Lecture Preface for Chapter 1: Henry argues that the three pillars of good government are democracy, honesty, and competency, and that public administrators are essential to all three. Indeed, he asserts (on page 3) that “Public administration is the device used to reconcile bureaucracy with democracy.” He then goes on to make the claim that, even though it is an American tradition to limit the power of executive authority at all levels of government, bureaucrats (who are often demonized unfairly) have considerable influence over the structuring of policy alternatives and even in policy-making, especially at the local level. Noetic authority, or the authority that derives from their superior knowledge of complex social matters, is their primary tool in this process, though he acknowledges that their power also comes from the longevity of institutions (staying power) and their role as stoppers (impeding the implementation of policies decided by others). The role of the bureaucracy is, therefore, to translate increasingly complicated issues into terms that can be understood by and used in a democracy.  A great deal of the book will be devoted to issues of honesty and competency, but it is clear that Henry believes that public administration is also essential to democracy. So it is interesting that he ends the chapter with the following quotation: “would we trust the unemployment numbers if, every time a new president came along, he replaced the entire Bureau of Labor Statistics with a new crop of cronies and campaign aides?” This suggests that public administration acts, at least in part, as a barrier to democratically elected officials doing whatever they want with the bureaucracy: this is more than bureaucratic inertia (the stopping power of bureaucrats), for Henry implies that it is good that public administrators do not allow the Bureau of Labor Statistics to be the tool of elected officials. That is, it would appear that this is a case in which noetic authority trumps democratic responsiveness as a means of advancing democracy. In what sense is this a case of public administration aiding democracy? On what grounds could you make the argument that elected officials should be able to replace entire departments with political supporters? On what grounds could you make the case that it would be inappropriate to allow them to do so?

Recap: What were the problems with the Plunkitt approach to governance?  Administrative decisions made for personal financial gain at public expense (corruption), staffing decisions made to reward political supporters rather than ability to achieve public objectives (nepotism and cronyism), distribution of services directed toward rewarding political support (favoritism), larger public problems not addressed (ineffectiveness): administrative process (delivering services, managing government) subordinate to political process (getting elected, connecting to voters).  We want administration to be subordinate to politics (voice of the people, essence of democracy) but not to “politics,” which is concerned with perpetuating the terms of current office holders.  Current alternative is customer service orientation, but that is not the only response and there have been others.  The Goal: responsiveness without corruption, efficiency without unresponsiveness; reconciling bureaucracy and democracy.

Lecture Preface for Chapter 2: This chapter is about a century of efforts to define what public administration is and who practices it. Is public administration different from politics? Is public administration different from the management? These are really about the focus (or subject of study) of public administration. That debate is now complicated by the fact that all levels of government privatize some services, but continue to monitor them because they are still public services, and because all levels of government have devolved responsibility to nonprofit agencies, which are doing public work but not as government agencies. This is really about the locus, or institutional location, of public administration. The first debate is the most explosive, for it boils down to this: what are we teaching you in public administration that you could not get in either political science or business? Political science will teach you all about democracy, how to make government responsive to various political constituencies, and how policies are made by elected officials. Business will teach you how to manage organizations and get things done. If those crucial subjects (democracy and management) are taught elsewhere, rather than taking courses in public administration, why not get a joint degree in political science and business? That is, is there something distinctive about public administration that does not derive from either political science or business? Why is it necessary to study the administration of public organizations? What makes the management of a public organization different from the management of a private organization, and what makes the bureaucrat different from the elected official? To help clarify this problem, take a look at the excerpt on page 38 from the article by Luther Gulick on Roosevelt and Social Security. To what extent do you see how the public administration perspective differs from the political perspective? Is it enough to leave to politicians the sort of political sensitivity Gulick attributes Roosevelt? What happens if bureaucrats become too politically sensitive?
Recap: What were the problems with the Plunkitt approach to governance?  Administrative decisions made for personal financial gain at public expense (corruption), staffing decisions made to reward political supporters rather than ability to achieve public objectives (nepotism and cronyism), distribution of services directed toward rewarding political support (favoritism), larger public problems not addressed (ineffectiveness): We want administration to be subordinate to politics (voice of the people, essence of democracy) but not to “politics,” which is concerned with perpetuating the terms of current office holders.  The Goal: responsiveness without corruption, efficiency without unresponsiveness; reconciling bureaucracy and democracy = role of PA.  Do this with noetic authority.  PA combines political science and management, but is distinct from both because public institutions are different: (1) agency: acting for self or others; (2) interest: benefit insiders or outsiders; (3) access: openness to environment.  Another formulation: (1) task environment: public more complex, less stable, less competitive, more penetrated by environmental forces; (2) organizational missions: goals are more distinctive, more numerous, and less defined; (3) structural constraints: more constrained by bureaucracy and red tape and less autonomy; (4) personal values: less materialistic, more committed to serving the public interest and facilitating social change.

Lecture Preface for Chapter 3: Is a public organization different from any other organization?  Henry claims strongly that there is a big difference.  Still, large bureaucratic organizations can be found in other areas of life (corporations, churches) and thus it is tempting to see all such structures as having similar characteristics.  This chapter introduces the key concepts used to comprehend organizational life and behavior and to differentiate among public, private, and nonprofit organizations.  It will be important to understand the distinction between the open and closed organizational models and the relationships among organizational structure, internal and external constituencies, and the operating environment.  Henry concludes that organizations contain elements of both the open and closed models and that they try to survive by reducing uncertainty, though public organizations will face special problems in this regard, from both the inside and the outside.

But the big question that you should keep in mind while reading this chapter is the following: To what extent do the theories discussed in this chapter offer you any help were you to be put in charge of a public sector organization? The closed and open models of organizations are offered here as ideal types; that is, they are theoretical models and not intended as adequate descriptions of any real, existing organizations. Still, these ideal types suggest that there is a range of variables that practicing managers should keep in mind as they plan their tactics and strategy for getting things done in the public sector. For example, Henry suggests that work tasks are related to organizational environment; a stable, routine environment will lead to routine tasks, whereas an unstable environment will require non-routine tasks. This suggests further that changes in the environment require changes in the way organizations are managed: a big bureaucracy, with routine tasks, can suddenly seem very ineffective if its environment becomes unstable. Managing people in stable, routine organizations is also different from managing people in organizations that require adaptation and change; whom you hire, how you motivate them, and how you allow them to relate to the work they do (telling them what to do versus involving them in the decision-making) can be very different depending on the nature of the organization. It also interesting that Henry concludes by saying that all organizations attempt to reduce uncertainty. If that is the case, what are its implications for managers? As you read the chapter, therefore, try to create a checklist of variables that you would use as manager to guide your efforts to manage in both stable and unstable environments.
Week 5

Recap: What is PA’s response to Plunkitt?  We shall use our noetic authority, borrowing from management and political science to reach our goals, but recognizing that managing in public organizations is different because we serve others (not ourselves), we benefit outsiders (not insiders), and we are more accessible.  As we build these new organizations that reconcile bureaucracy and democracy, we need to keep in mind that we have two big organizational alternatives: closed versus open (means versus ends, rules versus creativity, coerced versus voluntary work).  The success of whatever strategy we choose will depend on how our organization matches with its environment: stable environments allow more rigid organizations, unstable ones require more flexibility.  We also recognize that organizations will all tend toward closure because we prefer certainty over uncertainty.
Lecture Preface for Chapter 4: In this chapter Henry again makes the case that public sector organizations are indeed different. He begins by suggesting that the goals of public sector organizations are often vague and uncertain and that there is disagreement over their purposes even after they have been established for many years. He then goes on to say that information is not used rationally in organizations and that decision-making is not always based on information even when it is available. Part of this is due to the fact that decisions are made by people and people are not necessarily rational and here he again brings in the work of Herbert Simon. But he also emphasizes that decision-making in public sector organizations is less autonomous than in the private sector and that the procedures used in the public sector constrain public managers more than private ones. Even more important, public sector organizations are more deeply affected by their environments. Public sector organizations often have multiple bosses and responsibility for managing a single policy is often scattered among several agencies. The diagram on page 85, showing congressional oversight of the Department of Homeland Security, shows just how trammeled public agencies can be. Because so many people have a hand in the execution of public policies, red tape is inevitable. The diagram on pages 89 through 95 is a sobering illustration of the ways in which attempts to make a public organization accountable to multiple parties can lead to gross inefficiency. This means that public sector managers often have to work with their hands tied, a fact which requires them to be even more effective in order to get things done. To what extent are the problems discussed in this chapter a product of our desire to have government be responsive in a democratic sense? That is, is all this red tape simply a byproduct of our desire to let everyone have a say in how public organizations work? What would be the effect of dramatically simplifying the rules by which public organizations work and reducing the penetration of the environment on public organizations? Would this make them less responsive even while making them more efficient and effective? How would we go about making public organizations more efficient: could we leave that to their managers and allow them simply to manage the organizations as they see fit? Since there is often ongoing disagreement about the goals of public sector organizations, aren't the inefficiencies described by Henry simply a reflection of a lack of consensus over what public sector organizations should be doing? That is, aren’t our public sector organizations designed to be inefficient by virtue of their responsiveness, given the lack of consensus they inevitably reflect?
Week 6

Recap: What is PA’s response to Plunkitt?  We will build new organizations that reconcile bureaucracy and democracy.  We know there are basic models we can follow (closed versus open), but the tendency will be toward organizational rigidity (because we prefer certainty over uncertainty), although success will depend on how well the form is adapted to the environment (stable environments allow more rigid organizations, unstable ones require more flexibility).  We also recognize that our work will be hampered by the fact that the goals of public organizations are often vague, uncertain, and subject to wide disagreement; that decision-making in organizations is not always rational, is not necessarily based on information even when available, is less autonomous and more constrained than in the private sector; and that public sector organizations often have multiple bosses and responsibility for managing a single policy is often scattered among several agencies, in addition to being more affected by their task environments.
What did we learn from “The Man Who Knew”?  What tests did senior managers at the FBI use to judge the work of John O’Neill?  What tests are there: efficiency, effectiveness, mission?  Adherence to rules and cultural norms?
Lecture Preface for Chapter 5: There are three big questions that emerge in this chapter, all relating to ways in which public administrators might manage their employees. The first concerns human motivation. To what extent is work motivation universal? This is especially important in someplace like South Florida because we have so many different people from so many different places. Henry mentions the work of Hofstede which identifies five variables of national culture. Some cultures are motivated by achievement, some by security, some by social bonds. Different cultures have different attitudes toward power, hierarchy, and rules. To what extent do these variables help you explain variations in motivations that you see among the people you work with? The second big question in this chapter concerns the way individuals relate to the organization. Some employees can be described as locals, deriving their sense of identity and power from within the organization; others can be described as cosmopolitans, who derive their power and identity from sources outside the organization (professional organizations, for example). To what extent do these orientations shed light on the differences you see among employees and organizations? Finally, Henry once again returns to the question of the differences between public and private sectors when he discusses the issue of leadership. He notes on page 121 that public-sector leaders have less power than private sector leaders to control information and the work environment, to reward the followers, and to punish followers. Therefore, public-sector leaders must use other forms of power, such as charisma, expertise, or personal attractiveness. To what extent have you perceived these differences among private and public sector leaders?

Week 7

Recap: What is PA’s response to Plunkitt?  We will build new organizations that reconcile bureaucracy and democracy.  Those organizations will tend toward the closed model and suffer from the usual defects in decision-making, and our task will be complicated by the vagueness of our goals, the diffusion of implementation responsibility, and the penetration of the task environment.  As we try to manage our primary resource (people) for getting the job done, we will have to keep in mind that motivation must be individualized (Skinner, McGregor, Maslow, Herzberg), that individuals relate to organizations in different ways (Hofstede, locals vs. cosmopolitans), and that public sector leaders do not have as much reward or coercive power over employees as private sector leaders and thus have to rely more on expert, charisma, and personal power to motivate.
Lecture Preface for Chapter 6: Now that we have built our organizations, we need to use the tools at our disposal to get the job done.  Those include information management, productivity improvement, budgeting, and human resources.  Each tool has limitations and complications, requiring us to evaluate them in light of the 5 E’s of public administration: efficiency, effectiveness, ethics, equality, and equity.  Information technology has amplified problems that have been around for a long time: how much power does government have over us, who is collecting information about us, who has access to that information, and how is that information used? Simultaneously, we face new threats, from terrorism, for example, which make it tempting to collect and use information to insure our safety. The NPR stories assigned for this week show how difficult these questions can be: information gathered by security cameras and DNA testing allows law enforcement authorities to track terrorists and criminals, but that same surveillance equipment is used to monitor the lives of ordinary citizens who pose no threat to the public. If new information technologies make it easier to gather information that previously was much harder to obtain, what is the problem with using them, even though they seem more “intrusive” than older methods? Does the threat of misuse of information mean that we should not gather it? What safeguards might we put in place to restrict the use of information to only those purposes on which we are all agreed?
Week 8

Recap: PA’s response to Plunkitt will be to bridge the gap between bureaucracy and democracy by building new organizations.  Those organizations will suffer from congenital problems: bureaucratic rigidity, vague goals, diffusion of implementation responsibility, penetration of the task environment, limited managerial power over employees, each of whom needs an individualized approach to motivation.  We recognize that we derive our power primarily from our noetic authority and that authority requires information about the public we serve.  Since information is one of our primary tools, we will be tempted to gather and use potentially sensitive information to make our jobs easier.  However, we must recognize that at times there is a fine line between the appropriate use of information and invasion of privacy.  Privacy is an important public goal in a democracy and we cannot simply dismiss it even though we are also pursuing other important public goals, such as efficiency and security.
Lecture Preface for Chapter 7: As public administrators, we are all operating in the shadow of Tweed. A great deal of the red tape and bureaucracy for which government is criticized is essentially an effort to prevent corruption and to limit the power of public officials to misuse their offices for personal or political purposes. But as Henry notes on page 162, all these efforts to prevent corruption have resulted in inefficiency. We now think government should be faster, more agile, and more responsive; it is not enough that it be honest. To this tension, Henry adds two additional considerations: much of what government does is inherently inefficient and not amenable to productivity improvements (because so much of it is hands-on service work); and the growth of bureaucracy has inspired an ideological attack on big government, leading to calls for privatization (which have not necessarily made government more efficient or honest or smaller) and the adoption of private-sector inspired productivity improvement methods. As you watch The Storm and read the chapter, think back to Tweed, Plunkitt, and the ICMA videos you reviewed during the first week of class. To what extent do our cultural expectations of government play a role in how it works? What do we expect of it? What is the culture of government employees? Do they take pride in their work? Are they primarily political, or do they have a deep-seated devotion to a conception of the public good that transcends any particular political commitment? Might the problems of corruption and competence be resolved through a culture of professionalism rather than more red tape or aggressive privatization?

Week 9

Recap: PA’s response to Plunkitt will be to bridge the gap between bureaucracy and democracy by building new organizations.  Those organizations will suffer from bureaucratic rigidity, vague goals, diffusion of implementation responsibility, penetration of the task environment, limited managerial power over employees.  We must respect the right to privacy even as we use sensitive information to pursue important objectives such as security.  We also know that, in addition to being honest and avoiding any hint of corruption, we are now expected to be highly productive, efficient, and effective, even though many public sector activities involve hands-on service work that is not very susceptible to large improvements in productivity.  We recognize that, in spite of that fact, we will be pressured to adopt private sector productivity techniques and increasingly to contract out public sector work to private companies, even though contracting is an area where corruption is often rampant.
Lecture Preface for Chapter 8: This chapter deals with some of the biggest problems faced by governments at all levels and by the citizens who provide revenue and receive services: how expensive is government, what are its sources of revenue, what are the purposes of government taxing and spending, and what techniques are there for controlling government spending?  Two issues are especially important. First, how equitable is the revenue collection system? That is, to what extent is the way that we collect money fair?  Certainly in the State of Florida we have decided (just as they did in California in 1978 with Proposition 13) that property taxes are burdensome and unfair and should therefore be reduced.  Sales taxes are an alternative, but they are accompanied by a long list of exemptions (described on page 190) that Florida has placed on sales taxes. User fees are also an alternative: paying a fee every time you use a government service.  In a sense, this seems fair: you pay for only the services you use and not for those you do not use.  But take this to its logical conclusion: schools would be paid for only by the parents of children who attend them; courts would be paid for by the plaintiffs and defendants; public transportation would be paid for entirely by its riders.  On whom would the burden of government fall if we continue to go this way?  If pursued rigorously, would government be any different from business?  The second intriguing issue in this chapter appears on page 201: “Democracies are unable to avoid burying future generations in debt due to the need of elected policymakers to be elected and reelected.” All the techniques that have been tried to gain control of the budgetary process will only result in very modest changes, in other words, because the driving force behind the process (getting reelected) will always drain the public treasury.  Does this mean that responsiveness is bound to undermine itself through overspending?  That is, will the demand for lower taxes and more services ultimately sink government?  Is there a solution to this problem that is not “undemocratic”?  Is this just a fancy, modern way of describing the problem posed by Plunkitt? That is, Plunkitt wanted to reward his supporters, but the way he did it made it seem unsavory and vaguely unethical. A modern politician dresses up the same approach as a policy and its associated programs and trumpets them during election time so that we vote for them; as long as they are not engaging in graft, isn’t this more or less the same thing as Plunkitt was doing?
Week 10

Recap: PA’s response to Plunkitt will be to bridge the gap between bureaucracy and democracy by building new organizations.  As managers, our hands will be tied by bureaucratic rigidity, vague goals, diffusion of implementation responsibility, penetration of the task environment, and limited power over employees.  Even as we struggle with these limitations, we will have to balance the need for information with the right to privacy; and we must focus on productivity even though our work is not often amendable to productivity improvement.  Most important of all, we know that we will confront politicians and voters who want lower taxes and increased spending.  Pressure to lower taxes will often result in inequitable approaches to taxation, even though equity is an important consideration in PA.  And the techniques we use to manage the budget will probably not do much to control spending since the forces that determine levels of expenditure are very powerful and remain more in the domain of politics than administration.
Lecture Preface for Chapter 9: Plunkitt knew how to hire the right people: political loyalty was rewarded with public employment. Ability to manage effectively was not part of the equation. This made public office very democratic, in Plunkitt’s view, since a government job was available to everyone who participated in the political process and supported the winning candidates. Civil service, which tried to replace political loyalty with non-political exams and to base promotion on merit rather than political affiliation, was therefore anti-democratic, since it restricted public employment to those who did not treat electoral politics as the central arena of governance. In this chapter, we see the latest phases of that battle between employment as political reward and employment as apolitical profession. The civil service system, which has been “the historic heart of public administration,” now applies to only about 40% of federal level employees, and the chapter notes that Florida, among other states, has more or less abolished the civil service system in favor of at-will employment. In part, this is because the civil service system, in spite of its apparent emphasis on merit, did not do a very good job of attracting or promoting managers who were effective and efficient; because those characteristics were difficult to define, in practice the civil service system tended to identify a good employee as “one who simply did not break laws and commit criminal acts.” Now, it is not enough to be honest and law-abiding. Governments need truly effective managers, and the best managers want the flexibility to hire those who can get the job done and fire those who cannot – and civil service rules often get in the way of this. Therefore, those rules have been set aside to give managers more flexibility to focus on performance. However, managerial effectiveness is not the only criteria that might be used to determine who gets a government job. As the chapter notes, as recently as 1990 the Supreme Court ruled that “party affiliation could not play a part in the hiring, promoting, or transferring of most of Illinois’s 60,000 gubernatorial appointees,” to which the governor replied, that “turns politics on its head,” suggesting that the spirit of Plunkitt is still very much alive. Political and ideological loyalty are also becoming “a qualification of rising importance” at the federal level where the number of political appointees has been growing. The supplemental material for this week illustrates how this occurred at the Justice Department. As you listen to the National Public Radio reports, ask yourself how Plunkitt would have responded to this situation. To what extent should political affiliation or ideology be a consideration for public employment? Shouldn’t politicians be allowed to place in office those folks who best represent their world view? How would you feel if, as in Britain, France, and Germany, the American president only had about 100 political appointments to make, rather than the thousands available now? Would that make government more or less representative of the people’s will, or more or less effective and efficient?
Week 11

Recap: PA’s response to Plunkitt will be to bridge the gap between bureaucracy and democracy by building new organizations.  In this process, our hands as managers will be tied by bureaucratic rigidity, vague goals, diffusion of implementation responsibility, penetration of the task environment, limited power over employees, conflicts over how and whether to use information, constant demands for increased productivity for tasks that are not very amenable to such improvements, and the ever present pressure to lower taxes while delivering more services.  Our main tool for pursuing this complex and often contradictory bundle of goals – our human resources – will also face political pressure, since politicians are eager to use staffing as a way to reward followers and to enforce their ideological preferences on the bureaucracy.
Lecture Preface for Chapter 10: In this chapter, Henry argues that there are two approaches to public policy. One is descriptive, which is to say that it seeks to understand how policies are made, and is characterized principally by the incrementalist paradigm. The incrementalists argue that policies are not made de novo, but rather evolve from existing policies. One version of this perspective claims that policies are made by elites; yet another emphasizes the role of interest groups. Perhaps the most interest among this group is the schema presented by Kingdon involving windows where political, problem, and policy streams converge, at times, to result in policy changes. The second approach is normative and prescriptive, which is to say that these are arguments about how policies should be made. The goal of this school of thought is to articulate principles (often economic in origin) that legislators should use to determine what policies to enact. From the normative perspective, the goal is not to understand how policy is made, but to make recommendations about how to make better policy, with better defined as more efficient, more effective, more appropriate, etc. Missing from this discussion are two other perspectives that I believe we should consider. First, think back to Plunkitt: how did he make policy? What principles or approaches did he use? Do you think that he fits any of these models? Second, there are many cases of what might be called non-policies or accidental policies or inadvertent policies. It seems to me that discussions of policy-making like the ones found in this chapter do not quite capture the reality of how decisions are made, or not made, in the public arena. They suggest that what is done in the public sector is the result of some conscious process to establish objectives, rules, and means. So I offer you the video and book excerpt on the long history of decisions, and non-decisions, that led to jails becoming mental institutions. At what point is policy “made” in this story? What is the policy and who makes it? To what extent is it left to public administrators to make policy on their own as they deal with problems that land in their lap?

Week 13

Recap: PA’s response to Plunkitt will be to bridge the gap between bureaucracy and democracy by building new organizations.  In this process, our hands as managers will be tied by bureaucratic rigidity, vague goals, diffusion of implementation responsibility, penetration of the task environment, limited power over employees, conflicts over how and whether to use information, constant demands for increased productivity for tasks that are not very amenable to such improvements, the ever present pressure to lower taxes while delivering more services, and political pressure to make hiring and firing decision for political and ideological reasons.  Although public administrators do not make policy, we can influence the way policy-makers think about problems by using our noetic authority to inform their decisions.  Our ability to be persuasive is enhanced by our understanding of the policy process, which is often incremental in nature, and by the prescriptive tools (often from economic thought) we bring to the debate.  However, we will also be confronted by non-decisions and the unintended consequences of policy decisions, and thus as public administrators we will “make policy” by improvising solutions to problems that land in our laps.
Lecture Preface for Chapter 11: This chapter contains perhaps the most startling information in the book. The degree to which we rely on privatization is staggering. For example, Henry says that “The number of employees who work indirectly for Washington under federal contracts with private business, nearly 5.17 million workers, is almost 3 times the number of federal civilian employees.”  This growing reliance on private contractors allows officials to claim that they are reducing the size of government (that is, people directly employed by a federal agency) while actually increasing the size of the workforce carrying out public work. Municipal governments similarly rely on private contractors to perform public services. The arguments for contracting out are usually financial, though the savings from privatization are often quite modest. Ideology is also an important motivation, since there seems to be a general belief the private sector is always better (more efficient and effective) than the public sector. Greed seems to drive some of it as well: contracts can be lucrative, and poor oversight of contractors (at one point, Henry calls it “chaotic”) permits the same service once performed by a government employee to be performed by a private employee at greater cost. The chapter makes clear, however, that it is competition that really matters: whether contracting to the private sector or improving the performance of the public sector, competition among providers (private or public) is what holds costs down and drives quality up, even though competition is rarely applied to contractors. Accountability is also a crucial question. Once we privatize a service, to what extent can we insure that we are getting a quality product and meeting public goals? The chapter suggests that existing oversight mechanisms, especially at the federal level, are not very good even on the financial side of contracting oversight, let alone accountability in terms of performance. This becomes particularly important when we are dealing with the most important public services, and those with the most visibility. The video for this week (Private Warriors) raises these issues in very compelling ways: was there adequate competition in the process of awarding contracts? To what degree do we have control over private security forces in Iraq; that is, are they part of the chain of command? To what degree are we actually managing the “public” service in this case? To what extent could we control their operations, have access to information about what they did, and hold them accountable for what they are doing? Were the procedures used to hire these firms capable of assuring that we are getting the best for our money?
Week 14

Recap: PA’s response to Plunkitt will be to bridge the gap between bureaucracy and democracy by building new organizations.  In this process, our hands as managers will be tied by bureaucratic rigidity, vague goals, diffusion of implementation responsibility, penetration of the task environment, limited power over employees, conflicts over how and whether to use information, constant demands for increased productivity for tasks that are not very amenable to such improvements, the ever present pressure to lower taxes while delivering more services, political pressure to make hiring and firing decision for political and ideological reasons, and our limited control over the policy process coupled with our responsibility for policy implementation.  We will also face pressure to contract out services with claims that private sector contractors can deliver better quality results for less money.  We recognize, however, that competition, rather than privatization, is the real key to reducing price and increasing quality.  And we are mindful of the fact that accountability, not just saving money, is a constant concern when contracting out.
Lecture Preface for Chapter 12: Americans have lots of governments. Local governments especially come in many configurations, with special districts and independent authorities proliferating. Relationships among these governments have long been a subject of contention in the United States, beginning with the relationship between the federal government and the states: known as federalism. This relationship has changed considerable over the last 150 years, and it is still a subject of controversy, as you will recall from the video The Storm, where confusion over federal, state, and local responsibility during Hurricane Katrina contributed to the many problems of rescue, relief, and recovery. Related problems have plagued states and cities. Recall that cities are the creatures of states; cities and counties are, in other words, created by states, and state legislators are often known to interfere in local affairs, much to the dismay of local politicians. Still, smaller units of government (states, cities) have come to rely on the levels above them for money, through intergovernmental transfers, so while they may complain about interference, they continue to need, and to welcome, the help. Perhaps the most interesting issue in this chapter is the debate over ultralocalism and gargantuan metropolitan government. We are experiencing this debate right now in Miami-Dade County where for many years richer areas of the community have been incorporating into their own cities. Metropolitan Dade County was created in 1957 through a special grant from the state legislature to provide just the sort of regional governance recommended by advocates of gargantuan metropolitanism. However, even back then, and very much today, cities within the county resent interference and often prefer to separate from the large county government so that they can provide their own services at lower cost; that lower cost is often due to the fact that they no longer have to contribute to the county’s efforts to redistribute wealth from richer to poorer areas and because, as economically homogeneous areas, they have fewer poor residents and fewer social problems to address. Incorporation, in other words, is our form of ultralocalism. The current controversy involves recently-incorporated cities that no longer wish to pay the “mitigation fee” that the county charges them after allowing them to form their own cities; that fee means that those cities continue to contribute tax revenues to county, which was a way of slowing the tide of incorporation and preventing the wealthier areas of the county from withdrawing their resources from the poorer areas. As an administrator, how would you feel about parts of your city or county withdrawing their resources by forming their own cities? What is the logical conclusion of such a process to be, at the local, state, and federal levels? Even if those smaller cities are leaner and more efficient in the delivery of services, is it fair for wealthier areas to succeed from larger governments? What are the implications for a multi-ethnic, multi-racial, multi-class society?

Lecture Preface for Chapter 13: This chapter brings us back to the basic issues raised by Tweed and Plunkitt. Tweed was a thief, though he was adept at getting things done. As with many political bosses, Tweed’s enviable success as building infrastructure (roads, bridges, parks, docks), for example, came at too high a price: he was serving himself more than he was serving the public. Plunkitt, though perhaps not quite as rapacious as Tweed, still seemed more interested in serving himself, and his lifelong cause of getting re-elected, than in serving the public. This is not to say that he was indifferent to the public; indeed, he provided jobs and resources to those who voted for him. But with Plunkitt as well, the price seemed too high; and it was unclear whether his efforts to respond to public needs were going to alleviate problems or simply perpetuate them and capitalize upon them for political and personal gain. What is the alternative? At several spots in the text, Henry has complained that the response to Tweed and Plunkitt tended to produce bureaucrats who might be honest, but not very effective. The desire to avoid corruption resulted in red tape that slowed the process of governance to a crawl and reduced efficiency. This chapter further complicates the problem by adding to the long list of things we now expect from good public administration: it is not enough to be honest, effective, efficient, and responsive; administrators must also be just and promote fairness. Recall that Henry has also said that one of the things that makes public organizations different from private companies is the fact that their missions are less clear (justice, though compelling, is hard to define) and they are more affected by their environments; where there are social injustices and where addressing those injustices requires redistribution of resources, the public mission can become overwhelming. What values do you think should guide the efforts of public administrators as they carry out the public’s business? Is it enough to be efficient and effective? Should public administrators have goals beyond good service delivery, such as fairness and justice? What values will you bring to your work as a public administrator?
