was the reform move-
ment emphasizing neutral competence and ex-
ecutive leadership. Now we are witnessing a re-
volt against these values accompanied by a
search for new modes of representativeness.

Others have argued that changes in Public
Administration resemble a zero-sum game be-
tween administrative efficiency and political
responsiveness. Any increase in efficiency re-
sults a priori in a decrease in responsiveness.
We are simply entering a period during which
political responsiveness is to be purchased at a
cost in administrative efficiency.

Both the dichotomous and trichotomous
value models of Public Administration just de-
scribed are correct as gross generalizations.
But they suffer the weakness of gross general-
izations: They fail to account for the wide, of-
ten rich, and sometimes subtle variation that
rests within. Moreover, the generalization does
not explain those parts of Public Administra-
tion that are beyond its sweep. Describing what
new Public Administration means for organi-
zation theory is a process by which these gen-
eralizations can be given substance. But first it
is necessary to briefly sketch what this student
means by new Public Administration.

What Is New
Public Administration?

Educators have as their basic objective, and
most convenient rationale, expanding and trans-
mitting knowledge. The police are enforcing
the law. Public-health agencies lengthen life by
fighting disease. Then there are firemen, sanita-
tion men, welfare workers, diplomats, the mili-
tary, and so forth. All are employed by public
agencies and each specialization or profession
has its own substantive set of objectives and
therefore its rationale.
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What, then, is Public Administration?? What
are its objectives and its rationale?
The classic answer has always been the effi-

cient, economical, and coordinated manage-

ment of the services listed above. The focus has
been on top-level management (city manage-
ment as an example) or the basic auxiliary staff
services (budgeting, organization and manage-
ment, systems analysis, planning, personnel,
purchasing). The rationale for Public Adminis-
tration is almost always better (more efficient
or economical) management. New Public Ad-
ministration adds social equity to the classic
objectives and rationale. Conventional or clas-
sic Public Administration seeks to answer ei-
ther of these questions: (1) How can we offer
more or better services with available resources
(efficiency)? or (2) how can we maintain our
level of services while spending less money
(economy)? New Public Administration adds
this question: Does this service enhance social
equity?

The phrase social equity is used here to
summarize the following set of value premises.
Pluralistic government systematically discrimi-
nates in favor of established stable bureancra-
cies and their specialized minority clientele
(the Department of Agriculture and large farm-
ers as an example) and against those minorities
(farm laborers, both migrant and permanent, as
an example) who lack political and economic
resources. The continuation of widespread un-
employment, poverty, disease, ignorance, and
hopelessness in an era of unprecedented eco-
nomic growth is the result. This condition is
morally reprehensible and if left unchanged
constitutes a fundamental, if long-range, threat
to the viability of this or any political system.
Continued deprivation amid plenty breeds
widespread militancy. Militancy is followed by
repression, which is followed by greater mili-
tancy, and so forth. A Public Administration
which fails to work for changes which try to re-
dress the deprivation of minorities will likely
be eventually used to repress those minorities.

For a variety of reasons—probably the
most important being committee legislatures,
entrenched bureaucracies, nondemocratized
political-party procedures, inequitable revenue-
raising capacity in the lesser governments of
the federal system—the procedures of repre-
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sentative democracy presently operate in a way
that either fails or only very gradually attempts
to reverse systematic discrimination against
disadvantaged minorities. Social equity, then,
includes activities designed to enhance the po-
litical power and economic well-being of these
minorities.

A fundamental commitment to social eg-
uity means that new Public Administration at-
tempts to come to grips with Dwight Waldo’s
contentjon that the field has never satisfactorily
accommodated the theoretical implications of
involvement in “politics” and policy-making?
The policy-administration dichotomy lacks an
empirical warrant, for it is abundantly clear that
administrators both execute and make policy.
The policy-administration continuum is more
accurate empirically but simply begs the theo-
retical question. New Public Administration at-
tempts to answer it in this way: Administrators
are not neutral. They should be committed to
both good management and social equity as
values, things to be achieved, or rationales.

A fundamental commitment to social eq-
uity means that new Public Administration is
anxiously engaged in change. Simply put, new
Public Administration seeks to change those
policies and structures that systematically in-
hibit social equity. This is not seeking change
for change’s sake nor is it advocating alter-
ations in the relative roles of administrators, ex-
ecutives, legislators, or the courts in our basic
constitutional forms. Educators, agriculturists,
police, and the like can work for changes which

" enhance their objectives and resist those that

threaten those objectives, all within the frame-
work of our governmental system. New Public
Administration works in the same way to seek
the changes which would enhance its ob-
jectives—good management, efficiency, econ-
omy, and social equity.

A commitment to social equity not only in-
volves the pursuit of change but attempts to
find organizational and political forms which
exhibit a capacity for continued flexibility or
routinized change. Traditional bureaucracy has
a demonstrated capacity for stability, indeed,
ultrastability.* New Public Administration, in
its search for changeable structures, tends
therefore to experiment with or advocate modi-
fied bureaucratic-organizational forms. De-




centralization, devolution, projects, contracts,
sensifivity training, organization development,
responsibility expansion, confrontation, and
client involvement are all essentially counter-
bureaucratic notions that characterize new
Public Administration. These concepts are de-
signed to enhance both bureaucratic and policy
change and thus to increase possibilities for so-
cial equity. Indeed, an important faculty mem-
ber in one of the best-known and largest Master
in Public Administration programs in the coun-
try described that degree program as “designed
to produce change agents or specialists in orga-
nizational development.”

Other organizational notions such as pro-
gramming-planning-budgeting systems, exec-
utive inventories, and social indicators can be
seen as enhancing change in the direction of
social equity. They are almost always presented
in terms of good management (witness McNa-
mara and PPB) as a basic strategy, because it is
unwise to frontally advocate change.® In point
of fact, however, PPB can be used as a basic de-
vice for change (in McNamara’s case to attempt
to wrest control from the uniformed services,
but in the name of efficiency and economy).
The executive inventory can be used to alter the
character of the top levels of a particular bu-
reaucracy, thereby enhancing change possibili-
ties. Social indicators are designed to show
variation in socioeconomic circumstances in
the hope that attempts will be made to improve
the conditions of those who are shown to be
disadvantaged.® All three of these notions have
only a surface neutrality or good-management
character. Under the surface they are devices by
which administrators and executives try to
bring about change. It is no wonder they are so
widely favored in Public Administration cir-
cles. And it should not be surprising that econ-
omists and political scientists in the “pluralist”
camp regard devices such as PPB as funda-
Mentally threatening to their conception of
democratic government” Although they are
Tmore subtle in terms of change, PPB, executive
Wventories, and social indicators are of the
Same genre as more frontal change technigues
Such as sensitivity training, projects, contracts,
deCentralization, and the like. All enhance
Change, and change is basic to new Public
Administration.
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New Public Administration’s commitment
to social equity implies a strong administra-
tive or executive government— what Hamilton
called “energy in the executive.” The policy-
making powers of the administrative parts of
government are increasingly recognized. In ad-
dition, a fundamentally new form of political
access and representativeness is now occurring
in the administration of government and it may
be that this access and representativeness is
as critical to major policy decisions as is leg-
islative access or representativeness. New Pub-
lic Administration seeks not only to carry out
legislative mandates as efficiently and econom-
ically as possible, but to both influence and ex-
ecute policies which more generally improve
the quality of life for all. Forthright policy ad-
vocacy on the part of the public servant is es-
sential if administrative agencies are basic pol-
icy battlefields. New Public Administrationists
are likely to be forthright advocates for social
equity and will doubtless seek a supporting
clientele.

Classic Public Administration emphasizes
developing and strengthening institutions
which have been designed to deal with social
problems. The Public Administration focus,
however, has tended to drift from the problem
to the institution. New Public Administration
attempts to refocus on the problem and to
consider alternative possible institutional ap-
proaches to confronting problems. The intract-
able character of many public problems such as
urban poverty, widespread narcotics use, high
crime rates, and the like lead Public Adminis-
trators to seriously question the investment of
ever more money and manpower in institutions
which seem only to worsen the problems. They
seel:, therefore, either to modify these institu-
tions or develop new and more easily changed
ones designed to achieve more proximate solu-
tions. New Public Administration is concerned
less with the Defense Department than with de-

fense, less with civil-service commissions than
with the manpower needs of administrative
agencies on the one hand and the employment
needs of the society on the other, less with build-
ing institutions and more with designing alter-
nate means of solving public problems. These
alternatives will no doubt have some recogniz-
able organizational characteristics and they



will need to be built and maintained, but will
seek to avoid becoming entrenched, nonrespon-
sible bureaucracies that become greater public
problems than the social situations they were
originally designed to improve.

The movement from an emphasis on institu-
tion building and maintenance to an emphasis
on social anomalies has an important analogue
in the study of Public Administration. The last
generation of students of Public Administra-
tion generally accept both Simon'’s logical pos-
itivism and his call for an empirically based
organization theory. They focus on generic
concepts such as decision, role, and group the-
ory to develop a generalizable body of organi-
zation theory. The search is for commonalities
of behavior in all organizational settings.® The
organization and the people within it are the
empirical referent. The product is usually de-
scription, not prescription, and if it is prescrip-
tion it prescribes how to better manage the or-
ganization internally. The subject matter is first
organization and second the type of organiza-
tion—oprivate, public, voluntary.® The two main
bodies of theory emerging from this genera-
tion of work are decision theory and human-
relation theory. Both are regarded as behavioral
and positivist. Both are at least as heavily in-
fluenced by sociology, social psychology, and
economics as they are by political science.

New Public Administration advocates what
could be best described as “second-generation
behavioralism.” Unlike his progenitor, the
second-generation behavioralist emphasizes
the public part of Public Administration. He
accepts the importance of understanding as
scientifically as possible how and why organi-
zations behave as they do but he tends to be
rather more interested in the impact of that or-
ganization on its clientele and vice versa. He is
not antipositivist nor antiscientific although he
is probably less than sanguine about the applic-
ability of the natural-science model to social
phenomena. He is not likely to use his behav-
ioralism as a rationale for simply trying to de-
scribe how public organizations behave.!® Nor
is he inclined to use his behavioralism as a fa-
cade for so-called neutrality, being more than
a little skeptical of the objectivity of those
who claim to be doing science. He attempts
to use his scientific skills to aid his analy-
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sis, experimentation, and evaluation of alter.
native policies and admnistrative modes. J,
sum, then, the second-generation behavioraliss
is less “generic” and more “public” than hig
Jorebear, less “descriptive” and more “pre.
scriptive,” less “institution oriented” and more
“client-impact oriented,” less “neutral” and
more “normative,” and, it is hoped, no less
scientific.

This has been a brief and admittedly surface
description of new Public Administration from
the perspective of one analyst. If the descrip-
tion is even partially accurate it is patently clear
that there are fundamental changes occurring
in Public Administration which have salient
implications for both its study and practice as
well as for the general conduct of government,
The final purpose of this chapter is a considera-
tion of the likely impact of new Public Admin-
istration on organization theory particularly
and the study of administration generally. (The
term “theory” is used here in its loose sense, as
abstract thought.)

COrganization Theory and
New Public Administration

Understanding of any phenomenon requires
separating that phenomenon into parts and ex-
amining each part in detail. In understanding
government this separation can reflect institu-
tions such as the traditional “fields” in political
science—Public Administration, legislative be-
havior, public law, and so forth. Or this separa-
tion can be primarily conceptual or theoretical
such as systems theory, decision theory, role
theory, group theory——all of which cut across
institutions.

Public Administration has never had either
an agreed upon or a satisfactory set of subfields.
The “budgeting,” “personnel administration,”
“organization and management” categories are
too limiting, too “inside-organization” oriented,
and too theoretically vacant. The middle-range
theories—decisions, roles, groups, and the
like—are stronger theoretically and have yielded
more empirically, but still tend to focus almost
exclusively on the internal dynamics of public
organizations. The new Public Administration
calls for a different way of subdividing the phe-
nomenon so as to better understand it. This an-
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alyst suggests that there are four basic processes
at work in public organizations and further sug-
gests that these processes are suitable for both
understanding and improving Public Adminis-
tration. The four suggested processes are: the
distributive process; the integrative process; the
boundary-exchange process; and the socio-
emotional process.

The Distributive Process New Public
Administration is vitally concerned with pat-
terns of distribution. This concern has to do first
with the external distribution of goods and ser-
vices to particular categories of persons, in
terms of the benefits that result from the opera-
tion of publicly administered programs.

Cost-utility, or cost-benefit, analysis is the
chief technique for attempting to understand the
results of the distributive process. This form of
analysis presumes to measure the utility to in-
dividuals of particular public programs. Be-
cause it attempts to project the likely costs and
benefits of alternative programs it is a very cen-
tral part of new Public Administration. It is cen-
tral primarily because it provides a scientific or
quasi-scientific means for attempting to “get
at” the question of equity. It also provides a
convenient or classic Public Administration ra-
tionale for redistribution. Take, for example,
McNamara’s justifications for decisions based
on cost-utility analysis in the Department of De-
fense. These justifications were generally urged
on the basis of substantive military criteria.

Because of the emergence of “program-
planning-budgeting systems™ we are beginning
to see, in the policy advocacy of the various bu-
reaus and departments of government, their at-
tempts to demonstrate their impact on society
in terms of utility. Wildavsky and Lindblom
have argued that rational or cost-utility analysis
is difficult if not impossible to do. Further, they
Contend, rational decision making fundamen-
tally alters or changes our political system by
dealing with basic political questions within
the arena of the administrator. To date they
e essentially correct, empirically. Norma-
tively they are apologists for pluralism. Cost-
benefit analysis can be an effective means by
Which inequities can be demonstrated. It is a
ool by which legislatures and entrenched bu-
Taucracies can be caused to defend publicly

their distributive decisions, The inference is that
a public informed of glaring inequities will de-
mand change.

Like the executive budget, rational or cost-
benefit decision systems (PPB) enhance the
power of executives and administrators and are,
again, a part of new Public Administration. Be-
cause PPB is being widely adopted in cities and
states, as well as the national government, it
seems clear that new Public Administration
will be highly visible simply by a look at the
distributive processes. of government over the
next decade or two. The extent to which PPB
will result in a redistribution which enhances
social equity remains to be seen.

Benefit or utility analysis in its less pre-
scriptive and more descriptive form, known in
political science as “policy-outcomes analy-
sis,” attempts to determine the basic factors that
influence or determine policy variation.!! For
example, “outcomes analysts” sketch the rela-
tionship between variations in public spending
(quantity) and the quality of nonspending pol-
icy outcomes. The policy-outcomes analyst at-
terapts to determine the relationship between
the levels of spending in education and the
1Q’s, employability, college admissibility, and
the like of the products of the educational pro-
cess. This analysis is essentially after the fact, and
indeed is commonly based on relatively out-of-
date census data, It is, therefore, useful to new
Public Administration, but only as a founda-
tion or background.

A newer form of distributive analysis is
emerging. This approach focuses on equity in

" the distribution of government services within

a jurisdiction and asks questions such as: Does
a school board distribute its funds equitably to
schools and to the school children in its juris-
diction, and if not is inequity in the direction of
the advantaged or disadvantaged? Are sanita-
tion services distributed equitably to all neigh-
borhoods in the city, and if not in what direction
does inequity move and how is it justified? Is
state and federal aid distributed equitably, and
if not how are inequities justified? !

Patterns of internal-organization distribution
are a traditional part of organization theory. The
internal competition for money, manpower,
status, space, and priorities is a staple in organi-
zation theory as any reading of the Administra-




tive Science Quarterly indicates. We learn from
this literature the extent to which many of the
functions of government are in essence con-
trolled by particular bodies of professionals—
educators, physicians, attorneys, social workers,
and the like. We learn how agencies age and
become rigid and devote much of their energies
to competing for survival purposes. We learn
the extent to which distribution becomes what
Wildavsky calls a triangulation between bureaus,
legislatures (particularly legislative commit-
tees), and elected executives and their auxiliary
staffs.!? Finally, we have whole volumes of ag-
gregated and disaggregated hypotheses which
account for or attempt to explain the decision
patterns involved in the .internal distributive
process. !

In new Public Administration the internal
distributive process is likely to involve some-
what less readiness to make incremental com-
promises or “bargain” and somewhat more
“administrative confrontation.” If new Public
Administrators are located in the staff agencies
of the executive, which is highly likely, they
will doubtless be considerably more tenacious
than their predecessors. The spokesman for an
established agency might have learned to pad
his budget, to overstaff, to control public access
to records, and to expand his space in prepara-
tion for the compromises he has learned to ex-
pect. He might now encounter a zealot armed
with data which describe in detail padding,
overstaffing, and suppressed records. Therefore
an organization theory based primarily on the
traditional administrative bargaining process
is likely to be woefully inadequate. There is a
need to develop a theory which accounts for
the presence of public administrators consider-
ably less willing to bargain and more willing to
take political and administrative risks.

It is difficult to predict the possible con-
sequences of having generalist public admin-
istrators who are prepared to rationalize their
positions and decisions on the basis of social
equity. Administrative theory explains. ¥ela-
tively well the results of the use of efficiency,
economy, or good management as rationale.
‘We know, for instance, that these arguments are
especially persuasive in years in which legisla-
tures and elected executives do not wish to raise
taxes. But we also know that virtually anyhing
can be justified under the rubric “good man-
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agement.” When public administrators leave
the safe harbor of this rhetoric, what might oc-
cur? The best guess is a more open conflict on
basic issues of goals or purposes. Some admin-
istrators will triumph, but the majority will not;
for the system tends to work against the man
seeking change and willing to take risks for it,
The result is likely to be highly mobile and
relatively unstable middle-level civil service,
Still, actual withdrawal or removal from the
system after a major setback is likely to be pre-
ferred by new public administrators to the psy-
chic withdrawal which is now common among
administrators.

One can imagine, for instance, a city per-
sonnel director prepared to confront the chief of
police and the police bureaucracy on the ques-
tion of eligibility standards for new patrolmen.
He might argue, backed with considerable
data, that patrolman height and weight regula-
tions are unrealistic and systematically discrim-
inate against deprived minorities. He might
also argue that misdemeanor convictions by mi-
nors should not prohibit adults from becoming
patrolmen. If this were an open conflict, it would
likely array deprived minorities against the ma-
jority of the city council, possibly against the
mayor, and certainly against the chief and his
men (and no doubt the Police Benevolent As-
sociation). While the new public administrator
might be perfectly willing to take the risks in-
volved in such a confrontation, present theory
does not accommodate well what this means
for the political system generally.

The Integrative Process Authority hi-
erarchies are the primary means by which the
work of persons in publicly administered orga-
nizations is coordinated. The formal hierarchy
is the most obvious and easiest-to-identify part
of the permanent and on-going organization.
Administrators are seen as persons taking roles
in the hierarchy and performing tasks that are
integrated through the hierarchies to constitute
a cohesive goal-seeking whole. The public ad-
ministrator has customarily been regarded as
the one who builds and maintains the organi-
zation through the hierarchy. He attempts to
understand formal-informal relationships, sta-
tus, politics, and power in authority hierarchies.
The hierarchy is at once an ideal design and
a hospitable environment for the person who




wishes to manage, control, or direct the work
of large numbers of people.

The counterproductive characteristics of
hierarchies are well known.'® New Public Ad-
ministration is probably best understood as
advocating modified hierarchic systems. Sev-
eral means both in theory and practice are uti-
lized to modify traditional hierarchies. The first
and perhaps the best known is the project or ma-
trix technique.’® The project is, by definition,
temporary. The project manager and his staff
are a team which attempts to utilize the ser-
vices of regularly established hierarchies in an
ongoing organization. For the duration of the
project, the manager must get his technical
services from the technical hierarchy of the or-
ganization, his personnel services from the per-
sonnel agency, his budgeting services from the
budget departroent, and so forth. Obviously the
project technique would not be effective were it
not for considerable top-level support for the
project. When there are conflicts between the
needs of the project and the survival needs of
established hierarchies, top management must
consistently decide in favor of the projects. The
chief advantage of projects are of course their
collapsible nature. While bureaucracies do not
disestablish or self-destruct, projects do. The
project concept is especially useful when asso-
ciated with “‘one time” hardware or research and
development, or capital improvement efforts.
The concept is highly sophisticated in engineer-
ing circles and theoretically could be applied to
alarge number of less technical and more social
problems.!” The project technique is also useful
as a device by which government contracts with
industry can be monitored and coordinated.

Other procedures for modifying hierar-
chies are well known and include the group-
decision-making model, the linkpin function,
and the so-called dialectical organization.'®
And, of course, true decentralization is a funda-
ental modification hierarchy.!

Exploration and experimentation with these
various techniques is a basic part of new Public
Administration. The search for less structured,
less formal, and Jléss authoritative integrative
t_%hniques in publicly administered organiza-
lions is only beginning. The preference for these
tYpes of organizational modes implies first a
Telative tolerance for variation. This includes
Variations in administrative performance and
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variations in procedures and applications based
upon differences in clients or client groups. It
also implies great tolerance for the possibilities
of inefficiency and diseconomy. In a very gen-
eral sense this preference constitutes a willing-
ness to trade increases in involvement and
commitment to the organization for possible de-
creases in efficiency and economy, particularly
in the short run. In the long run, less formal and
less authoritative integrative techniques may
prove to be more efficient and economical.
There are two serious problems with the ad-
vocacy by new Public Administration of less
formal integrative processes. First, there may
develop a lack of Public Administration spe-
cialists who are essentially program builders.
The new Public Administration man who is
trained as a change agent and an advocate of

" informal, decentralized, integrative processes

may not be capable of building and maintain-
ing large, permanent organizations. This prob-
lem may not be serious, however, because
administrators in the several professions (edu-
cation, law enforcement, welfare, and the like)
are often capable organization builders, or at
least protectors, so a Public Administration spe-
cialist can concentrate on the change or modifi-
cation of hierarchies built by others.

The second problem is in the inherent con-
flict between higher- and lower-level adminis-
trators in less formal, integrative systems. While
describing the distributive process in Public
Administration it was quite clear that top-level
public administrators were to be strong and
assertive. In this description of the integra-
tive process there is a marked preference for
large degrees of autonomy at the base of the or-
ganization. The only way to theoretically ac-
commodate this contradiction is through an
organizational design in which top-level public
administrators are regarded as policy advocates
and general-policy reviewers. If they have a
rather high tolerance for the variations in policy
application then it can be presumed that inter-
mediate and lower levels in the organization
can apply wide interpretive license in program
application. This accommodation is a feeble
one, to be sure, but higher-lower-level adminis-
trative relations are a continuing problem in Pub-
lic Administration, and the resolution of these
problems in the past had tended to be in the
direction of the interests of upper levels of the
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hierarchy in combination with subdivisions of
the legislative body and potent interest groups.
New Public Administration searches for a
means by which lower levels of the organization
and less potent minorities can be favored.

The Boundary-Exchange Process
The boundary-exchange process describes
the general relationship between the publicly
administered organization and its reference
groups and clients. These include legislatures,
elected executives, auxiliary staff organiza-
tions, clients (both organized and individual)
and organized interest groups. The boundary-
exchange process also accounts for the rela-
tionship between levels of government in a
federal system. Because publicly administered

organizations find themselves in a competitive -

political, social, and economic environment,
they tend to seek support. This is done by first
finding a clientele which can play a strong
advocacy role with the legislature, then by de-
veloping a symbiotic relationship between the
agency and key committees or members of the
legislature, followed by building and maintain-
ing as permanent an organization as possible.

The distributive and integrative processes
which have just been described call for vastly al-
tered concepts of how to conduct boundary ex-
change in new Public Administration.?® Future
organization theory will have to accommodate
the following pattern of boundary exchange.
First, a considerably higher client involvement
is necessary on the part of those minorities who
have not heretofore been involved. (It is unfair
to assume that minorities are not already in-
volved as clients: farmers, bankers, and heavy
industries are minorities and they are highly
involved clients. In this sense all public orga-
nizations are “client” oriented.) This change
probably spells a different kind of involvement.
A version of this kind of involvement is now
being seen in some of our cities as a result
of militancy and community-action programs,
and on the campuses of some universities. A
preferred form of deprived-minority-client in-
volvement would be routinized patterns of com-
munication with decentralized organizations
capable of making distributive decisions that
support the interests of deprived minorities,
even 4f these decisions are difficult to justify in
terms of either efficiency or economy.
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In a very general way, this kind of decision
making occurs in time of war with respect to
military decision making. It also characterizes
decision patterns in the Apollo program of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion. These two examples characterize crash
programs designed to solve problems that are
viewed as immediate and pressing. They in-
volve a kind of backward budgeting in which
large blocks of funds are made available for the
project and wide latitude in expenditures is tol-
erated. The detailed accounting occurs after the
spending, not before, hence backward budget-
ing. Under these conditions what to do and
what materials are needed are decided at low
levels of the organization. These decisions are
made on the presumption that they will be sup-
ported and the necessary resources will be
made available and accounted for by upper lev-
els of the organization. This same logic could
clearly be applied to the ghetto, A temporary
project could be established in which the proj-
ect manager and his staff work with the perma-
nently established bureaucracies in a city in a
crash program designed to solve the employ-
ment, housing, health, education, and transporta-
tion needs of the residents of that ghetto. The
decisions and procedures of one project would
likely vary widely fromthose of another, based on
the differences in the circumstances of the clien-
tele involved and the political-administrative
environments encountered. The central project
director would tolerate the variations both in de-
cisions and patterns of expenditures in the same
way that the Department of Defense and NASA
cover their expenditures in time of crisis.

The danger will be in the tendency of de-
centralized projects to be taken over by local
pluralist elites. The United States Selective Ser-
vice is an example of this kind of take-over.
High levels of disadvantaged-minority-client
involvement are necessary to offset this ten-
dency. Still, it will be difficult to prevent the new
controlling minorities from systematic discrim-
ination against the old controlling minorities.

From this description of a boundary-
exchange relationship, it is probably safe to pre-
dict that administrative agencies, particularly
those that are decentralized, will increasingly
become the primary means by which particular
minorities find their basic form of political
representation. This situation exists now in
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the case of the highly advantaged minorities
and may very well become the case with the
disadvantaged.

The means by which high client in-
volvement is to be secured is problematic.
The maximum-feasible-participation notion,
although given a very bad press, was probably
more successful than most analysts are pre-
pared to admit. Maximum feasible participa-
tion certainly did not enhance the efficiency or
economy of OEO activities, but, and perhaps
most important, it gave the residents of the
ghetto at least the impression that they had
the capacity to influence publicly made deci-
sions that affected their well-being. High client
involvement probably means, first, the em-
ployment of the disadvantaged where feasible;
second, the use of client review boards or re-
view agencies; and third, decentralized legisla-
tures such as the kind sought by the Brownhill
School District in the New York City Board of
Education decentralization controversy.

The development of this pattern of bound-
ary exchange spells the probable development
of new forms of intergovernmental relations,
particularly fiscal relations. Federal grants-in-
aid to states and cities, and state grants-in-aid to
cities will no doubt be expanded, and probably
better equalized.?! In addition, some form of tax
sharing is probably called for. The fundamental
weakness of the local governments’ revenue
capacity must be alleviated.

The use of the distributive and integrative
processes described above probably also means
the development of new means by which ad-
ministrators relate to their legislatures. The
tlected official will probably always hold con-
tinuance in office as his number-one objective.
This means that a Public Administration using
less formal integrative processes must find
Mmeans by which it can enhance the reelection
p_robabilities of supporting incumbents. Estab-
lished centralized bureaucracies do this in a
variety of ways, the best known being building
and maintaining of roads or other capital facili-
Ues in the legislators’ district, establishing high-
smployment facilities, such as federal office
Yildings, county courthouses, police precingts,
nd the like, and distributing public-relations
Materials favorable to the incumbent legislator.
1€ decentralized organization seems espe-
Yally suited for the provision of this kind of

service for legislators. As a consequence it is
entirely possible to imagine legislators becom-
ing strong spokesmen for less hierarchic and
less authoritative bureaucracies.

The Socioemotional Process The
Public Administration described herein will re-
quire both individual and group characteristics
that differ from those presently seen. The wide-
spread use of sensitivity training, T techniques,
or “organizational development” is compatible

with new Public Administration. These tech- -

niques include lowering an individual’s re-
liance on hierarchy, enabling him to tolerate
conflict and emotions, and indeed under certain
circumstances to welcome them, and to prepare
him to take greater risks. From the preceding
discussijon it is clear that sensitizing techniques
are parallel to the distributive, integrative, and
boundary-exchange processes just described.

- Socioemotional-training  techniques are
fondamental devices for administrative change.
These techniques have thus far been used pri-
marily to strengthen or redirect on-going and
established bureaucracies. In the future it s
expected that the same techniques will be
utilized to aid in the development of decentral-
ized and possibly project-oriented organiza-
tional modes.

A recent assessment of the United States
Department of State by Chris Argyris is highly
illustrative of the possible impact of new Pub-
lic Administration on organizational socio-
emotional processes.?? Argyris concluded that
“State” is a social system characterized by
individual withdrawal from interpersonal dif-
ficulties and conflict; minimum interpersonal
openness, leveling, and trust; a withdrawal from
aggressiveness and fighting; the view that being
emotional is being ineffective or irrational; lead-
ers’ domination of subordinates; an unaware-
ness of leaders’ personal impact on others; and
very high levels of conformity coupled with
low levels of risk taking or responsibility tak-
ing. To correct these organizational “patholo-
gies” Argyris recommended that:

1. A long-range change program should be
defined with the target being to change the
living system of the State Department.

2. The first stage of the change program
should focus on the behavior and leadership
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style of the most senior participants within
the Department of State.

3. Simultaneously with the involvement of the
top, similar change activities should be ini-
tiated in any subpart which shows signs of
being ready for change.

4. The processes of organizational change and
development that are created should require
the same behavior and attitudes as those we
wish to inculcate into the system (take more
initiative, enlarge responsibilities, take risks).

5. As the organizational development activi-
ties produce a higher level of leadership
skills and begin to reduce the system’s de-
fenses in the area of interpersonal relations,
the participants should be helped to begin
to reexamine some of the formal policies
and activities of the State Department that
presently may act as inhibitors to organiza-
tional effectiveness (employee evaluations
and ratings, promotion process, inspections).
The reexamination should be conducted
under the direction of line executives with
the help of inside or outside consultants.

6. The similarities and interdependencies be-
tween administration and substance need to
be made more explicit and more widely
accepted.

7. The State Department’s internal capacity in
the new areas of behavioral-science based
knowledge should be increased immediately.

8. Long-range research programs should be
developed, exploring the possible value of
the behavioral disciplines to the conduct of
diplomacy.

The characteristics of the State Department
are, sad to say, common in publicly administered
organizations. While Argyris’ recommenda-
tions are particular to “State,” they are rele-
vant to all highly authoritative hierarchy-based
organizations.

While new Public Administration is com-
mitted to wider social equity, the foregoing
should make it clear that a more nearly equi-
table internal organization is also an objective.

Conclusions

The search for social equity provides Pub-
lic Administration with a real normative base.
Like many value premises, social equity has

the ring of flag, country, mother, and apple pie,
But surely the pursuit of social equity in Public
Administration is no more a holy grail than the
objectives of educators, medical doctors, and
so forth. Still, it appears that new Public Ad-
ministration is an alignment with good, or pos-
sibly God.

What are the likely results for a practicing
Public Administration working such a norma-
tive base? First, classic Public Administration
on the basis of its expressed objectives com-
monly had the support of businessmen and
the articulate and educated upper and upper-
middle classes. The phenomenal success of the
municipal-reforrn movement is testament to this,
If new Public Administration attempts to jus-
tify or rationalize its stance on the basis of
social equity, it might have to trade support
from its traditional sources for support from
the disadvantaged minorities. It might be pos-
sible for new Public Administration to con-
tinue to receive support from the educated
and articulate if we assume that this social
class is becoming increasingly committed to
those public programs that are equity enhanc-
ing and less committed to those that are not.
Nevertheless, it appears that new Public Ad-
ministration should be prepared to take the
risks involved in such a trade, if it is necessary
to do so.

Second, new Public Administration, in its
quest for social equity, might encounter the
kinds of opposition that the Supreme Court has
experienced in the last decade. That is to say,
substantial opposition from elected officials for
its fundamental involvement in shaping social.
policy. The Court, because of its independence,
is less vulnerable than administration. We might
expect, therefore, greater legislative controls over
administrative agencies and particularly the dis-
tributive patterns of such agencies.

Third, new Public Administration might
well foster a political system in which elected
officials speak basically for the majority and
for the privileged minorities while courts and
the administrators are spokesmen for disadvan-
taged minorities. As administrators work in
behalf of the equitable distribution of public
and private goods, courts are increasingly inter-
preting the Constitution in the same direction.
Legislative hostility to this action might be di-
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rected at administration simply because it is
most vulnerable.

What of new Public Administration and
academia? First, let us consider the theory, then
the academy.

Organization theory will be influenced by
new Public Administration in a variety of ways.
The uniqueness of public organization will be
stressed. Internal administrative behavior—the
forte of the generic administration school and
the foundation of much of what is now known
as organization theory—will be a part of schol-
arly Public Administration, but will be less cen-
tral, Its center position in Public Administration
will be taken by a strong emphasis on the dis-

tributive and boundary-excliahge processes de-
scribed above. -
Quantitatively inclined public-organization
theorists are likely to drift toward or at least
read widely in welfare economics. Indeed it is
possible to imagine these theorists executing a
model or paradigm of social equity fully as ro-
bust as the economist’s market model. With
social equity elevated to the supreme objective,
i much the way profit is treated in eco-
nomics, model building is relatively simple.
We might, for example, develop theories of
equity maximization, long- and short-range
equity, equity elasticity, and so on. The theory
and research being reported in the journal Pub-
lic Choice provides a glimpse of this probable
development. This work is presently being
done primarily by economists who are, in
the main, attempting to develop variations on
the market model or notions of individual-
utility maximization. Public-organization theo-
rists with social-equity commitments could
contribute greatly by the creation of models
less fixed on market environments or individ-
val utility maximization and more on the equ-
itable distribution of and access to both public
and private goods by different groups or cate-
gories of people. If a full-blown equity model
were developed it might be possible to assess
rather precisely the likely outcomes of alter-
native policies in terms of whether the alterna-
tive does or does not enhance equity. Schemes
for guaranteed annual income, negative income
tax, Head Start, Job Corps, and the like could
b? evaluated in terms of their potential for eq-
Uity maximization.
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The less quantitatively but still behaviorally
inclined public-organization theorists are likely
to move in the direction of Kirkhart’s “consoci-
ated model.” They would move in the direction
of sociology, anthropology, and psychology,
particularly in their existential versions, while
the quantitatively iniclined will likely move
toward economics, as described above. And,
of course, many public-organization theorists
will stay with the middle-range theories—role,
group, communications, decisions, and the
like—and not step under the roof of the grand
theories such as the consociated model, the
social-equity model, or the so-called systems
model.

‘What does new Public Administration mean
for the academy? One thing is starkly clear: We
now know the gigantic difference between “pub-
lic administration” and “the public service.”
The former is made up of public-management
generalists and some auxiliary staff people (sys-
tems analysis, budgeting, personnel, and so on)
while the latter is made up of the professionals
who man the schools, the police, the courts, the
military, welfare agencies, and so forth. Pro-
gressive Public Administration programs in
the academy will build firm and permanent
bridges to the professional schools where most

public servants are trained. In some schools the
notion of Public Administsation as the “second
profession” for publicly employed attorneys,
teachers, welfare workers will become a reality.

Some Public Administration programs will
likely get considerably more philosophic and
normative while others will move more to
quantitative management techniques. Both are -
needed and both will contribute.

The return of policy analysis is certain in
both kinds of schools. Good management for
its own sake is Jess and less important to to-
day’s student. Policy analysis, both logically
and analytically “hard-nosed,” will be the order "
of the day.

Academic Public Administration programs
have not commonly been regarded as especially
exciting. New Public Administration has an op-
portunity to change that. Programs that openly
seek to attract and produce “change agents” or
“short-haired radicals” are light years away from
the POSDCORB image. And many of us are

grateful for that.
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