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The New Public Management has championed a vision of public managers as the entrepre-
neurs of a new, leaner, and increasingly privatized government, emulating not only the prac-
tices but also the values of business. Proponents of the New Public Management have devel-
oped their arguments largely through contrasts with the old public administration. In this com-
parison, the New Public Management will, of course, always win. We argue here that the
better contrast is with what we call the “New Public Service,” a movement built on work in
democratic citizenship, community and civil society, and organizational humanism and dis-
course theory. We suggest seven principles of the New Public Service, most notably that the
primary role of the public servant is to help citizens articulate and meet their shared interests
rather than to attempt to control or steer society.

Public management has undergone a revolution. Ratfugus on their responsibility teerve and empower citi-
than focusing on controlling bureaucracies and deliveringnsas they manage public organizations and implement
services, public administrators are responding to admeublic policy. In other words, with citizens at the forefront,
ishments to “steer rather than row,” and to be the entreghe emphasis should not be placed on either steering or
neurs of a new, leaner, and increasingly privatized goverowing the governmental boat, but rather on building pub-
ment. As a result, a number of highly positive changes héigenstitutions marked by integrity and responsiveness.
been implemented in the public sector (Osborne and Gaebler
1992; Osborne and Plastrik 1997; Kettl 1993; Kettl antd
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Background public administration, which, despite its many important
As it is used here, the “New Public Management” rgontributions, has come to be seen as synonymous with

fers to a cluster of ideas and practices (including reinvéyreaucracy, hierarchy, and control. If that is the compari-
tion and neomanagerialism) that seek, at their core, to 588, theé New Public Management will always win. We
private-sector and business approaches in the public ¥§uld like to suggest instead that the New Public Man-
tor. While there have long been calls to “run governmeifiément should be contrasted with what we term the “New
like a business,” the contemporary version of this deb&tdblic Service,” a set of ideas about the role of public ad-
in this country was sparked in the 1990s by Presidéafistration in the governance system that places citizens
Clinton’s and Vice President Gore’s initiative to “mak#t the center.

government work better and cost less.” Modeled after con-Vhile there have been many challenges to the New

cepts and ideas promoted in Osborne and Gaebler's 184blic Management and many alternative ideas promi-
book Reinventing Governmeiias well as managerialist“e“tly advanced by scholars and practitioners, there have

efforts in a variety of other countries, especially Great Br€€N NO attempts to organize these efforts and underscore

ain and New Zealand), the Clinton administration chaffi€ir common themes. This article is an effort to do so.
pioned a variety of reforms and projects under the marfiigst it briefly summarizes the foundations and major ar-
of the National Performance Review. In part, what has d@ilments of the new public management as it contrasts with
tinguished these reforms and similar efforts at the stéﬁg old publilc administration. It then descrlbe_s an aI'Ferna-
and local level, from older versions of the run-governmefiit® normative model we call the “New Public Service.”
like-a-business movement is that they involve more thRiS néw model further clarifies the debate by suggesting
just using the techniques of business. Rather, the New B¢ ways of thinking about the strengths and weaknesses
lic Management has become a normative model, one §§&!l three approaches. We conclude by considering the
naling a profound shift in how we think about the role dﬂnpllcatlons of placing citizens, C|t|zensh_|p, and_the pub-
public administrators, the nature of the profession, and hiainterest at the forefront of a New Public Service.
and why we do what we do.

Yet many scholars and practitioners have continuedThe New Public Management and the
express concerns about the New Public Management gy pblic Administration

the role for public managers this model suggests. For ex- :
ample, in a recerRublic Administration Reviewympo- Srzirnih(ea p:iit (ijr?c(iﬁgﬁlart]geargierlllfl’et:t?ol:?;I]vosgr?llclscn{vl;nn&
sium on leadership, democracy, and public managem gain, g

a number of authors thoughtfully considered the oppor %?’ new managerialism) has literally swept the nation and

nities and challenges presented by the New Public Mgt 02 % 72 T EoT ATe T A e S o
agement. Those challenging the New Public Managem n{

1 he sympostm and lseunere sk auestons sbou 906 ecltene betyen ptiesoer
inherent contradictions in the movement (Fox 1996), f

values promoted by it (deLeon and Denhardt ZOO!G,GI’GSI, mvolvmg transactions similar to those occurring

Frederickson 1996; Schachter 1997); the tensions betwlep'e marketplace. Public managers are urged to “steer,

the emphasis on decentralization promoted in the mar, |8 4 L%V\\/Iv ;23'%?\?\2?;5233:55’ tzn;c;?s\ye?(;esj?sagretr(l)ger?vgo
model and the need for coordination in the public sector Y P

(Peters and Savoie 1996); the implied roles and relatidAc ft’g‘c“o”‘:' tpre"c'lous'g provided bybﬁ.o".e”.‘rgf”;.t' .
ships of the executive and legislative branches (Carroll andn € pastwo decades, many public Jurisdictions an

Lynn 1996); and the implications of the privatization mov _gencie_s have ini_tiated e_fforts t_o increase productivity
ment for democratic values and the public interest (McCa%%d to f|_nd alte_rnatlve serwpe-dehvery mechamsms base_d
public-choice assumptions and perspectives. Public

and Vinzant 1999). Others have suggested that public %H-na ers have concentrated on accountability and hiah
trepreneurship and what Terry (1993, 1998) has callfgnag Y g

“neomanagerialism” threaten to undermine democratic %rformance and have sought to restructure bureaucratic

- : - encies, redefine organizational missions, streamline
constitutional values such as fairness, justice, represeﬁ%énc [0CESSes an%l decentralize decision making. In
tion, and participation. gency p ' g-

We would like to suggest that, beyond these separ%%créégzsezs’ir?OVr?\:g{inZ?thS arrletl\llfc(])O\/S(Trnmebr:itCa?S:(:c;; snzave
critiques, what is missing is a set of organizing principl %Idin to exegutives ac?:op ntabI: fgr p(—tjrformance oais
for an alternative to the New Public Management. We gtop u P 9 '

ject the notion that the reinvented, market-oriented Néav?/tab“Shmg new processes for measuring productivity

Public Management should only be compared to the @Ed effectiveness, and reengineering departmental sys-
ems to reflect a strengthened commitment to account-
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ability (Aristigueta 1999; Barzelay 1992; Boston et al. The New Public Management is not just the implemen-
1996; Kearns 1996). The effectiveness of this reforation of newtechniquesit carries with it a new set of
agenda in the United States, as well as in a numbewalues specifically a set of values largely drawn from the
other countries, has put governments around the waphivate sectorAs we have already notetere is a long-
on notice that new standards are being sought and rsanding tradition in public administration supporting the
roles established. idea that “government should be run like a business.” For
These ideas were crystallized and popularized the most part, this recommendation has meant that gov-
Osborne and Gaebler’'s bodReinventing Governmenternment agencies should adopt practices, ranging from
(1992; see also Osborne and Plastrik 1997). Osborne ‘@wientific management” to “total quality management,”
Gaebler provided a number of now-familiar principlethat have been found useful in the private sector. The New
through which “public entrepreneurs” might bring abotublic Management takes this idea one step further, argu-
massive governmental reform—ideas that remain at thg that government should not only adopttéehniques
core of the New Public Management. Osborne and Gaelolebusiness administration, but should adopt certain busi-
intended these principles to serve as a new conceptualegsvaluesas well. The New Public Management thus
normative framework for public administration, an and&®ecomes a normative model for public administration and
Iytical checklist to transform the actions of governmernublic management.
“What we are describing is nothing less than a shift in theln making their case, proponents of New Public Man-
basic model of governance used in America. This shiftigement have often used the old public administration as
under way all around us, but because we are not lookangpil, against which the principles of entrepreneurship
for it, because we assume that all governments have tcée be seen as clearly superior. For example, Osborne
big, centralized, and bureaucratic, we seldom see it. Wed Gaebler contrast their principles with an alternative
are blind to the new realities, because they do not fit mfrformal bureaucracies plagued with excessive rules,
preconceptions” (1992, 321). bound by rigid budgeting and personnel systems, and pre-
Other intellectual justifications for the New Public Maneccupied with control. These traditional bureaucracies are
agement evolved as well. These justifications, as Lydascribed as ignoring citizens, shunning innovation, and
(1996) notes, largely came from the “public policy” schooterving their own needs. According to Osborne and
that developed in the 1970s and from the “manageriali@aebler, “The kind of governments that developed dur-
movement around the world (Pollitt 1990). Kaboolian notasy the industrial era, with their sluggish, centralized bu-
that the New Public Management relies on “market-likeaucracies, their preoccupation with rules and regula-
arrangements such as competition within units of govetions, and their hierarchical chains of command, no longer
ment and across government boundaries to the non-pnbirk very well” (1992, 11-12). In fact, while they served
and for-profit sectors, performance bonuses, and penaltiesir earlier purposes, “bureaucratic institutions ... in-
(to) loosen the inefficient monopoly franchise of publicreasingly fail us” (15).
agencies and public employees” (1998, 190). Elaborating/Vhat are the tenets of this bureaucratic old public ad-
this point, Hood writes that the New Public Managemeministration, and is it reasonable to characterize any con-
moves away from traditional modes of legitimizing theemporary thinking which falls outside New Public Man-
public bureaucracy, such as procedural safeguards onaggement as evidence of the old public administration?
ministrative discretion, in favor of “trust in the market an@ertainly there is not a single set of ideas agreed to by all
private business methods ... ideas ... couched in the lmese who contributed over the decades to the old public
guage of economic rationalism” (1995, 94). administration (just as there is not a single set of ideas that
As such, the New Public Management is clearly linkedl associated with the New Public Management would
to the public choice perspective in public administratioagree to). But there are elements of public administration
In its simplest form, public choice views the governmetiteory and practice that seem to constitute a guiding set of
from the standpoint of markets and customers. Publilieas or a normative model that we now generally associ-
choice not only affords an elegant and, to some, compk with the old public administration. We suggest this
ling model of government, it also serves as a kind of intetodel includes the following tenets:
lectual road map for practical efforts to reduce govem-Public administration is politically neutral, valuing the
ment and make it less costly. And it does so unabashedljdea of neutral competence.
John Kamensky, one of the architects of the National Perfhe focus of government is the direct delivery of ser-
formance Review, comments that the New Public Man-vices. The best organizational structure is a centralized
agement is clearly related to the public choice movementhureaucracy.
the central tenet of which is that “all human behavior isPrograms are implemented through top-down control
dominated by self-interest” (1996, 251). mechanisms, limiting discretion as much as possible.
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» Bureaucracies seek to be closed systems to the exteatic citizenship; (2) models of community and civil so-

possible, thus limiting citizen involvement. ciety; and (3) organizational humanism and discourse
« Efficiency and rationality are the most important valugkseory. We will then outline what we see as the main te-
in public organizations. nets of the New Public Service.

* Public administrators do not play a central role in policgheories of Democratic Citizenship

maklng gnd governance, rather, thgy are c'harged W'trboncerns about citizenship and democracy are particu-
the gfﬂuent |m_pleme_nt_at|on of PUb“C opjectlves. . larly important and visible in recent political and social
» The job of public administrators is described by Gu"Cki‘ﬁeory, both of which call for a reinvigorated and more
POSDCORB (1937, 1.3)'. . active and involved citizenship (Barber 1984; Mansbridge
I We compare the prmmples of New P_Ubl'c Iv'"’m""(“:"al'990; Mansbridge 1992; Pateman 1970; Sandel 1996). Of
ment with the§e principles, the New PUb“C Managemeﬂﬁrticular relevance to our discussion is Sandel’s sugges-
clearly IOO!(S I'.ke a prefe'rred alternatlve: But EVEN a CUYI5n that the prevailing model of the relationship between
sory examination of the literature of public admlnlstratloglate and citizens is based on the idea that government ex-
demonstrates that these traditional ideas do not fully 885 to ensure citizens can make choices consistent with

brace contemporary government theory or practice ( ir self-interest b : ;

i ) . - y guaranteeing certain procedures (such
1998j Bryson and F:(]Irosby 1992,.Carnrz:1vale 199?' Cog, voting) and individual rights. Obviously, this perspec-
1996; Cooper 1991; deLeon 1997; Denhardt 1993; Farmey, 5 consistent with public choice economics and the

1995; Fox and Miller 1995; Frederickson 1997; Gavvthr%)ew Public Management (see Kamensky 1996). But
1998; Goodsell 1994; Harmon _1995; Hummel 199&3ndel offers an alternative view of democratic citizen-
Ingra_har_rrl et al.(11994, Light 1997; Luke 193_8' M_cl:dSW't?nip, one in which individuals are much more actively en-
1997; Miller and Fox 1997; Perry 1996; Rabin, Hildret aged in governance. In this view, citizens look beyond

and Millher 1998, Rc.)hr. 1998; Stivers h1993; Ter_ry 1993g . interest to the larger public interest, adopting a broader
1998; Thomas 1995; Vinzant and Crothers 1998; Wams d longer-term perspective that requires a knowledge of

etal. 1990; Wamsley and Wolf 1996). The field of publiG jic affairs and also a sense of belonging, a concern for

administration, of course, has not been stuck in progrgs; whole, and a moral bond with the community whose
sive reform rhetoric for the last 100 years. Instead, thqegge is at stake (Sandel 1996, 5-6; see also Schubert 1957).

has be_en_ arich and vibrant evol_utlon in thought and PraCtonsistent with this perspective, King and Stivers (1998)
tice, with important and substantial developments that CaRsert that administrators should see citizssitizens

not be SUbS#med under thehtltle the l;lle\_/v PUt\’/I\'/C M§I1|na Fither than merely as voters, clients, or customers); they
ment.” So there are more than two choices. We will nQW ;4 share authority and reduce control, and they should
explore a third alternative based on recent intellectual qmﬁ;t in the efficacy of collaboration. Moreover, in con-
practical developments in public administration, one thal; 1 managerialist calls for greater efficiency, King and

we call the New Public Service. Stivers suggest that public managers seek greater respon-
. . siveness and a corresponding increase in citizen trust. This
Roots of the New Public Service perspective directly undergirds the New Public Service.
L|I_<e_ the _New Public Managemen_t and thg old pUbe\(}Iodels of Community and Civil Society
administration, the New Public Service consists of many _ _ , ,
diverse elements, and many different scholars and practiReCcently, there has been a rebirth of interest in the idea
tioners have contributed, often in disagreement with ofA comm_unlty "’.‘r_‘d C'V'“ty. in America. PO““.CaI leaders of
another. Yet certain general ideas seem to characterizetfﬂ@ m‘?lj_or pol!tlcal parties, S(I:holars of different campsl,
approach as a normative model and to distinguish it frg¥aSt-Selling writers and popular commentators not only
others. While the New Public Service has emerged bott?§{ €€ that community in America has deteriorated, but ac-
theory and in the innovative and advanced practices glowledge that we d_espera@ely n_eed a r(_enewed sense of
many exemplary public managers (Denhardt 199%Pmmunity. Despite increasing d_|verS|ty in America, or
Denhardt and Denhardt 1999), in this section we will e&grhaps beca_luse of it community is seen as a way of bring-
amine the conceptual foundations of the New Public Sg}g'about unity and synthesis (Bellah et al. 1985, 1991,

vice. Certainly the New Public Service can lay claim to 420N 1988, 1_995;r(]3ardner 1f991; Selznick 1;392)' In pub-
impressive intellectual heritage, including, in public a IP administration, the quest for community has been re-

ministration, the work of Dwight Waldo (1948), and i ected in the view that_ the role of government, especially
political theory, the work of Sheldon Wolin (1960). HowloCal government, is indeed to help create and support

ever, here we will focus on more contemporary precurso?gmmun'ty'

of the New Public Service, including (1) theories of demo- I_n part, this effo_rt 'dep_eno.Is on building a healthy and
active set of “mediating institutions” that simultaneously
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give focus to the desires and interests of citizens and pfhe New Public Service

vide experiences that will better prepare those citizens fofraorists of citizenship, community and civil society.
action in the larger political system. As Putnam (1995) g anizational humanists, and postmodernist public
gues, America's democratic tradition depends on the gfministrationists have helped to establish a climate in
istence (_)f engaged citizens, active in all sorts of grouRsich it makes sense today to talk about a New Public
associations, and governmental units. Collectively, theggrice. Though we acknowledge that differences exist
small groups constitute a “civil society” in which peoplg, hese viewpoints, we suggest there are also similari-
need to work out their personal interests in the contextfs that distinguish the cluster of ideas we call the New
community concerns. Only here can citizens engage @flic Service from those associated with the New Pub-
another in the kind of personal dialogue and deliberatignjanagement and the old public administration. More-
that is the essence of community building and of demQgyey, there are a number of practical lessons that the New
racy itself. Again, as King and Stivers (1998) point oubplic Service suggests for those in public administra-
government can play an important and critical role in Cigsn These lessons are not mutually exclusive, rather they

ating, facilitating, and supporting these connections hg mutually reinforcing. Among these, we find the fol-
tween citizens and their communities. lowing most compelling.

Organizational Humanism and Discourse Theory 1. Serve, rather than steeAn increasingly important

Over the past 25 years, public administration theorists, ifile of the public servant is to help citizens articulate
cluding those associated with the radical publ@hd meettheir shared interests, rather than to attempt
administrationists of the late 1960s and early 1970s (Maifi@icontrol or steer society in new directions.
1971), have joined colleagues in other disciplines in suggestWhile in the past, government played a central role in
ing that traditional hierarchical approaches to social orgawihat has been called the “steering of society” (Nelissen et
zation and positivist approaches to social science are m@lul1999), the complexity of modern life sometimes makes
ally reinforcing. Consequently, they have joined in a critiqg&/Ch a role not only inappropriate, but impossible. Those
of bureaucracy and positivism, leading, in turn, to a seaf@licies and programs that give structure and direction to
for alternative approaches to management and organiza$iegial and political life today are the result of the interac-
and an exploration of new approaches to knowledge acquigi of many different groups and organizations, the mix-
tion—including interpretive theory (for example, Harmoftre of many different opinions and interests. In many ar-
1981), critical theory (Denhardt 1981), and postmoderni&®s, it no longer makes sense to think of public policies as
(Farmer 1995; Fox and Miller 1995; McSwite 1997; Millethe result of governmental decision-making processes.
and Fox 1997). Collectively, these approaches have sougt@yernment is indeed a player—and in most cases a very
fashion public organizations less dominated by issues of Pstantial player. But public policies today, the policies
thority and control and more attentive to the needs and céi@t guide society, are the outcome of a complex set of
cerns of employees inside public organizations as well as tHo&eractions involving multiple groups and multiple inter-
outside, especially clients and citizens. ests ultimately combining in fascinating and unpredictable

These trends have been central to interpretive and cHt@ys. Government is no longer in charge.
cal analyses of bureaucracy and society, but they have bedf this new world, the primary role of government is
even further extended in recent efforts to employ the pegt merely to direct the actions of the public through regu-
spectives of postmodern thinking, especially discourgéion and decree (though that may sometimes be appro-
theory, in understanding public organizations. While thepéiate), nor is it to simply establish a set of rules and in-
are significant differences among the various postmodégitives (sticks or carrots) through which people will be
theorists, they seem to arrive at a similar conclusion—tgatided in the “proper” direction. Rather, government be-
cause we depend on one another in the postmodern wéi®ines another player, albeit an important player in the pro-
governance must be based on sincere and open discot#§g of moving society in one direction or another. Gov-
among all parties, including citizens and administratofnment acts, in concert with private and nonprofit groups
And while postmodern public administration theorists apéd organizations, to seek solutions to the problems that
skeptical of traditional approaches to public participatioggmmunities face. In this process, the role of government
there seems to be considerable agreement that enhaifcé#@nsformed from one of controlling to one of agenda
public dialogue is required to reinvigorate the public bgetting, bringing the proper players to the table and facili-
reaucracy and restore a sense of legitimacy to the fieldafng, negotiating, or brokering solutions to public prob-
public administration. In other words, there is a need l@ins (often through coalitions of public, private, and non-
reconceptualize the field and, both practically and intdrofit agencies). Where traditionally government has
lectually, so as to build a New Public Service. responded to needs by saying “yes, we can provide that
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Table 1 Comparing Perspectives: Old Public Administration, New Public Management, and New Public Service

Primary theoretical and
epistemological foundations

Prevailing rationality and
associated models of human
behavior

Conception of the public interest
To whom are public servants
responsive?

Role of government

Mechanisms for achieving policy
objectives

Approach to accountability

Administrative discretion

Assumed organizational structure

Assumed motivational basis of
public servants and
administrators

Old Public Administration

Political theory, social and political
commentary augmented by naive
social science

Synoptic rationality, “administrative
man”

Politically defined and expressed in
law

Clients and constituents

Rowing (designing and
implementing policies focusing on
a single, politically defined
objective)

Administering programs through
existing government agencies

Hierarchical—administrators are
responsible to democratically
elected political leaders

Limited discretion allowed
administrative officials

Bureaucratic organizations marked
by top-down authority within
agencies and control or regulation
of clients

Pay and benefits, civil-service
protections

New Public Management

Economic theory, more sophisticated
dialogue based on positivist social
science

Technical and economic rationality,
“economic man,” or the self-
interested decision maker

Represents the aggregation of
individual interests

Customers

Steering (acting as a catalyst to
unleash market forces)

Creating mechanisms and incentive
structures to achieve policy
objectives through private and
nonprofit agencies

Market-driven—the accumulation of
self-interests will result in outcomes
desired by broad groups of citizens
(or customers)

Wide latitude to meet
entrepreneurial goals

Decentralized public organizations
with primary control remaining
within the agency

Entrepreneurial spirit, ideological
desire to reduce size of government

New Public Service

Democratic theory, varied
approaches to knowledge
including positive, interpretive,
critical, and postmodern

Strategic rationality, multiple tests
of rationality (political, economic,
organizational)

Result of a dialogue about shared
values

Citizens

Serving (negotiating and
brokering interests among citizens
and community groups, creating
shared values)

Building coalitions of public,
nonprofit, and private agencies to
meet mutually agreed upon needs

Multifaceted—public servants must
attend to law, community values,
political norms, professional
standards, and citizen interests

Discretion needed but constrained
and accountable

Collaborative structures with
leadership shared internally and
externally

Public service, desire to contribute
to society.

service,” or “no, we can't,” the New Public Service sugmconstrained and authentic discourse concerning the di-
gests that elected officials and public managers shouldrestion society should take. Based on these deliberations,
spond to the requests of citizens not just by saying yesadsroad-based vision for the community, the state, or the
no, but by saying, “let’'s work together to figure out whatation can be established and provide a guiding set of ideas
we’re going to do, then make it happen.” In a world @br ideals) for the future. It is less important for this pro-
active citizenship, public officials will increasingly playcess to result in a single set of goals than it is for it to
more than a service delivery role—they will play a comngage administrators, politicians, and citizens in a pro-
ciliating, a mediating, or even an adjudicating role. (Inatess of thinking about a desired future for their commu-
dentally, these new roles will require new skills—not thd@ty and their nation.
old skills of management control, but new skills of In addition to its facilitating role, government also has
brokering, negotiating, and conflict resolution.) a moral obligation to assure solutions that are generated
2.The public interest is the aim, not the by-produetiblic  through such processes are fully consistent with norms of
administrators must contribute to building a collective, justice and fairness. Government will act to facilitate the
shared notion of the public interest. The goal is not to solutions to public problems, but it will also be respon-
find quick solutions driven by individual choices. sible for assuring those solutions are consistent with the
Rather, it is the creation of shared interests and shared public interest—both in substance and in process. In other
responsibility. words, the role of government will become one of assur-
The New Public Service demands that the processiraf that the public interest predominates, that both the so-
establishing a vision for society is not something merdijtions themselves and the process by which solutions to
left to elected political leaders or appointed public admipublic problems are developed are consistent with demo-
istrators. Instead, the activity of establishing a vision oratic norms of justice, fairness, and equity (Ingraham and
direction is something in which widespread public dialogBan 1988; Ingraham and Rosenbloom 1989).
and deliberation are central (Bryson and Crosby 1992; Lukdn short, the public servant will take an active role in
1998; Stone 1988). The role of government will increasreating arenas in which citizens, through discourse, can
ingly be to bring people together in settings that allow farticulate shared values and develop a collective sense of
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the public interest. Rather than simply responding to distmediate client. Government also serves those who may
parate voices by forming a compromise, public adminise waiting for service, those who may need the service
trators will engage citizens with one another so that theyen though they are not actively seeking it, future gen-
come to understand each other’s interests and adogrations of service recipients, relatives and friends of the
longer range and broader sense of community and sazimediate recipient, and on and on. There may even be
etal interests. customers who don’t want to be customers—such as those
3. Think strategically, act democraticallyPolicies and receiving a speeding ticket.
programs meeting public needs can be most effectively Moreover, some customers of government have greater
and responsibly achieved through collective efforts and resources and greater skill in bringing their demands for-
collaborative processes. ward than others. Does this justify, as it would in the pri-
To realize a collective vision, the next step is establishate sector, that they be treated better? Of course not. In
ing roles and responsibilities and developing specific amvernment, considerations of fairness and equity play an
tion steps to move toward the desired goals. Again, thgortant role in service delivery; indeed, in many cases,
idea is not merely to establish a vision and then leave these are much more important considerations than the
implementation to those in government; rather, it is to joitesires of the immediate customer.
all parties together in the process of carrying out programdespite the obvious importance of constantly improv-
that will move in the desired direction. Through involveng the quality of public-sector service delivery, the New
ment in programs of civic education and by developindPaiblic Service suggests that government should not first
broad range of civic leaders, government can stimulateraexclusively respond to the selfish, short-term interests
renewed sense of civic pride and civic responsibility. V& “customers.” Instead, it suggests that people acting as
expect such a sense of pride and responsibility to evotiizens must demonstrate their concern for the larger
into a greater willingness to be involved at many levels, @ammunity, their commitment to matters that go beyond
all parties work together to create opportunities for pahort-term interests, and their willingness to assume per-
ticipation, collaboration, and community. sonal responsibility for what happens in their neighbor-
How might this be done? To begin with, there is an obeods and the community. After all, these are among the
vious and important role for political leadership—to adefining elements of effective and responsible citizen-
ticulate and encourage a strengthening of citizen respossiip. In turn, government must respond to the needs and
bility and, in turn, to support groups and individualimterests of citizens. Moreover, government must respond
involved in building the bonds of community. Governmeno citizens defined broadly rather than simply in a legal-
can’t create community. But government and, more sp&tic sense. Individuals who are not legal citizens not only
cifically, political leadership, can lay the groundwork foare often served by government programs, they can also
effective and responsible citizen action. People must cobreencouraged to participate and engage with their com-
to recognize that government is open and accessible—anghities. In any case, the New Public Service seeks to
that won't happen unless governmenbpen and acces-encourage more and more people to fulfill their respon-
sible. People must come to recognize that governmensitslities as citizens and for government to be especially
responsive—and that won't happen unless governimensensitive to the voices of citizens.
responsive. People must come to recognize that govérnAccountability isn’t simplePublic servants should be
ment exists to meet their needs—and that won't happatentive to more than the market; they should also at-
unless it does. The aim, then, is to make sure that govéemd to statutory and constitutional law, community
ment is open and accessible, that it is responsive, and Wadies, political norms, professional standards, and citi-
it operates to serve citizens and create opportunities Zen interests.
citizenship. The matter of accountability is extremely complex. Yet
4. Serve citizens, not customei&he public interest re- both the old public administration and the New Public
sults from a dialogue about shared values, rather than Management tend to oversimplify the issue. For instance,
the aggregation of individual self-interests. Therefore, in the classic version of the old public administration, public
public servants do not merely respond to the demandsadministrators were simply and directly responsible to
of “customers,” but focus on building relationships of political officials. As Wilson wrote, “[P]olicy will have no
trust and collaboration with and among citizens. taint of officialism about it. It will not be the creation of
The New Public Service recognizes that the relatiopermanent officials, but of statesmen whose responsibility
ship between government and its citizens is not the sameublic opinion will be direct and inevitable” (1887, 22).
as that between a business and its customers. In the pugdigond this, accountability was not really an issue; politi-
sector, it is problematic to even determine who the cwesans were expected to make decisions while bureaucrats
tomer is, because government serves more than justdfied them out. Obviously, over time, public administra-

The New Public Service: Serving Rather than Steering 555



tors assumed great capacities for influencing the poliated through processes of collaboration and shared
process. So, at the other end of the spectrum, in the \eadership based on respect for all people.
nacular of the New Public Management, the focus is onin its approach to management and organization, the
giving administrators great latitude to act as entrepreneiNsw Public Service emphasizes the importance of “man-
In their entrepreneurial role, the new public managers aging through people.” Systems of productivity improve-
called to account primarily in terms of efficiency, cost efnent, process reengineering, and performance measure-
fectiveness, and responsiveness to market forces. ment are seen as important tools in designing management
In our view, such models do not reflect the demanggstems. But the New Public Service suggests that such
and realities of public service today. Rather, public admimtional attempts to control human behavior are likely to
istrators are and should be influenced by and held accodait-in the long term if, at the same time, insufficient atten-
able to complex constellations of institutions and standartisn is paid to the values and interests of individual mem-
including the public interest, statutory and constitutionbérs of an organization. Moreover, while these approaches
law, other agencies, other levels of government, the meay get results, they do not build responsible, engaged,
dia, professional standards, community values and stand civic-minded employees or citizens.
dards, situational factors, democratic norms, and of courself public servants are expected to treat citizens with re-
citizens. Further, the institutions and standards which spect, they must be treated with respect by those who man-
fluence public servants and to which they are held accowage public agencies. In the New Public Service, the enor-
able interact in complex ways. For example, citizen needsus challenges and complexities of the work of public
and expectations influence public servants, but the actiadsninistrators are recognized. They are viewed not just as
of public servants also influence citizen expectations. Laemmployees who crave the security and structure of a bu-
create the parameters for public administrators’ actionsaucratic job (old public administration), nor as partici-
but the manner in which public servants apply the law ipants in a market (New Public Management); rather, pub-
fluences not only its actual implementation, but also mhy servants are people whose motivations and rewards are
influence lawmakers to modify the law. In other wordsyore than simply a matter of pay or security. They want to
public administrators influence and are influenced by atlake a difference in the lives of others (Denhardt 1993;
of the competing norms, values, and preferences of ®arry and Wise 1990; Vinzant 1998).
complex governance system. These variables not only inThe notion of shared leadership is critical in providing
fluence and are influenced by public administrators, thegportunities for employees and citizens to affirm and act
also represent points of accountability. on their public service motives and values. In the New
The New Public Service recognizes the reality afiblic Service, shared leadership, collaboration, and em-
complexity of these responsibilities. It recognizes thpbwerment become the norm both inside and outside the
public administrators are involved in complex value confganization. Shared leadership focuses on the goals, val-
flicts in situations of conflicting and overlapping normaies, and ideals that the organization and community want
It accepts these realities and speaks to how public tw-advance; it must be characterized by mutual respect,
ministrators can and should serve citizens and the pulalacommodation, and support. As Burns (1978) would say,
interest in this context. First and foremost, the New Pubadership exercised by working through and with people
lic Service demands that public administrators not makansforms the participants and shifts their focus to higher
these decisions alone. It is through the process of dael values. In the process, the public service motives of
logue, brokerage, citizen empowerment, and broad-bas#izens and employees alike can be recognized, supported,
citizen engagement that these issues must be resolead. rewarded.
While public servants remain responsible for assuring tfifatValue citizenship and public service above entrepre-
solutions to public problems are consistent with lawseurship. The public interest is better advanced by pub-
democratic norms, and other constraints, it is not a mii-servants and citizens committed to making mean-
ter of their simply judging the appropriateness of cormgful contributions to society rather than by
munity-generated ideas and proposals after the faamtrepreneurial managers acting as if public money
Rather, it is the role of public administrators to make thesere their own.
conflicts and parameters known to citizens, so that thes@ he New Public Management encourages public admin-
realities become a part of the process of discourse. Btrators to act and think as entrepreneurs of a business
ing so not only makes for realistic solutions, it builds citenterprise. This creates a rather narrow view of the objec-
zenship and accountability. tives to be sought—to maximize productivity and satisfy
6. Value people, not just productivityPublic organiza- customers, and to accept risks and to take advantage of
tions and the networks in which they participate are opportunities as they arise. In the New Public Service, there
more likely to succeed in the long run if they are oper- is an explicit recognition that public administrators are not
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the business owners of their agencies and programs. Agmmplications and Conclusions
as King and Stivers (1998) remind us, government is owned:om g theoretical perspective, the New Public Service
by the citizens. _ . _ offers an important and viable alternative to both the tradi-
Accordingly, in the New Public Service, the mindset ¢fona| and the now-dominant managerialist models. It is
public administrators is that public programs and resouregSa ternative that has been built on the basis of theoretical
do not belong to them. Rather, public administrators ha¥gs|orations and practical innovations. The result is a nor-
accepted the responsibility to serve citizens by actingiigiive model, comparable to other such models. While
stewards of public resources (Kass 1990), conservatorg@ates among theorists will continue, and administrative
public organizations (Terry 1995), facilitators of CitizeNsractitioners will test and explore new possibilities, the
ship and democratic dialogue (Chapin and Denhardt 198 mitments that emerge will have significant implica-
King and Stivers 1998; Box 1998), catalysts for comMyjsng for practice. The actions that public administrators
nity engagement (Denhardt and Gray 1998; Lappe and Qe will differ markedly depending on the types of as-
Bois 1994_), gnd street-l_evel leaders (Vin_zant and Crom@[ﬁnptions and principles upon which those actions are
1998). This is a very different perspective than that o3se(. If we assume the responsibility of government is to
business owner focused on profit and efficiency. AcCorglijitate individual self-interest, we will take one set of
ingly, the New Public Service suggests that public admifistions If, on the other hand, we assume the responsibil-
istrators must not only share power, work through peoplg, o government is to promote citizenship, public dis-

and broker solutions, they must reconceptualize their rg rse, and the public interest, we will take an entirely
in the governance process as responsible participant, §ifkrent set of actions.

entrepreneur. _ o Decades ago, Herbert Kaufman (1956) suggested that
This change in the public administrator’s role has prgmje administrative institutions are organized and oper-
found implications for the types of challenges and respoRa in pursuit of different values at different times, during
sibilities faced by public servants. First, public ad_mm@he period in which one idea is dominant, others are never
trators must know and manage more than the requiremeg{s|iy neglected. Building on this idea, it makes sense to
and resources of their programs. This sort of narrow Vigifni of one normative model as prevailing at any point in
is not very helpful to a citizen whose world is not convgime  with the other (or others) playing a somewhat lesser
niently divided up by programmatic departments and qfje within the context of the prevailing view. Currently,
fices. The problems that citizens face are often, if not UgHla New Public Management and its surrogates have been
ally, multifaceted, fluid, and dynamic—they do not easilystaplished as the dominant paradigm in the field of gov-
fall within the confines of a particular office or a narmoWnance and public administration. Certainly a concern for
job description of an individual. To serve citizens, publigamocratic citizenship and the public interest has not been
administrators not only must know and manage their OV{ihly lost, but rather has been subordinated.
agency’s resources, they must also be aware of and CORye argue, however, that in a democratic society, a con-
nected to other sources of support and assistance, engag for democratic values should be paramount in the way
ing citizens and the community in the process. we think about systems of governance. Values such as ef-
Second, when public administrators take risks, they g§ency and productivity should not be lost, but should be
not entrepreneurs of their own businesses who can mgkgseq in the larger context of democracy, community, and
such decisions knowing the consequences of failure Wik pyplic interest. In terms of the normative models we
fall largely on their own shoulders. Risk in the public segyamine here, the New Public Service clearly seems most
tor is different. In the New Public Service, risks and Opgysistent with the basic foundations of democracy in this
portunities reside within the larger framework of dem%‘ountry and, therefore, provides a framewaitkin which
cratic citizenship and shared responsibility. Because fier valuable techniques and values, such as the best ideas
consequences of success and failure are not limited tgr 8¢ oIqg public administration or the New Public Man-
single private business, public administrators do not Singé%'ement, might be played out. While this debate will surely
handedly decide what is best for a co_rr_lmunity. This ne_@éjntinue for many years, for the time being, the New Pub-
not mean that all short-term opportunities are lost. If digs service provides a rallying point around which we might

logue and citizen engagement is ongoing, opportunities @ision a public service based on and fully integrated with
potential risks can be explored in a timely manner. TRgizen discourse and the public interest.
important factor to consider is whether the benefits of a

public administrator taking immediate and risky action in
response to an opportunity outweighs the costs to trust,
collaboration, and the sense of shared responsibility.
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