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WHERE WE ARE 

 

 We will skip assignments 5 and 6. You will receive full credit for them. 

 I need to give thought to assignment 7, due April 15. 

 The final examination will be due WEDNESDAY, May 2. 

 I have posted suggested answers for the midterm examination on the course website. 

 

These notes are loosely based on part of Chapter 8 of our textbook on organizational structure 

and technology. 

 

In PA education we tend to fixate on the bureaucratic form of organizations. Most of us get paid 

for “being a cog” in a large organization. But we should think more about NETWORKS and how 

works gets coordinated ACROSS and AMONG organizations. “This is not your father’s 

Oldsmobile.”  

 

BUT IT IS IMPORTANT TO REALIZE that there are multiple levels of government and 

literally THOUSANDS of government agencies (and nonprofit organizations) and that much of 

the work IS DONE BETWEEN AND AMONG THEM rather than within them. 

 

An effective public administrator is WELL NETWORKED with other public administrators “in 

all directions.”  

 

For political reasons we have A VERY FRAGMENTED systems of governments in the U.S. 

There are something like 5,000 government jurisdictions and a huge number of agencies 

associated with those government jurisdictions.  

 

SOCIAL PROBLEMS are not neatly aligned with political boundaries.  

 

There is a huge need to COORDINATE efforts of agencies of multiple governments. 

 

This includes BOTH UP AND DOWN THE SYSTEM OF FEDERALISM. 

 

It also includes ACROSS AGENCIES WITHIN AND AMONG GOVERNMENTS. 

 

We get paid for our service within an organization. But much of what we actually accomplish is 

the product of our relationships with others ACROSS organizations. 

 

BUDGETS are based on programs within agencies. BUT MONEY ALSO FLOWS across 

organizations through CONTRACT RELATIONSHIPS. 

 



But often, coordination does not require money. Coordination is based on 

COMMUNICATIONS. That is why active memberships in CIVIL ORGANIZATIONS is 

important. It is usually not a waste of time for public administrators to be active in civic 

organizations. 

 

 

There are SOCIAL NETWORKS and there are NETWORKS OF ORGANIZTAIONS. I think 

personal relationships are the key to both. If two organizations collaborate with one another it is 

probably because a few key people know one another and work from within to achieve some 

degree of “loosely linked” cooperation. 

 

Now, the bureaucratic form and networks can coexist.  

 

 

 
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Skyway 

 

Consider patterns of skywalks between urban buildings. Realize the potential to create shopping 

or office plans by spanning across (often old) urban buildings. By analogy, the buildings are like 

bureaucratic organizations. The skywalks create spaces that can span many buildings. 

 



 
 

http://downtownsiouxcity.com/whats-happening/maps-and-apps/ 

 

Clearly, in a hierarchical organization, one's career path is thought to (at best) be "upward" in the 

set of hierarchical relationships. "Upward" mobility suggests career progression. 

 

In a network organization, THE TOP IS THE CENTER, if you see what I mean. But there can be 

many "centers." The point is to become STRATEGICALLY CONNECTED -- within and 

"without" the organization. 

 

The contrast is between "ladders" and "jungle gyms." It is not unusual for a successful person 

now to have ten or more employments during a career. If they are just "random changes," then 

that is not so good.  

 

 
Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jungle_gym 

 

What constitutes career progression in a network/web of professional relationships? 

 

You can think of this in terms of KNOWLEDGE or in terms of "power" in the sense of being 

about to do good (and possibly further your decision/policy preferences).  



 

There has been a lot of study done in recent years on SOCIAL NETWORKS. 

 

There is a field known as MATHEMATICAL SOCIOLOGY, which is VERY 

MATHEMATICAL to be a social science. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mathematical_sociology 

 

I think most PA scholars recognize the importance of social networks, but (owing to roots in 

Political Science, and perhaps an aversion to difficult mathematics) are not really "into" it. 

 

But give the importance of KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT and TECHNICAL 

INNOVATIONS like SERVICE-ORIENTED ARCHITECTURE, I think we do a disservice to 

students of PA if we study and teach about hierarchy exclusively.  

 

At present, we are more likely to get paid (with benefits) from a hierarchical organization, BUT 

OUR VALUE TO CONTRIBUTE to solving problems is more likely to derive from our network 

connections. 

 

If in general women are better in networks than are men, this can be important. 

 

And if men's social networks are largely closed to women (such as memberships to some golf 

clubs), this is also important. Perhaps at some critical mass of employment of women in 

leadership roles, the problem goes away. 

 

But at some point ALL THE THINGS THAT INTERFERE WITH THE CAPACITY OF 

PROFESSIONAL NETWORKS to function should be recognized and addressed. These include . 

. . 

 

 Language barriers 

 Cultural barriers 

 Religious barriers 

 Gender barriers 

 Technological barriers 

 Any of the many sources of human prejudice against others 

 

Networks have no "tops." There is no centralized command. 

 

The "place to be" in a social network is a CONNECTOR node, such as F, G, or H in the figure 

below. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mathematical_sociology


 
 

Networks have nodes and associations. The same community of people can be represented by 

many different patterns, depending on the definition of association. An association can be "one 

way" or mutual. 

 

TRUST is a fundamental value to be earned and maintained. 

 

Knowledge is still a form of power. But hopefully in a network the willingness to share 

knowledge is more advantage to individuals (nodes) than the propensity of hoard knowledge (as 

is common in hierarchies). 

 

Networks are also constrained by BOUNDED RATIONALITY. There is a limit to how many 

people one person can meaningfully know. 

 

But in a sense, networks are KNOWLEDGE PROCESSING SYSTEMS and have their own 

cognitive abilities, far in excess of the cognitive capacity of any one human. 

 

There is a growing concern that artificial intelligence (AI) will become a threat to humanity. If 

this is true, I think our only hope is technologically enhanced COLLECTIVE HUMAN 

INTELLIGENCE. But so far, we seem to be using technology to "dumb down" jobs rather than 

to enhance people's cognitive skills. 

 

I am not suggesting that some kind of HIVE INTELLIGENCE is the way forward. The goal is a 

COLLECTIVE HUMAN INTELLIGENCE (probably enhanced by technology), and not some 

collective human ignorance.  



 

I think I am suggesting at least five ideas here. 

 

1) That while hierarchy is important and not going to "wither away" in the near future, it is 

not the only viable organizational form.  

 

2) That in general it appears that women may prefer different kinds of professional 

relationships than most men. 

 

3) That bureaucratic organizations and network forms of organization can coexist. 

 

4) That as we learn to recognize the importance of professional networks, it would be nice if 

people could be rewarded (and consider career advancement) for their LATERAL contributions 

as well as for their VERTICAL contributions.  

 

5) Public administration tends to “heal over” the political fragmentation in our nation, in 

part because of informal working relationship among public administrators working across 

political boundaries. 

 

ADDITIONAL THOUGHTS 

 

Technology has huge implications for the future of governance and public administration.  

 

 Digital democracy 

 Smart cities 

 Convergent design of organizations and their information systems 

 Automation of “business” processes 

 Service Oriented Architecture 

 EGovernment 

 Artificial intelligence 

 And on and on . . . 

 

 
 

Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Motherboard 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Motherboard

