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Education and Identity in Public Administration

Contemporary Issues in American Public
Administration Education: The Search for an

Educational Focus

Curtis Ventriss, The University of Vermont

What should be the focus of American public administration
education? According to Curtis Ventriss, the answer to that
question is shaped by the way we approach a variety of
issues: the relationship between scholars and practitioners;
the appropriate role of public administrators in dealing with
social issues; the need for a common intellectual culture
among public administration scholars; the insularity of
American public administration; and the lack of an
integrated approach for the analytic, managerial, and
policy-knowledge perspectives that are central to the public
administration curricula. In offering ideas to address
these issues, Veniriss reminds us that the debates surrounding
each have implications beyond the classroom. They belp
shape the identity of the field, and therefore its future.

If schools of public affairs are to produce leaders, they
must be leaders. Rufus E. Miles, Jr.

A fateful question seems posed: does Public
Administration, by becoming everything in general,
thereby become notbing in particular? Dwight Waldo
Wandering between two worlds, one dead and the other
powerless to be born. Mathew Arnold

plines to engage in periodic soul-searching, but

perhaps more than any other field of inquiry, pub-
lic administration has done more than its fair share.
Given the intellectual nature of the field, this is under-
standable. John Honey, writing in 1967, put it succinct-
ly: “Those in the field are acutelv aware of intellectual
problems. Is public administration a field. a discipline, a
science, a profession? Or is it the process of conduct-
ing public business, which requires the knowledge and
skills of many disciplines and professions?”!  Since
Honey posed these questions tall echoed before)
debate has raged on about the meaning and purpose of
public administration. Despite theoretical approaches
taken on how to resolve thus wssue. and the particular
merits associated with each. the nagging issue of how
to educate students {or careers in public service has
always hung precaniousiv = the background. The iden-
tity of the field. to 2 tonsiderabie extent. has been inex-
orably linked to a searc: fo¢ i educational focus in
public administrabce, end pUoie aTairs in general. The
ambiguity that besets pboo admrmmustration as a mish-
mash of differen: zecren:izl znd methodological
approaches s zisr ~=femsZ = e confusion concern-
ing the kinC =f =C.iz2or culens need for careers in
the public semsix

I t has become customary for social science disci-
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Notwithstanding the importance of the National
Association of Schools of Public Affairs and Administration’s
(NASPAA) standards and how such standards have estab-
lished some pedagogical order to the field, the questions of
the “what” and “why” to teach students (and in what dosage)
still remain a vexing issue. While the purpose here is not to
trace the historical trends of public affairs education, the
major external and internal forces that have shaped the field’s
educational philosophy are discussed. As new policy issues
have emerged, and as public demands have taken new forms,
those issues and demands have inevitably impacted public
affairs education.

The primary focus, however, is on exploration of certain
factors that are critical to the development of any educational
focus. These are: (1) the imperfect communication between
scholars of public affairs and practitioners; (2) the pedagogi-
cal ambivalence of what role the field should play in shaping
societal affairs; (3) the inherent tension of an interdisciplinary
approach to public affairs that runs the risk of fragmenting
the field; (4) the present fixation of an educational inclination
focused almost exclusively on domestic affairs in an era of
the internationalization of public issues; and (5) the uneasy
relationship among analytical, management, and policy
knowledge and how varied understanding can be conceptual-
ly integrated.

Although this is hardly an exhaustive list of issues dealing
- with public affairs education, it does provide a starting point
of how one might proceed in rethinking an educational
focus. At a minimum, it may prompt the field to recast its
educational net in new and perhaps innovative directions.

Theory and Practice:
An Educational Disjunction

“The need to be intellectually defensible,” John Dyckman
observed in 1978, “is felt keenly throughout the [discipline],
but is most acute in the universities.”? Largely for this reason,
Dyckman concluded, scholars are under constant pressure to
establish theoretical generality, explanation, and rigorous
argument. In particular, the ability of scholars in public
affairs to validate knowledge and to export that theory and
knowledge is paramount in establishing any resemblance of
legitimacy for public administration. To many, anything short
of this goal represents an intellectual inferiority in comparison
to other disciplines; more importantly, it reduces scholars of
public affairs to a permanent second-class status. Richard
Brown, while perhaps overstating the case, expressed a frus-
tration that exemplifies this general viewpoint:

Most schools and programs in public administra-
tion are not very good, lacking in both rigor and
purpose. We must create more and better true
schools of public administration.... Some, even
many, existing programs in public administration
should be allowed to die slowly.3

Such a perspective, however valid, ignores the difficult
theoretical task in doing research in public affairs. That is,

.
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while theory provides a means of validating knowledge in
public affairs, it is a theory, or set of theories, which must
have some application to the world of practice. However,
within the walls of the university, theory is supposed to meet
the demands of empirical explanatory power and of rigor.
The inherent requirements of this conceptualization of theory
may be ironically exacerbating the academician’s role in link-
ing theory with socially-useful knowledge. As one social the-
orist put it, “there are built-in tensions which in providing
rigor, pull theorists too far into the world of abstraction and
unreality. Their theories about guidance are impressive intel-
lectual statements that [often] bear no relation to the opera-
tion of social systems in a modern world.”

The schism between theory and practice of course is not
new. This state of affairs, to a large extent, is simply the result
of different reward systems of academicians and the practi-
tioners:

Individual members of the university must con-
serve their position in the university and try to
rise in that system. They cannot do so unless
they meet the expectations of the university com-
munity for publication, and this means the con-
struction of generalizations and ultimately of the-
oretical systems of explanation.... The canons of
academic judgment pursue the individual and
determine his success. Very different criteria are
determining for the working professional. The
[practitioner] may be judged by his fellow profes-
sionals, or by the community which he serves
but the criteria will be very different from those
of the academic community. Fellow profession-
als may judge him for the size of the budget or
quality of staff he has been able to create from
the political system, or for the scale of the under-
taking he is able to generate or the innovative
methods of analysis and programming he
mounts.... The community may judge him for his
political shifts, for his ability to articulate his pro-
grams, for his skill in compromising interests or
for his ability to inspire visions of the future.5

The purpose, content, and relevance of

public affairs education has been attacked from

all sides as either atheoretical or, at best, an

enlightened form of vocational training.

Not surprisingly, these distinct reward systems have trau-
matized public affairs education. Thus the purpose, content,
and relevance of public affairs education has been attacked
from all sides as either atheoretical or, at best, an enlightened
form of vocational training. To be fair to public administra-
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tion, other professional fields like city planning, business
administration, and education are also victims of similar intel-
lectual ferment.

Exacerbating this tension is another salient factor: the pro-
fessionalization of public administration is connected with the
natural life of bureaucracy that tends to favor only that
knowledge which accentuates the elements of efficiency,
expediency, and calculation. The conduct of analysts or
administrators is judged by how “things are done” in confor-
mity with procedural rationality. Understandably, substantive
rationality tends to play a secondary role to the procedural
efficiency manifested in modern bureaucracies. “Except inso-
far as theory informs the various techniques of practice,” Guy
Adams notes, “why should students of public administration
evidence concern for theory? Indeed, since most techniques
in public administration are ill-formed theoretically, the stu-
dent need have no concern with theory at all.”6

In the process, scholar and practitioner have increasingly
learned to talk past one another, both with their own reward
structures and set of concerns. Public administration theo-
rists, for the most part, still have serious difficulty with the
notion that “professional education in public administration is
concerned with application, operations, and performance,
and not primarily with theory, abstractions, and research
methodology.”” And with good reason! If theorists of public
administration are to teach something to their students, it
must be knowledge that is, one hopes, cumulative. Recently,
attempts have been made to resolve this dichotomy between
theory and practice. For instance, those who advocate such
approaches as action theory, phenomenology, and other
hybrids are the most vivid examples of this trend. However,
these approaches (as important as they are) miss a crucial
point: they veer the field too far to one side in their virulent,
albeit legitimate, attack against the invasion of behavioral
methodology, at the cost of only landing the field in a theo-
retical pit of unbridled subjectivity. The same can be argued
for those who fallaciously equate theory with method, as if
this “puritanism of knowledge” represents a way to advance
the art and science of public administration (it does not.)

NASPAA requirements provide public affairs education
with little help and guidance on this matter. What is desper-
ately needed is nothing less than a reconceptualization of
what constitutes “knowledgeable action” and the “theoretical
understanding” of public issues.®8 But how is this to be
achieved? George Graham provides a hint of where one
might begin. Although Graham’s words were written almost
50 years ago, his message remains relevant today:

Research is perhaps the only escape—research
that involves the mutual assistance of a broader
body of scholars that is enriched by close collab-
oration with public officials and that is related to
fundamental problems of government and
administration. Without this sort of activity the
universities will not be able to meet the needs of
the present and the future. Graduate training for
public administration worthy of the university tra-

dition must be based upon and closely related to
research.?

The operative phrase of this perceptive insight is"Graham’s
emphasis on establishing a collaborative research agenda
among both scholars and practitioners. While much lipser-
vice has been given to this idea, it has not as of yet taken
root. It is not only long overdue, but badly needed. This
approach may not eliminate entirely the gulf between theory
and practice in public affairs, but it just might provide the
kind of communication that will enrich the linkage between
the university and public institutions.

This connection, some critics may reply, runs the danger-
ous risk of potentially contaminating the scholar’s willingness
to explore certain theoretical issues that the practitioner may
find infeasible or even threatening. To avoid this fate, the
emphasis must be on mutual learning that jointly links schol-
ars and practitioners in furthering their knowledge and matu-
rity on public issues, and not a one-way relationship whereby
the research agenda is dictated by the practitioner.
Specifically, what does mutual learning mean? Mutual learn-
ing refers to an educative conception of theory and practice.
According to Brian Fay,!? an educative conception attempts to
uncover the underlying conditions and assumptions of social
practices, and, more importantly, to engender self-knowledge
in order to clarify, if necessary, the institutional and social
arrangements that may be only perpetuating the problem at
hand. Fay asserts that such a social theory can be scientific,
practical, and critical. Thus, unlike the rational model of the-
ory which emphasizes how to achieve ends by determining
causal relationships and how such knowledge can work for
the practitioner, the educative approach tries to balance this
perspective with a critical analysis of those causal relation-
ships and the consideration of other alternative ends never
raised by the rational model.

In this respect, part of the responsibility of academicians is
to raise issues and concerns that may be uncomfortable or
even unpopular. By this emphasis on mutual learning, both
practitioners and scholars may better understand Max
Weber's discerning observation: “Certainly all political experi-
ence confirms that truth that man would not have attained
the possible unless time and again he had reached out for the
impossible.”11

A Pedagogical Ambivalence

One of the intriguing aspects of public affairs education is
the proclivity to be “very much interested in educating stu-
dents fo do public service, but not necessarily to be public ser-
vanis.”2 There are historical reasons for this educational incli-
nation, and they are worthy of note. Public administration,
like other professional disciplines dedicated to the public sec-
tor, was born out of a concern about political corruption. “It
was a reform movement, directed against clear and present
evils that a rational and well-intentioned people could cor-
rect.”13 The progressive era, as explained by historians,
stressed among other things the saliency of administration
over politics. In the earlier period of the field’s development,
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public administration education therefore concentrated on
staff functions such as budgeting, organization, personnel,
planning, and so forth that were commensurate with the veri-
ties of economy and efficiency.

This focus, in part, was epitomized by the influential text-
books written by Leonard D. White and W. F. Willoughby.14
The significance of White’s book, in particular, was his
attempt to link political science conceptually to management.
His central premises included the following:

¢ that management is a single process wherever
found,

¢ that administration can reasonably aspire to move
from art to science;

¢ that problems of administration are now and will
remain the central problems of modern government;
and

+ that the objective of public administration is efficiency.15

The residue of this propensity is still felt today. The intel-
lectual skyline of public administration education, under the
rubric of administration and efficiency, has seemed to settle
the field in a conceptual trajectory that has persisted on the
central premises of promoting economy and efficiency. To
be sure, some scholars like Paul Appleby and Roscoe Martin
voiced strong concerns about a fixation on efficiency, hoping
that the field would start to concern itself with public policy
within a pluralistic framework. Even with the attack on the
politics and administration dichotomy in the 1940s and with
the rise of the behavioral movement and pluralism, these
events only slightly modified the central motifs of public
affairs education. The vocabulary of public administration,
however, did accommodate the introduction of such concepts
as decision making, management science, organization theo-
ry, and public policy. But by the 1960s, Allen Schick
observed, public administration education resembled a form
of eclecticism that “proved to be little more than ambivalence
and confusion.”’® In this conceptual rubble, economics with
its arsenal of mathematical techniques tried to provide a more
empirical grounding for public administration’s activities.
Although public administration education, as Frederick
Mosher pointed out, cannot be viewed independently of the
historical and political forces of the day, the intellectual basis
of the field’s pedagogy, for the most part, has remained fairly
constant: budgeting, personnel administration, and organiza-
tion and management.!? Policy studies became the most
prominent addition to this list in recent decades.

Despite this trend, the general question has always been
basically the same: for what are students being educated?
Generally speaking, the answer has been consistent since the
field’s early beginnings—for professionally expert work in
public bureaucracies devoted to public service. The critical
phrase here is what is meant by public service. Public ser-
vice, as the field’s history indicates, is perceived as concomi-
tant with administrative roles—roles confined within the
boundaries of organizations. But is this view too pedantic?
Is a balance needed between educating students “to do” pub-
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lic service (read: to administer for the public interest) and “to
be” prospective public servants (read: to serve as public lead-
ers). In other words, have public administration and public
policy educators overemphasized administration and analysis
(teaching students to cope with complexity, planning and
budgeting, and problem solving) and underemphasized lead-
ership (teaching students to cope with change, communicat-
ing a vision, and motivating)? As John Kotter has recently
pointed out in the Harvard Business Review, leadership and
management are equally important—they are just different.18
This should make public administration and policy educators
pause and reflect on their general reluctance to “teach” lead-
ership. As farfetched as this may appear, it is interesting to
note that in 1908 Harvard University tried something close to
this idea: a graduate school for educating both public admin-
istrators and diplomats (public leaders). Unfortunately, the
idea lost momentum due to the perceived paucity of career
opportunities.

What is hinted here should now be more directly stated.
The field’s pedagogical focus needs an explicit emphasis on
educating students to be public leaders and/or administra-
tors. In short, as critical as it is to educate students to be
competent public managers or policy analysts, it is equally
important to educate students who may one day wish to be
the Secretary of State, a senator, or a community leader. It
would be pretentious to argue that schools of public affairs
can, or should be, the only educational vehicle for producing
prospective public leaders. Rather, it is contended that the
field’s purpose cannot ignore this vital role in shaping societal
affairs. As Rufus Miles explained:

Since public affairs are primarily purpose-orient-
ed, prospective leaders of our society cannot be
properly prepared for their future roles without
active encouragement and assistance toward the
development of individual and personally satisfy-
ing patterns of social, economic, and political
philosophy. How this is to be accomplished in
an educational and social setting resembling an
obstacle course should be a matter of the greatest
concern to thoughtful citizens. This question lies
at the heart of the difficult challenge confronting
every graduate schoal of public affairs.19

Some may argue that such a role is filled with theoretical
(and logistical) obstacles. How can one even begin to teach
students to be public leaders? Are schools of public affairs
really in the business of trying to produce prospective lead-
ers? What must be recognized is that at the heart of public
service is not only the importance of administration but the
purpose and role of educating individuals to facilitate demo-
cratic self-governance. Certainly, the notion of governance
includes administration. What is implied here is the casting
of public administration’s conceptual net a bit differently; that
is, educating students to perform administrative and policy
functions while at the same time articulating an active social
and political philosophy that leaders must ponder to wrestle
with the growing interdependency of public issues. If this
idea is taken seriously, it means broadening public adminis-




tration’s present educational scope to include a focus on how
to achieve an “educated citizenry”—an educated citizenry that
does not necessarily imply preparing one for a professional
role in public institutions. This is not to negate the field’s
role in educating students for professional careers in the pub-
lic and nonprofit sectors. It means, instead, that the field’s
mandate is much broader than presently perceived. To nur-
ture the public interest, public administration must begin by
preparing citizens for a variey of public roles. Simply put, if
public administration is to recapture its public orientation, an
integral part of this process means educating both civil ser-
vants and other possible future public servants. While this
may appear an idyllic role, it is a challenge that can no longer
be ignored, despite its inherent difficulty. If nothing else, it is
a noble calling.

Rethinking an Interdisciplinary
Approach to Public Affairs

The intrinsic value of an interdisciplinary approach to pub-
lic affairs education has long been noted, particularly given
the field’s broad interest. For the most part, it was only when
public administration started to exert its independence from
political science that public administration started eagerly to
look for concepts and approaches elsewhere—in psychology,
sociology, economics, business administration, law, and
urban affairs. Given the inherent interdependency of public
issues, an interdisciplinary approach appeared not only to be
reasonable, but a necessity. This interdisciplinary perspective
can be clearly seen in the background of the faculty who
teach in departments or schools of public affairs. As reported
by James Wolf, only about 40 percent of public affairs faculty
are from political science or public administration. The
remaining 60 percent come from a variety of disciplines. He
concluded as follows:

[The] teaching faculty in public administration
programs then is clearly an interdisciplinary
group. It consists of a large group of public
administration and political science types sur-
rounded by a host of related disciplines in social
sciences and special program areas. This mix
may present problems for clarity of program pur-
pose, but offers an opportunity for a variety of
professional orientations within PA programs.20

Frederick Mosher, moreover, gave added intellectual legiti-
macy to this educational eclecticism:

[Public Administration] has cross-interests with
virtually all other social sciences. In fact, it
would appear that any definition of this field
would be either so encompassing as to call forth
the wrath or ridicule of others or so limiting as to
stultify its own discipline. Perhaps it is best that
it not be defined. It is more an area of interest
than a discipline....21

Few can quibble with Mosher’s reasoning. Yet, from a
historical perspective, according to Donald and Alice Stone,

an interdisciplinary (or multidisciplinary) approach to profes-
sional education in public affairs has been rather disappoint-
ing.22 To a certain degree, this disappointment can be
attributed to how public administration has become so broad
in scope—sheltering so many different kinds of knowledge
and skills from other disciplines—that it has become what
one scholar so aptly called “a leaky umbrella.”? As govern-
ment has grown and increased its role, so has the field. This
is reflected in the growth of a myriad of sub-disciplines rang-
ing from environmental policy and management to judicial
administration. The rub in this trend is that a “pedagogical
diffusion” has taken place with little to which to connect a
body of knowledge. According to James Bowman and
Jeremy Plant, the consequences of this development are
twofold:

First, it demeans the tradition of public adminis-
tration as opposed to policy-specific questions,
and so makes management of programs seem 2
lesser and often troublesome appendage to the
tasks of policy development and strategic deci-
sion-making. Second, it may make it difficult to
educate students for the centrist management
concerns of a future dominated by jurisdictional
management and interorganizational coordina-
tion.24

Another consequence of this pedogogical diffusion—one
which represents a more serious challenge for education in
public affairs—is that because public administration programs
harbor so many scholars from diverse backgrounds a focus
can be potentially lost in what constitutes public administra-
tion’s common ethic and purpose. In other words, public
administration programs are slowly coming to resemble a dis-
oriented educational octupus, with appendages moving in all
directions, lacking a sense of normative coherency. To be
sure, the interdisciplinary nature of public administration is to
be applauded and further encouraged. But fragmentation
should not be mistaken for an interdisciplinary approach—
directionless fragmentation that can erode the field’s substan-
tive worth. In sum, interdisciplinary research and teaching is
not merely a smorgasbord of faculty thrown together who
exhibit only a modicum of knowledge concerning the mean-
ingful linkages between administration (or policy) with the
public. Frederick Mosher and Dwight Waldo were correct:

A public affairs program 1s not an intellectual

reservation for those who want to teach
—regardless of their intellectual perspective—
something about the public sector independent of
any knowledge (or interest) of the field as a whole.
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what makes public administration unique and distinctive is
the notion of the public. It is true that public affairs educa-
tion is too important to be left to those who are exclusively
trained in public administration or public policy; conversely,
it is also too important to be left to an amalgamation of schol-
ars whose knowledge of public administration is rudimentary
at best. Expressing an interest in the public sector is simply
not enough to provide the proper educational glue. A public
affairs program is not an intellectual reservation for those
who want to teach—regardless of their intellectual perspec-
tive—something about the public sector independent of any
knowledge (or interest) of the field as a whole. Saying this,
does it make any sense to have different scholars teach in
public affairs programs if they have not pondered Dwight
Waldo’s Administrative State, Frederick Mosher’s Democracy
and the Public Service, Paul Appleby’s Big Democracy,
Yehezkel Dror’s Design for Policy Sciences, or Herbert
Simon’s Administrative Bebavior, or worse yet, have never
heard of them? Without a substantive connection to the nor-
mative content of the field, an interdisciplinary approach is
degraded into a state of babel, confusion, and bewilderment.
The issue here is not some kind of litmus test or reading lists
for scholars who wish to teach in a public affairs program;
rather, it is that interest in public issues alone is not enough.
A common ethic or common culture of what public adminis-
tration purports to be, and the debates surrounding these
issues, is central to the field and its foundation. If a public
affairs program expects its students to be exposed to a variety
of viewpoints and how they can be synthesized in addressing
the major issues of the day, scholars in public affairs pro-
grams must exhibit the same dedication. Absent that interest
and engagement, an interdisciplinary approach to public
affairs will only be a superficial veil for the lack of any com-
mon ethic or culture of what the field is trying to do and
what faculties are trying to teach. When all is said and done,
the price of such a misguided interdisciplinary perspective is
much too high.

In spite of increasing interdependency of
policy and economic issues, American public
administration (and public policy) has remained
insulated from other cultures and neglectful of

international issues in general,

The Internationalization of
American Public Administration

In 1947, Robert Dahl wrote an influential article in the
Public Administration Review which, even today, continues
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to ripple through public administration. He contended that if
public administration is to have any conceptual validity, it
must address three major obstacles: (1) the inherent norma-
tive implications of public administration; (2) that a science of
public administration must be based upon a study of human
behavior; and (3) that “as long as the study of public adminis-
tration is not comparative, claims for a science of public
administration sound rather hollow.”2s

It is Dahl’s last point that warrants attention here. Of
course, the call for a comparative perspective is not new.
Woodrow Wilson, for example, long ago drew attention to
the importance of foreign affairs to American public adminis-
tration.26 Leonard White also stressed a comparative perspec-
tive in his 1930 book, The Civil Service in the Modern State,
which included a comparison of national civil service in dif-
ferent countries.?’ And in the 1950s and 1960s, during the
highpoint of America’s role in providing technical assistance
around the world, the comparative administration movement
was born. For varied reasons, this movement quickly waned.
This was due, by and large, to arguments about what this
movement purported to be as a subdiscipline and how it dis-
tinguished itself from other similar approaches to internation-
al affairs. Regardless of the reasons for this movement’s
decline, public administration and public policy have been
devoid of an international perspective. Ferrel Heady put it
succinctly when he argued that “Both in theory and practice,
American public administration has historically exhibited an
orientation that is primarily national, concentrating on the
past experience and future needs of the United States and
only incidentally concerned with cross-national compari-
son.”? In the next breath, Heady spelled out the real impli-
cations of this parochialism:

This tendency is reflected in the commonly
accepted view that parochialism is a persistent
dominant feature of American public administra-
tion, evidenced in the curricula of institutions of
higher education preparing young people for
public service careers and in the conduct of pub-
lic administration by practicing professionals.2?

Heady's point should be taken seriously: that in spite of
increasing interdependency of policy and economic issues,
American public administration (and public policy) has
remained insulated from other cultures and neglectful of
international issues in general. Concomitantly, this is reflect-
ed in the curriculum in public affairs which is dominated by
domestic concerns. But is this fixation on domestic affairs
realistic anymore? It is not. Recognition of this deficiency is
not an invitation to reenter the debate on what does, or what
does not, constitute the study and practice of comparative
administration. Charles Goodsell, for example, has called for
what he refers to as a “new comparative administration” that
includes both supranational and subnational levels of analy-
sis. 30 Instead, the issue concerns what might be called the
“internationalization of public administration/public affairs.”
As Astrid Merget explained:

-




I am struck, as I visit campuses around the coun-
try, how public administration is parochialized.
It is Americanized. What we need to do is infuse
the cultural context of other countries into our
subject matter. I'm not talking particularly about
more programs in comparative administration or
development administration, but rather an infu-
sion of an international perspective into what we
teach in management and what we teach about
public economy, public finance, and other spe-
cialized fields.... We need to infuse among our
analysts the greater complexity of analyzing
problems in a cross-cultural perspective 3!

From both a theoretical and practical view, an examination
of this internationalization of public administration and public
policy might include exploring some of the following themes:

¢ examining the lack of appropriate policy and eco-
nomic frameworks based on the interrelationships of
political, economic, and administrative impacts
which may reduce capacities for self-governance;

¢ clarifying the interactions of nongovernmental actors
(trade unions, banking and investment institutions,
world trade clubs, etc.) and governmental actors
(local, state, national, and supranational) and their
overlapping influences on policy making;

¢ examining the implications of technology and infor-
mation which has lessened geographic and social
distances, thus intensifying the interaction of interna-
tional, national, and local systems;

¢ exploring new policy strategies to deal with eco-
nomic and political issues in an interdependent
world; and

¢ studying different social and administrative systems
in order to incorporate new knowledge and proce-
dures that may fit within the American context.32

This is only a partial and suggestive list of what might be
considered as part of the “internationalization” of the field.
According to Fred Riggs, one thing is certain, however: “no
one can claim to understand public administration when all
she or he knows is the administrative experience of one
country...what we used to think of as comparative administra-
tion must be viewed...as nothing more than ordinary public
administration.”33 No one has said it better.

Analytical, Management, and Policy
Knowledge: An Uneasy
Relationship?

The juxtaposition of analytical, management, and policy
knowledge is regarded as essential to prepare students with
the knowledge and skills necessary to participate successfully

in careers devoted to public service. For example, NASPAA’s
standards call for a common curriculum in three broad areas:

10

(1) management of the public and, as appropriate, third
sector organizations;

(Dthe application of quantitative and qualitative tech-
niques of analysis; and

(3)an understanding of the public policy and organiza-
tional environment.34

As reasonable as this appears in theory, in actual practice
some disconcerting trends in public administration education
have emerged that have provoked students and scholars alike
to question how well this balance is being adhered to.

David Brown, for example, has recently posed this
poignant question: “Is Public Administration really interested
in management?’3> Brown’s conclusion was largely negative.
Following this same theme, Blue Wooldridge questioned
whether departments or schools of public affairs are ade-
quately preparing students to be managers in the public sec-
tor.36 Bill Kirchoff, the City Manager of Arlington, Texas, was
even more blunt: “What can today’s MPA graduates do?
...Unless they have an undergraduate degree in engineering,
accounting, business administration, architecture, or some
other hard science, and possess the tough kernel of ambition,
the answer is not much.”?” Because Kirchoff's point cannot
be easily brushed aside, it is worth quoting him at length:

So long as we foist theoretical nonmanagerial
training on people who are going to be assigned
the task of managing and give them a maze of
choices that could have been designed by Kafka,
our expectations for success remain low.... What
we do the most, managing people, facilities and
equipment with limited resources, is not easy to
leamn in a typical public administration program
because, with rare exceptions, it simply isn’t
being taught. We need to see our world as it is
rather than as we wish it were. Our primary orb
is service delivery, not the creation of public poli-
cy. Some open-kimono time is needed by the
profession.38

Wlth little conceptual understanding of the
importance of the public to public
administration and public policy, and with

a modicum of consensus of what it means,

this state of affairs bas resulted in making

public affairs education particularly vulnerable

to invasion by any field which can move in and,
S0 to Speak, declare itself sheriff.
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The educational schism is clear: that management is not
policy or a collection of analytical skills—it is skill-oriented
knowledge that is reflective of a pragmatic approach to ser-
vice delivery. Whatever may be said about the validity of this
assumption, it raises once more the search for relevance that
dates back to when George Graham voiced this same issue in
his book, Education for Public Administration.3 Schools of
public policy deal with this problem straightforwardly. They
do not purport to educate public managers, but rather sophis-
ticated policy analysts. Futhermore, economists and political
scientists in policy programs, in terms of academic
respectability and analytical rigor, feel more at home teaching
policy than the less respectable “nuts and bolts approach” of
public management. It should come as no surprise that MPA
programs in California are taught in the California State
University system (with the exception of the University of
Southern California), and policy programs are taught in the
more prestigious University of California system. In fact,
some of the most respected schools of public affairs are
explicitly policy oriented: Carnegie-Mellon, University of
California at Berkeley, Princeton, Harvard, and the University
of Chicago, to name a few. Unfortunately, this trend smacks
of an educational form of Taylorism. That is to say, the plan-
ning and policy function is best performed by those with a
sound background in the rigors of analysis and the execution
of policy procedures left to the less analytically-minded man-
agerial janitors of the public sector. The sad fact is that
“while policy study tends to be an important aspect of Public
Administration, the majority of institutes, centers, programs
and so forth are organizationally outside of Public
Administration entities.”40

AdMIniStration e s

be at the core of government, but the public is at
the core of the republic.

A much broader question, however, is implied in this
uneasy relationship. It is a question eloquently raised by
Waldo when he asked whether “Public Administration by
becoming everything in general, [has] become nothing in par-
ticular.”1 Waldo’s postulation, while true in what it implies,
overlooks a more basic point; namely, it is not so much the
mass and diversity of public administration that may be the
problem (although assuredly this is part of it), but rather the
absense of any conceptual link that gives coberency to this
mass and diversity. This conceptual link is the notion of the
public. Public administration and public policy have forgot-
ten that often what is called public administration or public
policy is really nothing more than the “administration of the
public,” or a “policy for the public.” The ordering of the
words of the field is important; it denotes that the primary
focus should be on the public, rather than on administration
or policy. It is the view of the public that should guide the
field’s conception of administration and policy, not the other
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way around. This view of the public particularly applies to
policy analysis, as argued by Allen Schick:

Policy analysis has emerged as a separate field
because of disaffection with public administra-
tion...[however] policy represents only a fraction
of what is public; analysis is only one component
of administration. Now it appears that the focus
has been too limited. [Analysts] may even have to
rediscover public administration....42

Schick is only partially correct. The real rediscovery of the
linkage among management, analysis, and policy is to be
found in a common quest for the role of the public and its
substantive meaning. No doubt, most perceive the public as
an elusive and slippery concept. Most theorists and practi-
tioners are content to settle on the meaning of the public as
synonymous with the government or as embedded in the
vocabulary of pluralism. Obviously, this view has some
virtue. Yet, this myopic conception of the public—as
Theodore Lowi notes—regards the public as congruent with
interest-group liberalism that now pervades modern politics.
Given this theoretical view, “one wonders if we have perhaps
reduced the notion of the public to an abstraction—an amor-
phous statistical configuration that becomes real only when
voices are raised.”3

So what does this all mean for educating students for pub-
lic service? First, it means that it is the publicness of the
inquiry that makes the interdependency of management,
analysis, and policy so crucial. Obviously, students must
become acquainted with policy analysis, management sci-
ence, budgeting, public finance, and so forth. NASPAA's reg-
ulations have done much to move the field in this direction.
That is not the pivotal controversy facing public affairs educa-
tion. Rather, it is the myopic conception of the public and its
unidimensional characterization that haunts public administra-
tion and public policy. With little conceptual understanding
of the importance of the public to public administration and
public policy, and with 2 modicum of consensus of what it
means, this state of affairs has resulted in making public
affairs education become particularly vulnerable to invasion
by any field which can move in and, so to speak, declare
itself sheriff. Consequently, a crude form of educational
Taylorism has emerged that has resulted in isolating manage-
ment from policy because little room exists for a common
universe of discourse.

This lack of common discourse has disguised old and
unresolved struggles about what to make of the notion of the
public. This is primarily why public affairs education—
regardless of the balance one tries to make in exposing stu-
dents to crucial aspects of the field—looks like a collection of
disconnected parts without a whole. At present, the common
link seems to hang on producing socially-useful knowledge.
Acknowledging this, it is not surprising that the 1967 Honey
Report on Higher Education for Public Administration had
almost nothing to say about pressing public issues. Writing in
response to the Honey Report, Peter Savage addressed a
point that is still pregnant with meaning today: “for what

1
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purposes and to what ends are we and our knowledge being
used? The answer may not have been very frightening, but if
we are 1o offer ourselves and our talents as social scientists to
the highest bidder, we ought to know to what ends.”44
Administration may indeed be at the core of government, but
the public is at the core of the republic. And that means fac-
ing some troublesome moral dilemmas:

What standards of decision do we use to select
which questions ought to be studied and how do
we study them? Who defines our questions and
priorities for us? To what extent are we aware of
the social and moral implications of knowledge
in public administration?... To whose advantage
does public administration work? What are the
assumptions and, more importantly, the conse-
quences of research and education in public
administration5

The issues raised by these questions will not, and, given
the values at stake, should not go away. Such questions also
raise an interesting twist to the discussion posed so far: inte-
gral to the balance sought is to address these questions with
students of the field. In the final analysis, to do otherwise
would make the discussion of a balance, even if it were to be
resolved to everyone’s satisfaction, seem almost irrelevant,
even dangerous.

Conclusion

Nothing is more crucial to the role and purpose of public
administration (and public policy) than how students are edu-
cated for the complex tasks that await them. This is why the
role and purpose of public affairs education will most likely
continue to be a constant source of controversy and debate—
as it should. The issues at stake are too great to be taken for
granted. Notwithstanding the importance of research, how
students are educated stands at the apex of public administra-
tion’s contribution to society. While it is true that only four
or five percent of the governmental workforce have degrees
in public administration or public policy, schools or depart-
ments of public affairs are looked upon as resources where
administrators and analysts may update their knowledge.

Although not discussed here, continuing education has long
been an integral aspect of the outreach activities among uni-
versities in this field.

It is for these reasons that a coherent educational focus—
or search for it—is needed in public affairs. The arguments
posed here have only scratched the surface of the meaning of
this focus, but they are probably worth repeating: (1) initia-
tion of a mutual learning research approach to help bridge
the dichotomy between theory and practice; (2) broadening
of the field’s intellectual net to educate prospective public
leaders outside of administration who need to become
acquainted with the complex intricacies of policy issues,
especially given that most policy issues exist in an intercon-
nected political and economic environment; (3) reexamina-
tion of an interdisciplinary faculty who, because many have
little conceptual understanding of public administration, strip
the field of a shared culture or ethic; (4) a call for interna-
tionalizing public administration and public policy; and final-
ly, (5) a reevaluation of the growing separation of public pol-
icy from management that has led to a form of educational
Taylorism. Part of the balance which links analysis, manage-
ment, and policy will mean nothing less than the rediscovery
of the public.

Putting aside the logistics of how these suggestive ideas
can be implemented, one point is strikingly obvious: finding
an educational focus is a critical part of what public adminis-
tration is and of what it is likely to become in the future.
That alone should make one pause concerning the scope of
the challenge.
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