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WHERE WE ARE 

 Assignment 1 is due February 5 in D2L. 

 We are “in” chapter 3 of our textbook. 

 Please read assignment 1 carefully and talk with me about it if possible. 

 

REVIEW OF LAST WEEK 

 

Chapter 2 is largely about the CAPACITY of governments to create, implement and enforce 

public policies. 

 

The policy cycle (as usually taught) has about five stages and feeds back upon itself in a 

continual loop that, hopefully, evolves toward better and better public policies. In reality, it is 

much “messier” than that and there is no assurance of forward progress. Existing policies are 

often not enforced. In a time of crisis we create new policies, which may actually be more 

symbolic than strategic. “When in doubt, reorganize something.”  

 

The correct evaluation of the outcomes of a program (intended to implement a policy) is to 

measure outcomes to see is the goal(s) of policy and program are being achieved. We often 

measure inputs as a PROXY measure of outcomes, which is not really an indication of program 

effectiveness. 

 

The budgetary process is kind of a continual reaffirmation (or not) of existing policies. Programs 

without adequate funding are not likely to be effective in implementing public policies. Is it 

really a public policy when it is destined to fail? 

 

A BIT OF REVIEW FROM THE “SCOPE” COURSE 

 

My emphasis in this course is the participation in public policy formulation BY PUBLIC 

ADMINISTRATORS. There are many stakeholders, of course, including citizens.  

 

Remember from PADM 5011  . . . 

 

POLITICS is about what ELECTED LEADERS DO, both to get elected and to CREATE 

PUBLIC POLICIES and MAKE DECISIONS regarding government budgeting and finance. 

 



 
 

 

 

 

Woodrow Wilson and other early PA scholars understood/believed that administration could be 

separated from politics. In other words, public administrators could/should NOT be involved in 

politics, including the formulation of public policies. Dichotomy means separation.  The idea 

was that administrators were professionals who could IMPLEMENT any policy by any 

(political) administration. 

 

 

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION is about what leaders EMPLOYED in government agencies (and 

indirectly those in NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS) do to IMPLEMENT public policies 

through PROGRAMS. 

 



 
 

 

WOODROW WILSON and other early PA scholars believed there was (and should be) a 

DICHOTOMY between politics and administration. A dichotomy is a separation, such that 

public administrators need not (and should not) be involved in politics. 

 

In other words, PUBLIC ADMINISTRATORS must (and should) engage in politics TO BE 

EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATORS. A modern DEMOCRACY requires it. 

 

 

 

  

 



 

 

THE IDEA OF THERE BEING A  DICHOTOMY  BETWEEN ADMINISTRATION AND 

POLITICS HAS FALLED. We realize that administration is full of politics and that good 

administrators must be effect within political and policy making processes. Beyond that, 

agencies of government produce RULES that have the power and effect of law (subject to law 

and judicial decisions). 

 

 
 

 

An effective modern democracy recognizes that both politics and administration must "dance" on 

the political stage in order for GOVERNMENT to translate into GOVERNANCE. 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

And yet, efforts to improve/reform government agencies tend to be based on the old notion of 

dichotomy. WHY do agencies fail? WHY do people die for lack of effective administrative 

interventions? It may be because of administrative failures, but it is probably at least in part 

because of political realities. 

 

CHAPTER 3 – UNDERSTANDING PUBLIC POLICYMAKING 

 

This chapter basically provides some additional explanation of the phases of the policy cycle and 

includes some THEORIES about why policies turn out to be as they are. To me, the heart of the 

chapter is pages 77 to 84.  

 

In other words, for any given problem there are many possible ways to try to prevent or resolve 

the problem. (And, in fact, there may be multiple policies intended to address the same problem.) 

But some approaches have a prayer of becoming policies. And some approaches may actually 

solve the problem. Often what could work cannot pass politically. And what can get through the 

political processes are not likely to work.. 

 

The theories are ELITE THEORY, GROUP THEORY, INSTITUTIONAL THEORY, 

RATIONAL CHOICE THEORY, and POLITICAL SYSTEMS THEORY. 

 

ELITE THEORY 

 

Basically, this theory says that rich people are more likely to get what they want (in terms of 

government policies) than others. They are more likely to have access to leaders and to have the 

abilities to explain what they want and get it. 



 

GROUP THEORY (or PLURALISM) 

 

This theory says that it is not so much about the abilities of individuals to influence government 

leaders as it is the ability of people to organize themselves into INTEREST GROUPS that can 

effectively petition for policies. For example, a person can INDIRECTLY speak to government 

by becoming a member of an environmental organization that serves to represent his or her 

values by employment of professional LOBBYISTS.  

 

The Founders were concerned about the powers of INTEREST GROUPS, realizing that interest 

groups do not usually advocate for the COMMON GOOD. The idea behind pluralism is that if 

there are enough interest groups, they kind of balance each other out and the common good 

emerges. I don’t think this is true, but the idea serves to justify the reality. 

 

INSTITUTIONAL THEORY 

 

Institutional theory says that the way governments are organized and the RULES and 

PROCEDURES by which they make decisions, shapes policy outcomes. This is correct. When 

people fight over the rules they are almost always fighting for the policies they want in the short-

term. The problem is that a rule or procedure that favors particular interests in the short-term is 

likely to favor others in the future. Given the number of governments in the United States, it is a 

miracle that anything good gets accomplished as the result of public policies. Networking among 

public administrators (and administrative discretion) helps smooth over POLITICAL 

FRAGMENTATION in our nation. Division of powers and checks and balances can stand in the 

way of getting things done.  

 

RATIONAL CHOICE THEORY (public choice theory) 

 

This theory assumes that voters and other interests understand their own self-interests and vote 

and otherwise participate in political processes rationally. I think the idea that voters shape 

public policies in general elections is a bit of a stretch. A choice between two candidates when 

there are so many issues in the mix is not a very useful way to “speak to government.” In fact, 

many people vote AGAINST candidates who in fact may best represent their interests. We often 

vote based on our fears rather than our interests.  

 

POLITICAL SYSTEMS THEORY 

 

To me, this is kind of the umbrella theory that seeks to include and incorporate other theories of 

how decisions are made regarding public policies. The idea is that the government “senses” what 

is going on in its domestic and global environments and reacts to changes based on 

environmental changes. It seems to me that this assumes that government is a unity and that it is 

rational in its decisions. Government is not unitary and the rationality of governments is the 

rationality of politics.  

 



I think I would like to live in a world ruled by rational people rather than by politicians, who are 

not always rational and who must have political motivations because of the system. But Utopia 

has not yet happened and is not likely to happen.  

 

We can hope that rational voices can be heard in policy debates, but both politics and 

administration are MESSY and, at best, I think all that we can hope for is that we collectively 

learn from our mistakes and that public policies EVOLVE as guided by sound and 

compassionate minds.  

 

--------- - 

 

THE COMMON TYPOLOGY OF KINDS OF DOMESTIC POLICIES 

 

Redistributive policies 

 

These policies INTENTIONALLY redistribute money among people, as in the spirit of a welfare 

program to help poor people 

 

Distributive policies 

 

These kinds of policies do in fact redistribute money but not necessarily from wealthy people to 

poor people. Everything government does moves money. But spending for NASA, for example, 

is not in the spirit of welfare.  

 

Regulatory policies 

 

Regulatory policies are attempts to change the behaviors of people and corporations in the 

private sector. The primary intent of a regulatory policy has monetary implications, but the 

primary intent may be something like public health.  

 

 

 


