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Abstract:  

The purpose of this presentation is to initiate discussion surrounding the teaching of governance and government in public administration programs. The distinguishing characteristics of government and governance will be discussed and relevant applications for educators will be presented. 

Generally, government and governance are considered to be parallel concepts, which describe various elements of public problem solving, societal control systems, as well as extant political and policymaking activities. In recent years, the vernacular of public administration has developed from discussions about “government” towards the concept of “governance” (Kamarack, 2002; Newland, 2002, Sehested, 2003). Simply put, “government” assumes the state plays the dominant role in directing the distribution of public goods. Conversely, the term “governance” has emerged to imply a more interactive and symbiotic relationship, in effect the creation of partnerships. The concept of governance is grounded in a collective action approach to problem resolution. This approach involves integrating stakeholders and communities to resolve problems; it recognizes and embraces a global perspective; and ultimately, it recognizes that new “tools” are required for achieving success in addressing collective action problems.  Salamon (2002) suggests governance is the natural progression that has occurred within government based in large part upon the “tools of public action”, those mechanisms that are used to resolve issues of a public nature (p. 1). Governance as a label effectively represents a modern approach to public problem solving using a combination of modern and traditional tools.

More specifically in this discussion methods for engaging students in challenging discussions on this issue will be addressed. 

Introduction


Historically, the education of future public administrators focused on the mechanisms for public problem solving within a government paradigm. Higher educational institutions have developed pedagogical programs to develop skill sets appropriate for this work environment. Accordingly, theory evolved to address improving public administration at this level. Traditional public administration theory has illustrated, evaluated, and guided government action through a predominantly internal perspective. Examining government through the lens of organizational issues that focused heavily on personnel aspects began with Frederick Taylor in 1912 with his scientific management theories, and continued for decades with McGregor in the 1950’s, Katz and Kahn in the 1960’s, and Mosher and Ott in the 1980’s. Warren Bennis (1967) first elaborated on the broader concerns of social influence, collaboration, adaptation and revitalization within the context of public administration and hierarchical bureaucracy.  Academic theory eventually converged on the “tools of government” approach and ushered in the era of privatization, which emerged during the 1980’s (Moe, 1987). The 1990’s experienced the proliferation of management tools such as Total Quality Management to assist with internal reinvention of government to reflect private sector organizational structures and procedures. However, with the exception of Bennis in the late 1960’s, nearly all of the theories emerging were management based: the focus was developing the best structure within an administration to accomplish the task at hand. Efficiency, downsizing, and lean organizations were the personnel dictates of the day. As in the private sector, the bottom line emerged as a driving force. Consequently, education followed suit, encouraging students to examine public administration organizations through a private sector lens. However, this educational lens remained focused on internal activities to promote efficiency and cost effectiveness. 

A macro approach to public administration education would of necessity embrace contemporary theories in order to adequately prepare students for practice. However, “the successful problem-solver requires more than a technique or a procedure.”  (Romiszowski, A.J. 1999 p. ix).  Forward-looking educators may recognize the connection between effective classroom education and today’s public problem solving in the dynamic global environment. Contemporary public administration is embracing the relatively new concept of governance and it is appropriate for public administration educators to follow suit. Public administration research identifies traditional pedagogies of policy and program that have largely been developed for administrators to provide government services (Ingraham 1995).  Consequently, it is time for educators to consider the appropriate tools necessary for building 21st century problem solving skills in tomorrow’s innovative public administrators.

Over the past two decades, there has been a shift in the approach to public problem solving in the United States and in many other parts of the world. This paper intends to explore the elements of the “government” perspective with comparison to the “governance” perspective. Government and then governance will be examined, followed by the evolution of the concept of governance. The purpose of this paper is to initiate discussion surrounding the teaching of governance and government in public administration programs. More specifically in this discussion, methods for engaging students in challenging discussions on this issue will be addressed. 

Government & Governance: Comparative Concepts

In recent years, the vernacular of public administration has developed from discussions about “government” towards the concept of “governance” (Kamarack, 2002; Newland, 2002; Sehested, 2003). Government and governance are concepts that have parallel meaning in terms of public problem solving, societal control systems, and extant political and policymaking activities. However, it is these very concepts at which the two terms diverge. 

The term “government” refers to the dominant role of the state in directing the distribution of public goods and includes both traditional leadership perspectives and historic public administrative functions. “Government” is often depicted as an organization; in the United States there are more than 87,000 governments (Milakovich & Gordon, 2001), each a unique entity designed to address specific public concerns. The vast majority of these governmental entities are local units. This proliferation of government, particularly at the local level, has contributed to the evolution of government as a unique organizational unit, rather than government as a system of services, policies, and relationships among policymakers that crosses political and organizational boundaries. Further supporting the concept of government as a unit, substantial research has been conducted on government’s direct service activities. For the general public, government is often considered through the veil of these services, government-as-problem solver is perhaps the most recognized popular conceptualization of government.

Conversely, the term “governance” has emerged as a compelling descriptor of a more interactive and symbiotic relationship, it describes, in effect the creation of partnerships. Governance may be perceived within its broader perspective, one that encompasses government as an attribute. Governance as a label represents a modern approach to public problem solving as it is grounded in a collective action approach to problem resolution. This approach involves integrating stakeholders and communities to resolve complex and messy public problems by including not only the state but also many independent organizations (public, private, semipublic, and even religious) that somehow contribute to the pursuit of the public interest (Kamarack, 2002). Salamon (2002) further argues that the new governance provides considerable analytic power to the challenges of public problem solving as it relates to the emergent assimilation of third-party government. 

Governance recognizes and embraces a global perspective; and ultimately, it recognizes that new “tools” are required for achieving success in addressing contemporary public problems. There has been a historical perspective that governance is a process by which the government governs persons. This presumption, based on the theory of sovereignty, also presumes that a sovereign government is a collective unit that is able to govern and is not subject to governance by others. However, in a global environment with intertwined economies and instantaneous communication, this is no longer feasible.

Finally, the allure of the “governance” model for many public organizations is that partnerships have the potential to include collective input from the community thus increasing the degree of “social capital” available in the relevant district, county or state. This echoes the thoughts of German philosopher, Habermas who supported “a strong state and civil society, open access to decision making, new forms of participation outside institutional roles, more informed public judgment through citizen engagement in public deliberation and greater freedom for citizens to criticize the activities of the state” (Reddel, 2002, p.57). The value of social capital is replicated in the work of Coleman and more recently Robert Putnam and is more fully embraced in the governance concept. Building on this social capital concept, Reddel offers that governance, or the new governance, provides a context for policy analysis that may provide improved relationships between the public sector and those served by the public sector, which theoretically may lead to improved service delivery (2002).

Contrasting Dimensionality of Government and Governance

In examining the concept of governance the following question arises; how dissimilar are “governance” models from the “government” model? An analysis of the contrasting dimensions of the two models suggests that they are radically different. Governance rejects traditional public management theory of hierarchical designs with centralized control. Instead, governance embraces collaborative ventures that require facilitation, rather than coercion to accomplish desired tasks. In contrast to silo decision-making, governance relies upon a network of stakeholders working together to achieve outcomes (Salamon, 2002, Mayntz, 2003, Daly, 2003). As traditional public administration and new public management emphasize management skills, new governance demands new skills of public sector employees by focusing on enablement skills and innovative methods for public problem solving.  Enablement skills are those skills required to engage partners arranged horizontally in networks, thereby bringing multiple stakeholders together for a common good (Salamon, 2002).  The capacity of today’s public manager to acquire and use these new skills is questioned by Ingraham (1995, p.569) who contends “the recruiting, classification, and training activities of the federal government lag far behind” the reality of the job functions that exist within today’s public sector environment. 

Newland (2002) further identifies the necessity of facilitation as a key skill component for successful governance. This new requirement is quite different from the traditional skill sets owned by public managers. This connection to personnel functions and their resultant impact is illustrated by Appleby (1945) in his explanation that government is a unique system that differs from other aspects of society in part because of how it is comprised of elements; we combine these elements to form a concept of bureaucracy. Managing bureaucracy has been paramount in that government has traditionally relied on direct services to resolve community problems. Subsequently, theory has evolved around improving service delivery and refining increasingly efficient public management techniques. These techniques occurred in large part through direct contact between governmental agencies and community members.  

This divergence in micro approaches to service delivery also extends to macro perspectives on the function of government. Traditional “government” consists of a superstructure that is both bureaucratically organized and constitutionally legitimized. Historically, the “government” was the dominant force of social control, largely through decisions, rules, and roles. Sociologist Max Weber’s 1978 [1922] theory of a rule-governed bureaucracy, for example, was weighted heavily towards strict impartial rules and clearly defined roles that aimed to produce obedient and efficient public servants. In the past, a bureaucracy with clearly defined rules and roles was viewed as the solution to inequitable, unreliable and arbitrary practices. In fact, bureaucracies were viewed as a logical method of standardizing service delivery to the community, in hope of providing equity and efficiency.  Contemporary critics of Weber’s “government” approach argue that bureaucracies restrict agencies and governmental actors to concerns of dominance, orderliness, and permanence.  These criticisms are frequently used to chide organizational structures that employ the “government” perspective, particularly the stereotype of the contemporary bureaucracy with a rigid hierarchy, high rate of inefficiency and minimal risk taking. A dichotomy exists between government’s emphasis on nationalism and the governance reliance on federalism. Oakerson and Parks’ (1989) argue that the government highlights a bureaucracy while governance represents a democracy. Furthermore, Reddel (2002) states  “the concept of new governance centers on management by negotiation and dispersed networks rather then traditional methods of hierarchical command and control” (p.50).  Contrasting the dimensionality of government and governance models is summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1: Government and Governance: Parallels and Dissimilarities

	Attribute
	Government
	Governance
	Shared Attributes

	Motivation
	Collective Goods
	Collective Action
	Broad scope

	Control Mechanisms
	Coercive
	Collaborative, facilitative
	

	Primary Function
	Direct Service/Indirect Service
	Indirect Service
	Indirect services

	Infrastructure
	Centralized/ Hierarchical/

Bureaucratic/

Rigid
	Decentralized/public-private-multi-level-transnational/

Flexible
	Some level of administrative structure

	Vision
	Client based problem solving
	Constituent empowerment; engagement of stakeholders
	Problem solving

	Mission
	Serving customers
	Building relationships
	Societal improvements

	Sphere of Public Administrator’s Influence
	Local/Regional
	Regional/Global
	Regional

	Accountability
	Regulation, procedures, traditional public administration
	Reward/punishment balance
	

	Unit of Analysis
	Program and Organizational Outcomes
	Community-wide, long term outcomes
	Analytical Measurement 

	Teaching Emphasis
	Internal mechanisms for improving administrative functioning, may include managing outsourcing of service deliverables
	Creative thinking, enablement skills, mediation skills, cross-boundary relationship building
	


Adapted from Tim Reddel (2002: 59)  

Salamon (2002) argues that traditional “government” has been reluctant to embrace the “governance” model because it continues to utilize an inappropriate unit of analysis. Reddel (2002) describes the basic divergence of the government and governance models as the result of the dichotomy between centralized authority in traditional government administration, and the coordination and decentralization inherent to governance. In shifting the public problem solving focus from agencies to political tools, the new governance also shifts from a vertical structure (i.e., hierarchy) to a more horizontal structure (i.e., network). A dramatic shift in control mechanisms drives systemic changes in public problem solving and exchanges the concerns of dominance and orderliness for persuasion and complexity. Reddel (2002) illustrates the concept of new governance with a focus on management by negotiation and discrete networks rather than the traditional hierarchal command and integrated control.  

Salamon (2002) identifies “Network Theory” as central to many of the concepts that constitute governance, notably the importance of collaboration displacing the traditional market forces of competition. Three tenets of network theory may be linked to governance. These tenets are “pluriformity”, the collaboration of various types of organizations, “asymmetric interdependencies, reliance exists across platforms, but not necessarily in a balanced manner, and “dynamism”, which indicates that change is perpetual across the network (Salamon, 2002 p.13). A dynamic interdependence exists among diverse organizations, which must be recognized in the governance concept if effective relationships are to be established, nurtured, and enabled to evolve to meet the changing needs of a global society.  

In summary, governance is anti-bureaucratic, anti-hierarchical, as well as disbanding the traditional boundaries between public and private sectors (Sehested, 2003). The common themes of “governance” include an increase in partnerships, flexibility and negotiation. Salamon’s (2002) “new governance” highlights the importance of a collaborative nature with regard to public problem solving. Daly (2003) further identifies governance as a framework for policymaking that is linked to improved outcomes. This framework is comprised of four dimensions: First, a recognition of governance that broadens the base for analyzing state/public relationships, citing such concerns as multiculturalism and classism; second, an inclusive, collaborative approach to policy making; third, the range of possibilities for implementing policy now available, such as direct service, contracting out, privatizing; and fourth, prescribing the way in which a society is organized.

The “Tools of Governance”

The transition towards “governance” models in contemporary public administration has largely stemmed from the work of Lester Salamon. As noted in “Policy Tools and Government Performance” (2002), the tools framework provides a systematic and valuable method of evaluating program and service delivery forms.  The tools framework suggests that faced with a daunting amount of social problems, each with its own complexities, public organizations must utilize a variety of “tools” in order to operate in a valuable and systematic manner (Johns Hopkins University Conference Report, 2003).  “Government” in its traditional form tends to exclusively focus on a particular program or agency, whereas “governance” uses a “tools” framework. According to Salamon (2002), governments must now offer a multitude of new services to the community, services previously outside the scope of the “government”.  Incapable of providing these services, modern government has seen a dramatic increase in third parties contracted out for public functions. This illustrates a marked change in the choice of public action tools.

Substantial research has been conducted on government’s direct service activities. During the 1960s and 1970s, many believed that a single entity (i.e., the government) had the ability to solve all of society’s problems. It was soon realized that the American political system failed to provide the conditions necessary for this system to work. Salamon (2002) adds that citizens now routinely question the motives and capabilities of public institutions, often holding them accountable for inefficient or dangerous actions. Accountability concerns have led to greater attention to public policy-making initiatives. Daly (2003) argues that governance offers a broad analysis of both the public sphere and the state, with specific attention towards policymaking and implementation, and provides a set of rules for the organization of society. This contrasts sharply with the privatization school, which favors the market as a mechanism for achieving coordination and public goals. Accountability is further complicated by the interdependent nature of relationships and in the management tools activated by the public sector.  This is a critical hurdle to surmount in that accountability and legitimacy are paramount under the scrutiny of the public. According to Salamon (2002), “The new governance calls for the development of a systematic body of knowledge that can help policymakers, public managers, and others engaged in the increasingly collaborative business of public problem solving take advantage of the special opportunities and cope with the special challenges that these new tools entail”.   New governance has the ability to focus accountability on the commonalities among the political tools of public action and to encourage utilization of tools that cross traditional and contemporary platforms.    

Salamon (2002) further supports the need for accountability and suggests that regardless of whether one is involved in grants, contracts, loans, law or insurance, the underlying theme is that these “tools” should be evaluated according to their effectiveness, efficiency, equity, manageability, legitimacy and political feasibility. Indeed, while the traditional public management approach supports a division between the public and the private sector, the new governance embraces collaboration in preference to competition as a key component of sectoral relationships. The new governance reliance on third party contracting has been referred to as a quiet revolution. 

 While government focuses on the principal actor in service delivery, governance includes a multitude of tools and players.  As noted by Salamon (2002), tools structure networks by defining the main actors involved in particular programs as well as identifying the specific roles each will play. This approach is thought to support both political diversity and social capital as the focus is on the synergistic relationships between agencies, community, and individuals. Tool selection for problem solving then, must consider all of these relationships. Daly elaborates upon these relationships and their impact upon public policy when he suggests governance is contemporary vernacular for the power exchanges between government and the public and private sectors, and how that exchange crosses geographic, political, and national boundaries (2003).  Governance, then, is not the organization responsible for public problem solving; it is a system concept that integrates organization, policy making, network theories, and represents an amalgamation of tools and people for addressing social problems. 

Globalization and Information Technology

Criticism of the “governance” perspective is that it is yet another trendy academic term that basically describes “government” business as usual.  However, this assertion can be contrasted to the fact that “governance” models continue to enjoy longevity not only within the United States but also at the international level. As noted by Andrew and Goldsmith (1998), within the last two decades, local government around the world has been experiencing a process of change. External changes such as increasing economic interdependence, changing technologies, the process of globalization, or the fall of communism in Eastern Europe represent the main catalysts of change. In simple terms, the growth of democracy around the globe has facilitated the utilization of “governance” models. For example, an analysis of European public organizations suggests that “governance” enables local councilors to become “guardians of the all-embracing, public concerns of the municipality, ensuring that the plurality of opinions and interests have voice opportunities and that no one is excluded from the decentered process of public opinion and decision-making” (Hansen, 2001, p.121). Perhaps the most widely recognized exemplar of the shift from traditional government to governance could be perceived among the countries that collaboratively established the transnational European Union (EU) (Mayntz, 2003, Daly, 2003).  Although all members are independent nations the EU has formed a cohesive economic and political governance network that produces innovative solutions to complex social problems.

While the world has witnessed vast social and economic changes towards globalization, an equally important factor in governance has been the innovation in technology, specifically in the communications industry (Andrew and Goldsmith, 1998). As technology has facilitated joint agenda setting with regards to governance, accountability has become more diffused with more parties factoring into the equation. The government is considered to be the knowledge broker whereas governance depends upon public input. Indeed, many countries now feature a variety of Internet applications that link previously remote individuals, groups and services on a round-the-clock basis. In the United States, e-government has emerged as a method for providing citizens with on-demand access to information and services. Technology has increased governance potential to the point where one can verify welfare benefits, file and pay taxes, review employment opportunities, and obtain licenses on-line. Other examples of the influence of information technology on governance relations include developments in satellite and video technology. This technology has facilitated increases in educational opportunities for citizens and to provide physicians in rural areas access to medical information from large-scale hospitals and research centers. For contemporary global politics, governance is a necessary consideration for accomplishing innovation in public sector services and for building “multi-sector institutional arrangements” (Reddel, 2002). (p. 19). 
Implications for Public Administration Educators
Public administrators have traditionally been educated in policy and program; consequently they have largely been trained to develop and provide government services (Ingraham, 1995).  A compelling argument may be made for educating tomorrow’s public policy makers to recognize the interdependent and complex interactions of public administration within today’s governance.   Indeed, Dick et. al (2001) suggest “a more contemporary view of instruction is that it is a systematic process in which every component is crucial to successful learning (p. 2-3). Elaborating on their concept, one significant purpose behind public administration education is to develop public administrators who will be able to effectively meet the needs of public institutions. 

One critical system element of public administration education is a clear understanding of the “the extent to which actual public problem solving has come to embrace the collaborative actions of governments at multiple levels and both government and private institutions” (Salamon, 2002, p. vii).  Decision-making must now, of necessity, incorporate a variety of factors that interact across diverse, intertwined governments. Seemingly local or domestic issues may have externalities that extend beyond traditional boundaries or arenas. The other elements within this system include the students themselves, the use of effective materials and instructors, and recognition of the social environment within which public administrators are implementing policies with regard to those external factors and “administrative trends” (Martin, 2004).  One such important trend for consideration has been identified by Brown and Potoski (2003), who conducted a study of privatized contract management that resulted in the concern that “governments with lower per capita revenues are less likely to invest in implementation and evaluation capacity measures, even if their contract circumstances suggest such investments are appropriate” (p. 161).  Greater inequalities may emerge in those communities with fewer resources. Fewer resources will naturally result in the diminution of services available to the community.  As devolution continues from the federal government to the states, and then on to municipalities, lower revenue per capita communities may be those communities most in need of, and least able to assure, appropriate oversight and utilization of public services. Public administration educators must consider this dilemma and prepare students for precisely those skills that will be required of them. Perhaps, teaching non-traditional applications of facilitation, enablement, collaboration, and facilitation building skills as they relate to program development, service maintenance, program evaluation, and contract management will develop more contemporary skills among new administrators. Accessing internships that merge private for profit and non-profit service delivery will provide real world exposure to the complex networks that exist in the delivery of public services. Building strong technology skills among public administrators that move beyond familiarity with the Internet and rapid communications and into building e-government networks and delivering services in non-traditional ways are critical. These are the educational tools that will develop adaptive capacity among new public administrators in tomorrow’s changing environment.

As Salamon (2002) suggests, “neither the training of public managers nor the popular discourse about government operations has yet come fully to terms with the resulting transformation” (p. vii). Aligning with the innovative precept of governance, Klitgaard and Treverton (2003) introduce a new concept to reflect contemporary public management concerns, that of “hybrid governance”, a term that implies the erosion of boundaries across “the public, nonprofit, and private sectors” (p. 6).  The current body of knowledge provides little guidance on how the pedagogical role of higher education is adapting to provide the new skill sets required of public administrators. Dix-Ghnassia and Bundy-Seabury (2002) suggest the interdisciplinarity of courses should provide students with access to the current “public dialogues and debates of their society” (p.1).

Educators have abundant resources with which to engage students in the governance discourse: from the political and sociological implications of the European Union and its proposed constitution, to the new regionalism of United States intergovernmental activities. As government services are turned over to community organizations, involving students in the process may provide candid exposure to the realities of multi-sector facilitation and administrative oversight concerns.

Public administration educators may consider addressing governance, networking, multiple stakeholders, partnerships and information technology, as they continue to gain popularity in the delivery of public goods and services. Simply, organizations and agencies now target students who bring a working knowledge of these concepts to the table. The education of public administration students should continue to begin with historical public administration theory, but from there it should move well beyond these traditional confines and build those skills so necessary for leading to positive change and the creation of innovation in the public sector. The tools of governance call for training those public administrators who will be wielding these tools. This in turn reinforces stereotypes of a public servant who is non-risk taking and inefficient. The model of “governance” in education (with its associated elements of networking, innovation, and computer competency) appears to provide students the greatest potential for success in the workplace. It represents the present and future of public administration. 

Conclusion 

This paper has discussed the quiet revolution that has occurred in public administration over the past twenty years and suggested greater emphasis be placed on education that reflects this revolution. Simply, a new era of public problem solving has occurred in the United States as well as many other parts of the world. Rather than relying solely on the government to solve public problems, a multitude of third parties have been employed to mollify such dilemmas. Salamon (2002) presents a new paradigm, a new governance, which harnesses the strengths and opportunities created in such a network. Reorganizing government to governance is not enough to solve public issues, but multiple approaches involving a wide array of tools is necessary for addressing public problems. Essentially, it is hoped that such an optimistic approach will not only contribute to the knowledge base of how the public sector works, but will also improve the effectiveness with which public problems are addressed, and how future public administrators are educated. 
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