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“And so, my fellow Americans: ask not what your country can do for you - ask what you can do for your country.  My fellow citizens of the world: ask not what America will do for you, but what together we can do for the freedom of man.”

John F. Kennedy, Inaugural address, 20 January 1961.
The old public service

In a highly influential and well received book and article, Janet and Robert Denhardt call for “a New Public Service” (NPS) as a governing heuristic for public administration.  In the 2000 article the concept is presented as a proposal, responding to Osborne and Gaebler’s pithy “steer, rather than row” with an equally pithy, cautionary question: “In our rush to steer, have we forgotten who owns the boat?” (2000, p. 549).  By the 2003 book the NPS is an “emerging movement” (2003, p. 3), in large part a reaction against ‘the New Public Management’ (NPM), with its emphasis on introducing market-based, or market-inspired reforms, and so on treating the public as a customer.  The customer metaphor is a powerful one, evoking the often efficient, conscientious service that customers receive from private sector providers of goods and services, with these providers motivated by the brutal efficiency of the market.  As a result, through introducing these market-based reforms, the NPM offers the metaphor of a public administration that ‘steers, not rows’, with the rowing being carried out by private and nonprofit actors.

The central point of the Denhardts’ message is that the public needs to be treated as citizens first.  Citizens have rights, not least rights of democratic control over government.  As a result, ceding the right to ‘steer’ the boat to public administrators gives these too much power, at least in the metaphorical terms in which this debate is being couched.  Instead, the Denhardts argue that public administration should serve and empower citizens.

A second, and for this paper, more important set of characteristics of the proposed New Public Service concerns its implementation mechanisms.  The NPS sees the role of public administrators as facilitating democratic discourse, and so “building a collective, shared notion of the public interest,” through a participatory process.  What the NPS overlooks, though, is ample evidence of the lack of a collective, shared notion of the public interest, and the lack of participation on the part of large parts of society.  Further, for too many participants in public policy with too much influence, the goal of that influence is self interest, not the public interest.  We will argue that, by itself, no amount of facilitation, education and mediation on the part of public administrators will overcome these failings of contemporary democracy.  Indeed, significant (if not as widespread as sometimes assumed) public skepticism regarding the integrity and efficiency of public administration, even in the face of relatively high levels of integrity and efficiency, further inhibits the role that public administrators can play in the democratic, New Public Service that the Denhardts call for.  

As a result, we will argue first that the Denhardts’ New Public Service offers an important contribution to understanding public administration, through combining a diverse range of perspectives that assert the importance of the democratic purposes of public administration.  The NPM that the NPS critiques similarly leaves much positive for the public administrator to ponder, in terms of its anti-dirigiste perspective of government.  Finally, the so-called ‘old’, ‘bureaucratic public administration’ (BPA), that both the NPM and the Denhardts critique, also raised important points that public administrators should bear in mind, regarding the importance of professional, efficient (even ‘bureaucratic’) public service on the part of the administrator working in the public sector.  These perspectives should be seen as compliments, rather than alternatives.
However, the main point of this paper is that what is missing is an “Old Public Service” (OPS) in terms of emphasizing responsible democratic participation on the part of the public itself.  Without this responsible participation; consultative, participatory processes are doomed.  Finally, this paper discusses how improved communication in public affairs might best prepare public managers to contribute to this responsible citizenship.

The discussion is conceptual rather than empirical, and so like many discussions of this sort draws on the theoretical literature.  Unusually though, it draws especially heavily on the Portuguese literature on administrative reform.  In the past couple of decades Portugal has progressed through much of the past century of American administrative history (and reform!), and merits study for that reason if no other.
  In terms of the four meta-models that structure this discussion – Bureaucratic Public Administration, the New Public Management, the New Public Service, and the Old Public Service -- Portugal offers a useful window to illustrate the discusion, having simultaneously adopted each of the paradigms above.  These, too, followed on the heels of centuries of monarchical, and then authoritarian rule.  As a result, Portugal especially illustrates how BPA represents a reformist movement; how BPA, the NPM, and the NPS are compliments rather than alternatives, and how civic responsibility – the Old Public Service – represents a missing piece of the puzzle.
Bureaucratic Public Administration as radical reform

Rather than this either/or, zero-sum game for paradigmatic hegemony within public administration, we argue that Bureaucratic Public Administration, the New Public Management, and the New Public Service are complimentary, rather than contradictory.  Our inclusion of BPA as a reformist perspective on public administration sits oddly, though in a current discipline in which it is often criticized.  BPA has typically been treated as a caricature and held up for abuse.  This has especially been so from conservative politicians, with former US President Ronald Reagan putting the case perhaps most simply in his 1981 inaugural address:
In this present crisis, government is not the solution to our problem; government is the problem. (Reagan 1981)

This bureaucracy bashing has been noted by many, with perhaps Garrett (et al, 2006) and Charles Goodsell (2004) worthy of note for having challenged this perspective (see also King and Stivers 1998, p. 3-7).  It is also worth noting that this broader anti-government perspective is not restricted to the political right.  Long-time leftist political activist Ralph Nader echoed Reagan’s anti-government rant in a 2004 interview shortly after announcing his candidacy for President of the United States:

Washington is now a corporate-occupied territory.  There's a "For Sale" sign on almost every door of agencies and departments where these corporations dominate and they put their appointments in high office.  (Nader 2004)

Yet despite these criticisms, BPA was (and remains!) a reformist, even radical reformist movement.  The common failure to recognize this may be because Woodrow Wilson’s now often smugly maligned 1887 article was, well, published in 1887.  This is unfortunate, as contemporary Western American scholars have little experience of administration in the absence of BPA.  Yet for Larry Lynn, the bureaucratic paradigm

Exhibited far more respect for law, politics, citizens and values than customer-oriented managerialism or civic philosophies that, in promoting community and civic empowerment, barely acknowledge the constitutional role of legislatures, courts, and executive departments. (2001, p. 154-5)

The importance of BPA is nicely illustrated by the recent Portuguese history of administrative reform.  In a country that traces its administrative history back to the thirteenth century,
 modern administrative reform dates barely from the last few decades.  The centuries prior to this saw a feudal regime in which first the church, and then the nobility challenged the absolute rule of the monarch (Opello 1985, p. 28-30).  An administrative state emerged in the fifteenth century, but this remained very much a monarchy, morphing into a republic only in the early twentieth century (Ariquistain 1928, p. 42-4).  Public policy continued to be dominated by the army, the church and landed elites (Wheeler 1970, p. 770).  

Worse, a military dictatorship took power in 1926, resulting in the decades-long rule of António de Oliveira Salazar.  Two years after this coup, a contemporary described the early phase of the regime as

…an echo of the Spanish dictatorship, just as the latter is an echo of the Italian.  At bottom all three are a reaction against the English and French type of parliamentary government.  The doctrine behind this reaction is as old as the world: the doctrine of absolutism, of direct government, without restrictions or responsibilities before the law.  Louis XIV formulated it more clearly than the innumerable philosophers who have tried to define it, when he said: “L’Ètat, c’est moi.”

…The Spanish and Portuguese dictatorships are imitations of Fascism as a form of absolutism – anti-Liberal and anti-democratic – and as an expression of the state’s effort to absorb completely the life of the individual, while preventing him from taking any part in the conduct of affairs save as a member of the party in power…  The opposition is excluded from all rights of representation and government; they are political pariahs.  (Ariquistain 1928, p. 41-2)

Nearly half a century later, on the eve of the revolution that saw the rump of Salazar’s regime defenestrated and the current liberal democratic state put in place, state-society relations under military rule featured a one-way communication model that 

…employed many instruments to depoliticize the people: propaganda, indoctrination of régime-sponsored associations, manipulation of the judicial system, control of public education and censorship. (Wheeler 1970, p. 771)

If propaganda failed to work, the regime also featured a secret police that “terrorized both the democratic and nondemocratic opposition, and by the late 1960s had become a national scandal” (ibid).  The result was “widespread political apathy, an absence of politically informed citizens” (p. 772).

When not actively repressing citizens, this state rarely served the public.  The regime was characterized by statist capitalism (Bilhim 2000, p. 20).  Sotiropoulos notes the “extended politicization of the higher civil service” (p. 408-11), and the lack of an administrative elite of “well-educated top civil servants sharing an spirit de corps and enjoying high social esteem” (p. 416).  Grass roots patronage (p. 411-4) and a legal formalism resulted in “a vast and inflexible legal framework” (p. 415; see also Felker 2003) dominated by a civil service that actively resisted change (Lampreia 1997).  As Ariquistain put it “Bureaucracy – civil and military – is the cancer eating into the entrails of the nation; ninety percent of the State expenditure is swallowed up by unproductive and entirely unnecessary enterprises” (Ariquistain 1928, p. 53; see also Campos 2002, p. 172-82; Prime Minister’s Department (1968).

As a result, BPA reforms characterized by an emphasis on technique, and on hierarchal accountability, have been a major part of post-Revolution reforms.  Indeed Juan Mozzicafreddo asserts that

Relative to the organization form of public administration, and despite the justifiable criticisms of the model and the functioning of bureaucracy, it is necessary to point out that at least in the Portuguese case, one of the reasons for its limited public responsibility and for the limitations in its efficiency and efficacy lie precisely in insufficient bureaucracy.  The bureaucratic model of organization, in the sense postulated by the classics of the theory of organization – Weber, Fayol, Taylor and more recently, Mintzberg and Friedberg --, justly underline that, to limit the dysfunctionalities of an administration that is unprofessional and arbitrary, administration should conduct itself through [POSDCORB friendly reforms]…  One of the reasons for the evident dysfunctionalities results from the non-observance of the so-called bureaucratic model of organization.  (2001a, p. 14; see also Dray 1995, p. 134-8)
Complements, not alternatives

As indicated, a central point of this paper is that the Denhardts’ New Public Service should not be seen as an alternative to the New Public Management, which itself should not be seen as an alternative to Bureaucratic Public Administration.  Instead, these three approaches compliment each other, and so provide three important perspectives for the competent public manager.  Indeed, we argue that the New Public Service provides a valuable function in combining and reasserting the importance of a number of diverse perspectives in public administration, all of which assert the importance of serving the public (Denhardt & Denhardt 2003, p. 25-43).

Contrary to this pluralistic drawing from each of these perspectives, both the NPM and the NPS have tended to be presented in either/or language -- as alternatives, rather than as complements to the movement that preceded them.
  Within academia the NPM movement consistently criticized government, especially BPA (see Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Wilson 1989; Hood 1989, p. 7; Bok 2001, p. 234-9).  As George Frederickson put it, the NPM indulges in “the systematic bashing of bureaucracy…  Although this bashing is denied, the public service is routinely held up for ridicule” (1996, p. 267).  This perspective of the NPM being anti-government is also confirmed by the Denhardts:

Importantly, in making their case, proponents of the New Public Management have often used the Old Public Administration as the foil against which principles of entrepreneurship can be seen as clearly superior.  Note, for example, how Osborne and Gaebler contrast their principles to an alternative of rigid bureaucracies plagued with excessive rules, restricted by rule-bound budgeting and personnel systems, and preoccupied with control.  These traditional bureaucracies are described as ignoring citizens, shunning innovation, and serving their own needs. (2003, p. 23)

The Denhardts do accept that the NPM “has made some important contributions to our understanding of human behavior” (p. 163).  But, the NPM variously forgets that citizens are not consumers, as they are also owners of government (Denhardt & Denhardt 2003, p. 59); it assumes that “individuals do not need to be concerned with the interests of their fellow customers” (p. 76), leading to the “demise of democracy” (p. 77).  Similarly, the NPM is criticized for giving “sparse attention to democratic citizenship” (p. 93), and “artificially oversimplifies the issue of accountability” (p. 131), eviscerating public leadership (p. 144).  Finally,

The New Public Management, like Taylor’s scientific management, excludes consideration of group norms and values, organizational culture, emotional/social consideration, and psychological and other “irrational” needs.  It negates the idea that people act in response to shared values, loyalty, citizenship, and the public interest. (p. 163)

In contrast to this dialectical characterization of BPS as superior to both the NPM and BPA, the Portuguese experience of administrative reform well illustrates their complimentarity.  Having entered the administrative reform game late, Portugal has caught up quickly.  The country has drawn indiscriminately from BPA, from the NPM and from the NPS.  The NPM (“a nova gestão pública”) has been a prominent, perhaps the most prominent, identifiable paradigm in recent Portuguese administrative reform (Bilhim 2000, p. 29-31).  Privatization, marketization and contracting have featured heavily (p. 21-6), adopted specifically to reduce the unsustainable weight of the state (Bilhim 2000).  Performance measurement has also been introduced (Dray 1995, p. 127-31).

Elements of the Denhardts’ NPS have also been very evident.  The client/citizen distinction has been discussed by many (Mozzicafreddo 2001a, p. 27-8, 2001b, p. 147-9; Silva 2000, p. 107-8; Tavares 2003, p. 24-5).  Fonseca especially discusses civic participation (2003; see also Amendoeira 2003, p. 191-2; Bilhim 2000, p. 29), and an emphasis on ‘public service’ has also been prominent (Bilhim 2000, p. 26-9; Silva 2000, p. 109).

Indeed, a number of Portuguese theoretical discussions simultaneously identify BPA, NPM, and NPS elements in their discussions of reform.  Included in Juan Mozzicafreddo’s grandes aspectos of administrative reform are a BPA focus on bureaucratic efficiency; additional BPA emphases on training and motivation of administrators, ‘coordination of subsystems’ and the adoption of information technology; an NPM focus on decentralization, contracting and privatization; and an NPS focus on citizen participation (2001b, p. 146; see also 2001a, p. 8).  The NPM is seen as driving reform at the macro level (2001a, p. 4-5), while BPA – reforms to improve government efficiency -- are called for at the micro level (p. 5-7).  Similarly, Fátima Fonseca identifies three forms of actuation of public administration as a BPA characterized by a hierarchal, politically-neutral central bureaucracy; a “new public management [or] reinventing government” oriented to results, the market and the client; and an NPS “receptive to the citizen, which thinks strategically but acts democratically” (2003, p. 317).

As a heuristic device for understanding public administration theory, Table 1 below suggests that this recognition of the complimentarity of BPA, NPM and NPS usefully divides the discipline first into the science of Bureaucratic Public Administration, and the art (or perhaps better, the heart) of the New Public Service.  As Frederickson and Smith suggest, New Public Management reforms urged public administrators to look outside of the public agency box and “to seriously rethink their models of governance”
 (2003, p. 215).  Our suggested Old Public Service adds the heretofore overlooked necessity of responsible civic participation, or Stillman’s classical republicanism (1999, p. 21-4) able to overcome the ‘multiple crises’ of modern life (see p. 46-51).

To illustrate the ability of this framework to incorporate existing public administration thought, we apply the framework to the various perspectives/ paradigms/ chapters  identified by Lynn (1996), Denhardt & Denhardt’s New Public Service, Dwight Waldo (1948), Frederickson and Smith (2003), Nicholas Henry’s paradigms of public administration (Henry 2007, ch. 2), Stillman (1999), and Denhardt & Denhardt’s textbook (2007).  These are presented in Table 1.  Note first the prominence of BPA reforms, not least in the two textbooks (Henry 2007 and Denhardt & Denhardt 2006).  For all the casual criticism of BPA, it is what MPA programs teach.

Note second the prominence of NPS and NPM/Governance topics, and their inclusion along with the otherwise hegemonic BPA.  Finally, note Stillman’s orphaned classical republicanism
 in the last, Old Public Service column.  We develop this in the next section.  Having made a case for the importance of BPA, the NPM and the NPS, we now turn to making the case for what we term the Old Public Service, of civic responsibility.  We first argue that individualism has been over-emphasized related to collective responsibility.  We then argue that participation, one of the central tenets of the NPS, has serious limitations especially when this reflects rampant individualism without a sense of collective responsibility.
	Table 1 – The framework applied

	
	Bureaucratic Public Administration
	New Public Service
	Governance
	Old Public Service

	Lynn (1996)
	Public management as science
	Public management as art
	
	

	Denhardt & Denhardt (2003)
	Old public administration (p. 5-12)
	Democratic citizenship, civil society, organizational humanism, new public administration, postmodernism (ch. 2)
	New public management (p. 12-22)
	

	Waldo (1948)
	The Rise of Public Administration (Part I)
	Problems of Political Philosophy (Part II)
	
	

	Frederickson and Smith (2003)
	Political control of bureaucracy (ch. 2)
Public institutionalism (ch. 4)

Public management (ch.5)

Decision theory (ch. 7)
	Bureaucratic politics (ch. 3)
Postmodern theory (ch. 6)
Representative bureaucracy (p. 61-6)
	Rational choice (ch. 8)
Governance (ch. 9)
	

	Henry (2007)
	Politics/administration dichotomy (p. 27-8)
Principles of administration (p. 28-30, 34-5, and 39-30)
	‘The Challenge’ (p. 30-2)

‘Publicness’ (p. 35-7)

New public administration (p. 38-9)
	Governance (p. 40-2)
New public management (p. 158-75)
	

	Stillman (2003)
	Law (p. 25-7)
Chinking in (p. 57-68)

Global professional technocracy (p. 79-101)
Scientific administration (p. 109-23)
	New public administration (p. 142)
Bold state visions (p. 195-204)
	No-state visions (p. 185-92)
	Classical republicanism 
(p. 21-4)

	Denhardt & Denhardt (2006)
	Designing and managing organizations (ch. 5)
Planning, implementation and evaluation, budgeting and financial management (ch. 6-7)

Human resources, personal and interpersonal skills (ch. 8-10)
	Political context (ch. 2)
Ethics of public service (ch. 4)
	Interorganizational context (ch. 3)
	


Civic responsibility: the Old Public Service

The pathology of individualism

A central problem with public administration in much of the world is what we will refer to as the pathology of individualism.
  This is not to argue that individual self-fulfillment – ‘the pursuit of happiness’ – or the preservation of the rights of the individual relative to that of the collectivity are not important.  Indeed, as this article was in preparation Israel’s oldest kibbutz announced plans to “shed their socialist, utopian aspirations in favor of a new market system that empowers the individual” (Murphy 2007, p. 21).  Rather, we seek to argue that individualism has been over-emphasized relative to the importance of responsibility to the collectivity.  
Cecil traces the modern origins of individualism to the Protestant Reformation, and its direct relation of the individual to God without clerical mediation (1995, p. 29-30).  This, of course, gained an economic component through Adam Smith’s ‘invisible hand’, while Weber’s Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism linked the God of the Reformation with the Mammon of economics.  The United States, especially, has long been identified as a peculiarly individualistic society.  Hofstede’s classic (1980) study of national culture, for instance, identifies the US as peculiarly individualistic.  These differences can certainly be overdone, as there are collectivist sorts in the US, not to mention individualists in collectivist countries.
  Still, Louis Hartz (1964, in another classic study!) argued that the early American settlers brought a peculiarly radical individualistic ideology with them to the new world, distinct from that either of French settlers in Québec, Portuguese and Spanish settlers in the rest of the Americas, or even of Canadians, Australians and New Zealanders, all of whom were settled by British of a different, less radically individualist historical era.  
So strong did the American attachment to individualism become that by the early 19th century Alexis de Tocqueville famously commented on it (1969, p. 506-9); and by the early 20th century newly appointed Secretary of Commerce (and future President) Herbert Hoover affirmed that even after “seven years of contending with economic degeneration, with social disintegration, with incessant political dislocation, with all of its seething and ferment of individual and class conflict… from it all I emerge an individualist – an unashamed individualist” (1922, p. 7).  This was especially characterized by “that firm and fixed ideal of American individualism – an equality of opportunity” (p. 8-9), and was “the only safe avenue to further human progress” (p. 13).
It has probably become too easy to criticize Herbert Hoover, but he provides a useful example of a sort of paradigmatic troglodyte clinging to an obviously outmoded ideology of individualism in the face of the collectivist Keynesian Revolution.  Even by 1936 the then former President was still able to boast:

I refused national plans to put the government into business in competition with its citizens. That was born of Karl Marx.  I vetoed the idea of recovery through stupendous spending to prime the pump. That was born of a British professor… 

I threw out attempts to centralize relief in Washington for politics and social experimentation. I defeated other plans to invade State rights, to centralize power in Washington. Those ideas were born of American radicals…  Our people did not recognize the gravity of the issue when I stated it four years ago. That is no wonder, for the day Mr. Roosevelt was elected Recovery was in progress…  It was not until after the election that the people began to awake…  Recovery was set back for two years…” (1936)
Contrary to Hoover’s claims, the economic record (BEA 2007) shows that rather than recovery having been in progress on the day of Roosevelt’s 1932 election, the economy contracted by 13% in this last year of Hoover’s administration.  This followed similar contractions of 6.4% and 8.6% in 1931 and 1930, respectively.  By 1934, the first full year of Roosevelt’s administration, the economy posted a growth rate of 10.8%, followed by 8.9% in 1935 and 13.0% in 1936.  And so John Dewey’s characterization of Hoover’s response to the depression: 

I know of no recent event so politically interesting as President Hoover’s calling of industrial conferences after the stock-market crash of 1929.  It is indicative of many things, some of them actual, some of them dimly and ambiguously possible.  It testifies to the disturbance created when the prospect of an industrial depression faces a party and administration that have assumed responsibility for prosperity through having claimed credit for it…  Those conferences also give evidence of our national habit of planlessness in social affairs, of locking the barn door after the horse has been stolen.  For nothing was done until after a crash which every economist – except those hopelessly committed to the doctrine of a “new economic era” – knew was certain to happen, however uncertain they may have been as to its time (p. 115-6).
Dewey also noted that “individualism has been identified with ideas of initiative and invention that are bound up with private and exclusive economic gain” (p. 71).  Yet rather than “led by an invisible hand to promote an end which was no part of his intention” (Smith 1776, p. 477; see also Hayek 1948, p. 6-7), this economic liberalism had led to

…insecurity.  It is tragic that millions of men desirous of working should be recurrently out of employment; aside from cyclical depressions there is a standing army at all times who have no regular work.  We have not any adequate information as to the number of persons.  But the ignorance as to numbers is slight compared with our inability to grasp the psychological and moral consequences of the precarious condition in which vast multitudes live. (Dewey 1932, p. 53-4; see also Hayek 1948, p. 264)

The result of this misery, and the inability of classical, laissez faire economics to ameliorate it, was the Keynesian Revolution.  Yet, perhaps to refocus on the theme of this section, note that the failure of Hoover’s individualism not withstanding, even Keynes had relatively little impact on this over-riding culture of American individualism.  In the United States, Keynes may have resulted in the state having “to exercise a guiding influence on the propensity to consume” (Keynes 1936, p. 378).  However, the following line in the General Theory, his opinion that “a somewhat comprehensive socialisation of investment will prove the only means of securing an approximation to full employment” (ibid), went nowhere.  As a result, even though John Kenneth Galbraith, perhaps Keynes’ most prominent disciple in North America, was to assert that Keynesianism had become the new orthodoxy by mid-century (1973, p. 182-4), and Republican President Richard Nixon was to famously state that “We are all Keynesians now”; Dimock suggests that there has been a more or less conscious campaign among business leaders and conservatives to denigrate government, to reduce the likelihood of citizens supporting government as an alternative to business, and especially to make government regulation of business less likely (1990, p. 22; see also Galbraith 1973, p. 4-9).

The result is the current era.  As Etzioni put it: 
The eighties tried to turn vice into virtue by elevating the unbridled pursuit of self-interest and greed to the level of social virtue.  It turned out that an economy could thrive (at least for a while) if people watched out only for themselves (although this is by no means as well documented as many economists suggest, and it is certainly not what the classic economist Adam Smith favored).  But it has become evident that a society cannot function well given such self-centered, me-istic orientations. (1993, p. 24)  
Etzioni goes on to argue this point, suggesting that 
…to worry now about excessive ‘we-ness’ is like suggesting in the depths of winter that we shouldn’t turn on a space heater because it might make us sweat…  Our society is suffering from a severe case of deficient we-ness and the values only communities can properly uphold; restoring communities and their moral voice is what our current conditions require. (p. 25-6; see also Bloom 1987, p. 84-5)
The dire position of collective responsibility in US life, especially, is perhaps best illustrated by perspectives on the traditionally pro-government left that emphasize not collective responsibility, but argue instead for individualist “self-fulfillment” (Bloom 1987, p. 85; Galbraith 1967, p. 363-9).  Bloom later continues “The tension between freedom and attachment, and attempts to achieve the impossible union of the two, are the permanent condition of man.  But in modern political regimes, where rights preceded duties, freedom definitely has primacy over community, family and even nature” (p. 113).  Indeed, public administration scholarship itself has hardly been immune from this fetish of individualism.  Robert Denhardt described individuals as “…drawn to those projects and activities which we see as best able to provide a context for the fullest expression of our inner desires and potentialities.  We seek action contexts in which we can show the world who we are, but also seek those activities which will provide opportunities for growth, ways of drawing forth literally the best that is in us” (1981, p. 60); and describes the “most fundamental human quest” as “our striving for immortality…” (p. 78; see also Guerreiro Ramos 1981, p. 75-101).
What American individualism has forgotten is that “From our knowledge of our rights flows our acceptance of the duties to the community that protects them” (Bloom 1987, p. 166).  The problem, then, is that in the absence of civic responsibility, too much is asked of the public manager in a ‘New Public Service’ in which the public manager is tasked with “building relationships of trust and collaboration with and among citizens” (Denhardt & Denhardt 2003, p. 42), “the creation of shared interests and shared responsibility” (p. 42), “helping citizens articulate and meet their shared interests” (p. 43), and operating “processes of collaboration and shared leadership based on respect for all people” (p. 43).  
As Charles Goodsell (2004) puts it: 

“If… we (1) assume that progress is inevitable; (2) assign responsibility for progress to government; (3) expect insoluble problems to be solved; and (4) hand over the job of solving them to the bureaucrats -- what is the consequence?  The consequence is that we set bureaucracy up for failure.” (p. 59; see also Garrett, Thurber, Fritschler and Rosenbloom 2006; Berg and Gabris 2001, p. 2; Box 1998, p. 71-2)
Individualism needs to be balanced by some sense of civic responsibility.  While business administration scholarship (not to mention the large majority of populist politicians) has been active in promoting the former, public administration has not promoted the latter.  
The limits of participation

The emphasis in the New Public Service is on the obligation of public servants to “help citizens articulate and meet their shared interests” (Denhardt & Denhardt 2000, p. 553).  Yet many participants in the policy process seek neither dialogue nor to share values.  Beyond zero-sum battles over cultural issues, not to mention the existence of ‘uncivil society’ groups (Berman 1997; Chambers and Kopstein 1999), one person’s citizen participant is another’s special interest.  It is worth remembering that Woodrow Wilson’s ‘politics/administration dichotomy’ was not a mechanism for restricting participation to keep the ‘little person’ from expressing her policy preferences to administrators.  Rather, the dichotomy was a mechanism for keeping powerful interests from capturing government (Lynn 2001, p. 148-9).

Bok also notes the impact of interest groups on participation.  Central to the problem is differential access and so differential influence in the policy process (2001, p. 81-94; Etzioni 1993, p. 213-25; Mozzicafreddo 2001a, p. 15-16; 2003, p. 8-9).  Bok does make a passing reference to the failure of political leaders to inspire citizens (2001, p. 95), but he identifies the public as “among the most important forces, if not the most important” (p. 351) source of weakness in American government.  On the one hand the public has unrealistic expectations (p. 366-70; Antunes 2002, p. 136), on the other they fail to participate in politics or policy (Bok 2001, p. 385-98).  In short, Bok concludes 
Most of the things Americans like least about politics and government are linked to current patterns of public apathy and alienation.  Conversely, few of the reforms that would help make government function better will come about without more active and informed citizen participation.  In the end, therefore, people get the quality of government they deserve. (p. 419)

A second problem with participation as a solution to ‘what ails us’ is that just as the political process and its representative bureaucracy can be inegalitarian, so can the policy process and its participatory democracy.  As Schattschneider famously put it, “the flaw in the pluralist heaven is that the heavenly chorus sings with an upper class accent” (1960, p. 35; see also Jacobs and Skocpol 2005a; 2005b).  Indeed, it is a commonplace to point out that US history has only recently approached the ideal of equality for all.  Laura Scalia (1998) argues that the historic exclusion of women, African-Americans, and those not meeting often difficult property requirements represented not so much an eventually corrected misapplication of liberal principles, but rather reflected a conscious illiberalism.  Socio-economic status is an especially strong predictor of civic engagement (Uslaner and Brown 2005; Berry 1999; Fiorina 1999; Jacobs and Skocpol 2005a; King and Stivers 1998, p. 51).   As John Clayton Thomas puts it, “increased public involvement and increased equity do not go hand in hand” (1999:86).
A third problem with civic participation is the reality of non-participation.  To paraphrase Etzioni above, to offer civic participation as a solution to policy failure in modern society is to offer the problem as the solution.  Participation has been decreasing both in terms of voting (Skocpol 2003) and in terms of broader civic engagement (Putnam 1996; 2000).  As indicated in the previous paragraph, this decline is almost equal across different socioeconomic strata, which is especially notable because the poor and marginalized already have far lower levels of participation, and the most current research shows that even that has decreased (Jacobs and Skocpol 2005a, 2005b).  
Beyond just the quantity of civic participation, the quality of this participation also often leaves a lot to be desired.  For example, a year after the United States invaded and overthrew the Afghan government that harboured the terrorists responsible for the mass murders of September 11, 2001, a National Geographic survey found that only 13% of Americans aged 18-24 could locate Afghanistan on a map (National Geographic 2002).  Similarly, over two years after the US-led ‘coalition of the willing’ invaded Iraq, barely 30% of Americans aged 18-24 were able to locate Iraq on a map (National Geographic 2006).  Ignorance resulting from a lack of engagement by citizens is central to this problem.  As McGregor puts it:

…an extraordinary knowledge disparity exists between public service careerists… and a civitas that wants problems solved.  The gap is not only large, it appears to be growing and the effects can only be worrisome.  The knowledge gap may well contribute to mistrust of institutions by citizens competent to know when things are not working but not able to say what the possibilities for successful intervention are.  The gap may explain some of the measured contempt public bureaucrats have displayed toward an unknowing and disrespectful public.  Most worrisome is that to the extent the knowledge gap between citizen and servant is allowed to become permanent, we must face the real prospect that we have traded away from democracy, at least insofar as knowledgeable civic involvement in public affairs is concerned. (1984, p. 127; see also Dimock 1990, p. 21-2)
The public manager’s response: communication

The new public service places, we argue, too much responsibility on public administrators to serve a public that, too often, refuses to cooperate in this service.  To apply the old saying: public administrators may be able to lead the civic horse to the waters of participation, but the horse must drink the waters of its own volition, and responsibly.  Too often this responsible citizenship is lacking.  In such cases the public administrator has few options, and we argue that MPA programs provide the administrator with few tools for dealing with such dilemmas.  Bill McGregor put the issue nicely, as “the democratic scheme requires that [public service] careerists cheerfully place themselves at risk by educating and sustaining an often querulous public” (1984, p. 126).  In other words, what options does the ethical administrator have when faced with a public that is variously self-interested, obstreperous, uncivil, ill-informed and/or apathetic and disengaged?
Education is an oft-cited solution to this problem.  Derek Bok calls for education for citizenship (2001, p. 403-10), as does Etzioni (1993, p. 89-112).  Even actor Richard Dreyfuss has bogged in, calling for a new national civics curriculum (Kahn 2007).  These proposals suggest that the current emphasis in education on technical skills (reading, math, science) at the expense of civic education may create people able to get jobs, but these jobs will be in an increasingly dysfunctional society.  John Dewey raises similar concerns, lamenting the “impersonalization of the human soul”, with this marked by the “quantification of life, with its attendant disregard of quality; its mechanization and the almost universal habit of esteeming technique as an end, not as a means, so that organic and intellectual life is also ‘rationalized’” (Dewey 1932, p. 23-4).

Within academic public administration the educative focus has been a bit less direct.  Instead, it is the responsibility of the administrator to play “an active and positive role… in facilitating citizen engagement” (Denhardt & Denhardt 2003, p. 79) to “help citizens articulate and meet their shared interests” (Denhardt & Denhardt 2000, p. 553) through “involvement in programs of civic education” (p. 555; see also Box 1998, p. 122-8; King and Stivers 1998).  Still, this still leaves unaddressed the obligation of citizens.  Can the administrator be expected to facilitate the articulation of shared interests among a population, again, variously self-interested, obstreperous, uncivil, ill-informed and/or apathetic and disengaged?
Beyond education, the civic participation literature also typically comes with suggestions for facilitating this participation (see, for instance, Fonseca 2003, p. 319-30; Bok 2001, p. 410-5; and Etzioni 1993).  These proposals are not particularly new.  What we would especially like to emphasize is the importance of administrative communication.  Rather than education, for instance, McGregor argues that public servants should simply provide the information that allows citizens to stay informed, especially regarding 

the possibilities of public service.  For example, if a program is experimental, then public officials are obliged to say it is experimental and not simply that problems will disappear once ‘program X’ is approved, funded and implemented (p. 128),

and through

civic capital formation.  Here the goal is to enhance the knowledge base of public affairs so that citizens can understand how real public affairs operate, how practical problems affect public affairs, what the action options are, and what the criteria are by which options can be judged.  In general, the goal is to spread the pools of public affairs knowledge around to enough centers of public affairs discussion that truly experimental and competing approaches to problem solving can be attempted. (p. 130; see also Schacter 1996, p. 532; Antunes 2002, p. 133-5) 
More broadly, given the difficulty inherent in trying to facilitate the articulation of shared interests among a population often at best indifferent to this, at worst hostile to it, we would like to suggest that the single major reform to be introduced into public affairs education would involve a more sophisticated understanding of communication.  At a very basic level, public relation tools seem conspicuously absent from the US-based NASPAA’s recommended Common Curriculum Components, something confirmed by Fletcher’s (2004) survey of MPA graduates.  Indeed while “information management, technology applications, and policy” (NASPAA, undated) is one such curriculum component, the theory of communicating the information disseminated through these technology applications is not.
It can be argued that public communication is much of what public and nonprofit administrators do (Garnett 2005, p. 258). Even as far back as 1887, Wilson noted the importance of public relations in public administration:

Whoever would effect change in a modern constitutional government must first educate his fellow-citizens to want some change. That done, he must pursue them to want the particular change he wants. He must first make public opinion willing to listen and then to see to it that it listened to the right things. He must stir up to search for an opinion, and then manage to put the right opinion in its way. (1887, p. 208)
There is a modest but important literature addressing communication in public administration.  For instance public administrators might be taught techniques and theories of how to communicate an organization’s culture (Rainey 1996, p. 156-159), and to communicate internally with staff (Selznick 1949; Henry 2001, 78-84).  External communication might include how to effectively report evaluation results (Hendricks 1994), about the use of rhetoric (Maynard-Moody and Kelly 1993, 71-90), and about information exchange negotiating (Garvey 1997, 236-239).  Of course, administrators have also been encouraged to listen (Stivers 1994).  Textbooks, not least that of Robert and Janet Denhardt, may include modest sections on communication (2006, p. 367-72).
  In addition to internal and external communication, Berkley discusses the “craft” of communicating with both formal and informal stakeholders (1975, 217-253; see also Maynard-Moody and Kelly 1993:75; Barnard 1938). As well, there have been broader discussions pertaining directly to how public administrators use communication (Garnett 1996, 665-681; Rainey 1996, 151-166; Stivers 1994; Hummel 1991:31-41; Goodsell 1990: 495-512).

Despite the sources identified above, the case for a better understanding of the need for communication in public administration scholarship and teaching has gained little traction, despite the efforts especially of James Garnett. Garnett and Kouzmin state the problem well:

Despite significant, even revolutionary, changes in the way individuals, organizations, and nations communicate and despite extensive treatment of political communication, rhetorical and speech communication, and other branches of communication, administrative communication has lacked the scholarly and practical attention it deserves. (1997: v)

The pioneering conceptual work of Garnett and others has not been incorporated into public administration teaching. Despite its importance to public and nonprofit administration, as indicated above, public relations is typically overlooked in public and nonprofit administration scholarship and teaching. Garnett and Kouzmin’s (1997) handbook presents the importance of administrative communication to the discipline and the practice of public administration, and argue the need to integrate communication into public administration. Nonetheless, communication has yet to be systematically incorporated into public administration teaching and scholarship, even though themes with direct relevance to communication are central throughout the core studies of public administration (i.e. organization theory, public management, public personnel, policy evaluation, and non-profit management).

As Bryson and Crosby note, “all social practices involve communication” (1993, 328), and yet communication has been largely overlooked in public and nonprofit administration scholarship.  In other words, administrators are more likely to facilitate ‘shared dialogue’ if administrators understand the theory of dialogue.  Two-way communication is needed for administrators to promote symmetrical and negotiated communication (Grunig 1997).  “Communication tends to be something that humans take for granted, and anything that is taken for granted is difficult to improve” (Falcione and Adrian 1997: 717).
The citizen’s response: responsible citizenship

Still, the main point of this paper is that it is surely correct to task the public administrator with encouraging participation and facilitating dialogue to develop shared interests.  However, these efforts will remain futile if public administration theory, and public administration practice, fail to also incorporate civic responsibility as a fundamental component of good government.  This is a fundamental principle of the communitarian movement, which laments a society that confers rights without demanding responsibilities (Etzioni 1993, p. 3-4).

Portuguese public administration has, in its two decade run through over a century of administrative reform, recognized this.  Eugénio Antunes and Juan Mozzicafreddo most strongly make the case for the importance of responsible citizenship.  Both identify dissatisfaction with the traditional, hierarchical state of BPA (Antunes 2002, p. 129; Mozzicafreddo 2001a, p. 8-18), and identify NPM reforms as an alternative to this (Antunes 2002, p. 125-6, 2003, p. 379-80; Mozzicafreddo 2001a, p. 24-30).  Both also introduce elements of the NPS into their administrative reforms.  Antunes calls for citizen participation (2002, p. 130-1; 2003, p. 380-2; Mozzicafreddo 2001b, p. 152-4), while Mozzicafreddo ponders the citizen/client distinction (2001b, p. 147-9).  

Most important, in addition to BPA, the NPM and the NPS, both also call for civic responsibility.  Antunes acknowledges a popular disenchantment with government (Antunes 2002, p. 125-6), but points to the necessity of “the motivation and responsibilization of the citizens” (p. 135), which would include a commitment to helping others, a belief in the possibility of change for the better, a commitment to justice and the defense of rights, solidarity with those who suffer, and mental openness characterized by a ‘real world’ appreciation of the reality of government (p. 135-6).  Mozzicafreddo similarly presents the Portuguese public as skeptical of government, self-interested, unwilling to engage in participatory processes that might improve administration, uninformed, and as demanding rights “without much consideration about their duties” (2001b, p. 145; see also Tavares 2003, p. 25; Fonseca 2003, p. 318).

The issue of civic responsibility has, at best, been recognized in passing in contemporary public administration scholarship.  This is not to criticize these treatments, least of all the Denhardts’ heavy emphasis on ‘shared’ interests, and the occasional references such as that
…democratic theory must attend to the roles and responsibilities or the duties and obligations of citizenship…  the virtuous citizen also has a duty of responsibility to serve others.  The idea of democratic citizenship has, since the earliest times, implied a certain duty of obligation on the part of the citizen to contribute to the betterment of the community. (Denhardt & Denhardt 2003, p. 53)

Previous references to civic responsibility include Lynton Caldwell’s recognition that “The strength of government lies in the virtue and responsible involvement of its citizens in public affairs” (p. 484; see also Box 1998, p. 66-74).  Similarly, Marshall Dimock links citizenship to being “more inclined to shoulder responsibility” (1990, p. 21).  Hindy Laura Schachter identifies “efficient citizenship” in which “citizens owned their government and as owners had a duty to get involved in city affairs and instruct politicians and public administrators in ‘shareholder’ demands” (1996, p. 530).  
As a practical matter, the importance of a counter-discourse seems obvious.  While it is now unthinkable to criticize ‘our troops’, bureaucrat-bashing is still routinely indulged in (not least by those who scream loudest when ‘our troops’ are not shown adequate respect).  ASPA might contribute to the development of a counter-discourse through a coalition with APPAM, APSA, AFSCME, AFGE and other bodies with a public administration focus.  The purpose of this coalition for public service might be in part to challenge egregious examples of bureaucrat-bashing.

Our purpose, though, is largely theoretical.  We argue that these occasional references to civic responsibility – what we have termed John Kennedy’s Old Public Service -- need to be incorporated into theories of governance just as are the administrator’s responsibility of the NPS, just as are the techniques of BPA, and just as are the outward focus of the NPM.  
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� Opello offers three other reasons for studying Portugal: First, “The inclusion of Portugal within the tradition of comparative scholarship adds one more case to the universe of pluralist democracies and can aid our understanding of the West European political experience generally” (p. 2).  Second, it provides an interesting case of a country that successfully moved from authoritarianism to democracy almost overnight, and finally, it can contribute to better policy outcomes in Portugal (p. 2-3). Similarly, Sotiropoulos notes that there have been fewer studies of European countries with “negative stereotypes of administrative performance” (2004, p. 405).  


� Perhaps best illustrated by Henrique da Gama Barros’s (1945-54) eleven volume History of Public Administration in Portugal in the 12th to 15th Centuries.


� See Stillman (1999, p. 10-13) for a discussion of pluralistic versus dualistic approaches to understanding public administration.


� The Portuguese interest in NPM reforms have also morphed into an interest in governance.  Fonseca especially discusses “Horizontal relations of governance, interactionist processes of the exercise of power in which the boundaries between the public and private sector diminish, and the State shares its power and acts in partnership with other interlocutors, maintaining its central position only to coordinate only to coordinate the activities of the different actors among whom the distribution of power is dynamic.” (2003, p. 312-3; see also Gomes 2003, p. 389-91)


� See also NASPAA’s list of Common Curriculum Components.


� Richard Box does identify, and advocate the return of, this tradition (1998, p. 66-74).  He may a bit too sanguine, though, regarding the ability of Americans “to make critical life choices for themselves based on their own common sense and folk wisdom, to assume once again, the status of proud, independent, self-governing citizens (p. 72).


� Similarly, Mary Parker Follett refers to the ‘fallacy’ of individualism (1998: 60-68).


� Indeed, Wheeler describes the Portuguese as too individualistic for democracy (1970, p. 780).


� This section draws heavily on Dumont (2005).


� Richard Stillman’s (2005) text is a notable exception, with a chapter titled “Administrative communication: the concept of its professional centrality”.  James Garnett (2005) is a contributor.
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