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Abstract
Th is article aims to explain the interface between advances in civilization and advances in com-
munication. Th e article also addresses the inadequacy of public administration literature to ex-
plain why communication media is important to its theory and practice. Subsequently, the article 
explicates why communication media contribute to the public administrator’s ability to improve 
the quality of democracy.
Th e literature on communication media and public administration provide conceptual data that 
indicates how communication media continuously contributed to the public administrator’s abil-
ity to manage large disparate social-economic units. Network theory and administrative commu-
nication theory indicate why communication networks improve institutional eff ectiveness and 
effi  ciency. 
Th e literature confi rms the need for clarity on how the interface between communication media 
and public administration increases public value and improves the quality of democracy.
Network theory is a viable strategy for increasing the public administrators’ ability to increase 
public value.

Keywords: co-creation, Structuration, governance networks, value creation, the agora

1. Introduction
“Public administration includes all activities carried out directly or indirectly by the ad-
ministrative apparatus of government. Public administration is a discipline which con-
sists of all those operations having for their purpose the fulfi llment or enforcement of 
public policy” (Sarkar 2010, 1). Designating a date for the beginning of the practice of pub-
lic administration is impossible because strategies for organizing society date back to the 
earliest practices of structuring complex societies. From its earliest stages, public admin-
istrators have been challenged by the need to eff ectively manage environmental pressures, 
the consequential economic challenges imposed by competition over scarce resources, the 
need for managing diversity as political systems expanded into ever larger regional polit-
ical bodies, and the need to manage adversaries (which included contestations to claims 
of authority). Th e contemporary conditions public administrators are confronted with are 
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a striking resemblance of the factors initiating the paradigmatic concepualizations of the 
fi eld. Th is article argues that, although communication media have historically been an 
essential factor in the ability to eff ectively manage public administration challenges, the 
full relevance of the impact of communication media on the practice of public adminis-
tration remains “a signifi cant but neglected topic” in the literature on public administra-
tion theory (Waldo 1992, xi). 

Historians say that revolutionary advances of civilization are sparked by advances in 
communication. It was communication that played a primary role in initiating human 
culture, in progressing civilization, and currently advancing civilization to the global lev-
el of social existence (Miller 2016, 27). Consequently, advances in communication have 
always meant that public administrators were provided more progressive means of estab-
lishing social cohesion (e.g. assuring adherence to policy and to the demands of authority 
while, at the same time, increasing benefi ts for and the satisfaction of all stakeholders). As 
the second decade of the 21st century ends, practitioners of public administration are once 
again realizing that the possibilities aff orded by advances in communication technology 
could improve public administration processes if utilized eff ectively. 

Advances in communication media have prompted a communication revolution which 
is increasing the extent to which there are integrated services linked through integrated 
communication networks that clearly increase the eff ectiveness and effi  ciency of institu-
tions and institutional agents making use of the advances. Analysts refer to this era as the 
age of “the network society” which is characterized by services that integrate the inter-
ests of individuals, private organizations, and public institutions. Such developments are 
resulting in the integration of social resources, initiating the co-creation of public value 
concept, the prospect of participatory governance, and co-creating a means of increasing 
social-economic benefi ts for more stakeholders. In other words, “Much of the recent ap-
proach to the management and delivery of public services has been based on the notion 
that the application of [communication media] can improve their quality” (Walsh 1994 
69; Roy 2013, 12). 

Th us, improving the processes of public administration increasingly involves engaging 
stakeholders within knowledge-generating networks facilitated by advances in informa-
tion communication technology. Th is means that increasing the effi  cacy of public admin-
istrative processes requires developing technological age communication strategies, mod-
els, and theories (Lee 2011, 13–18; & Liu & Horsley 2007, 377–378). Th is article analyzes 
the impact that advances in communication media have continuously had on the practice 
of public administration, the notion of participatory political communication, on the en-
gagement between civil society and public authorities, and on the collaboration within 
and between institutions. Th is article takes a historical approach to analyzing the impact 
that conceptualizations of political communication have had on the practice of public 
administration to determine the concepts and principles that contribute to the public ad-
ministrator’s ability to increase public value. 

Th is article argues that there should be a corresponding development of a framework 
for explicating the interface between public administration and communication media. 
Because of its potential for empowerment, as well as the repressive aspects of the applica-
tions of technology, social media is having an enormous impact on intra-state and inter-
state social-political activity. It is increasingly apparent that the use of advanced technol-
ogy enhances the practice and processes of public administration. In response to this lack 
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of a developing framework, this article provides an analysis of how communication media 
contribute to co-creating an increase in public value by engaging stakeholder in commu-
nication networks. Th e social networks create a type of structure-agent interaction that is 
facilitated by advances in communication media and which enhances the public adminis-
trator’s ability to increase benefi cial outcomes for larger segments of society. 

An analysis of the impact of advances in communication on the practice of public ad-
ministration includes an exploration of the role that networked communication systems 
play in administrative communication practices, plus the impact that advances in com-
munication media have on the effi  cacy of public administration. A special emphasis is 
made on how communication theory infl uenced the shift  from the classical theory of 
public administration to the New Public Management and Postmodern Public Admin-
istration. Th is article highlights the concepts and principles related to eff ective political 
communication that were established as an essential aspect of Western civilization’s foun-
dational principles of public administration, which laid the foundation for the classical 
theory of public administration, and for classical notions of social action. Th e early con-
cepts and principles related to political communication are relevant because they continue 
to be a viable means of explain the complementary connection “between substance and 
process and between individual and collective values” (Denhardt & Baker 2007, 123).

Section two provides a historical overview of the ways in which communication media 
have been employed by public administrators to generate knowledge and power (Oppen-
heim 1997, 51–60; Miller 2014a, 1–7). In other words, section two is a historical overview 
of how public administrators made use of advances in communication media to generate 
a knowledge that is eff ective for managing society’s challenges. 

Section three explains how an understanding of the connection between power, author-
ity, and communication contributes to developments in approaches to public administra-
tion. Section three also emphasizes the role that communication media play in integrating 
private-public networks in social action. In addition, section three explains the essential 
role that communication media play in structuring and mediating structure-agent rela-
tionships. It explains the role of communication media in the evolution of public admin-
istration theory to include the possibility of complementary structure-agent relationships 
and in creating polity that enhances the quality of democracy. 

Section four concludes as a  critical analysis of issues raised in the article and sum-
marizes why there is a need for a place of communication media within the theory and 
practices of public administration. Th e concluding section also emphasizes the relevancy 
of integrating communication theory into future developments of public administration 
theory (i.e. a framework for explaining how communication media generate an increase 
the level of satisfaction for all stakeholders, and how communication media contribute to 
increasing social capital. 
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2. Th e Historical Perspective of Public Administration and Communica-
tion Media 
Th e most concrete forms of communication history have always concerned themselves with 
the relationship between communication and governance, especially the emergence of forms 
of representative democracy (Nerone 2006, 258).

As the history of political science indicates at the initial stages of civilization, “there oc-
curred a series of phenomena that would have lasting importance to the history of [hu]
man[ity]” — the rise of political power and advances in communication media (Oppen-
heim 1997, 31). Together, they became the means for successfully managing the pressures 
resulting from a peculiar mixture of geopolitical, economic, diversity, and environmental 
challenges that public authorities have continuously been confronted with. “A study of 
the fi rst phase of civilization [reveals] that welding together disparate ecological and eco-
nomic areas was the product of two forces” — communications and surplus (with surplus 
meaning an increase in society’s material advantage). Th is constituted an entire infra-
structure through which ideology could be diff usely communicated for, without such ad-
vances in communication, generating surplus is not possible (Mann 2005, 2–4 & 310–313: 
Corner 2016, 265–273). In other words, “the fundamental infrastructure required for the 
exercise of organized and diff used power is communications” (Mann 2005, 136 & 157).

Communication can be defi ned as mutual interaction to exchange information to in-
crease benefi cial outcomes, how to enhance relations, how to improve the eff ectiveness 
and effi  ciency of endeavors, and how to procure something wanted (both instrumental 
and consummatory) (Miller 2016, 26–37; Dewey 1929, 183–184). Political communication 
is best defi ned as the “role of communication in the political process” (Chaff e 1975, 15). 
As authorities were increasingly pressed to govern over larger regions, public administra-
tors realized that advances in communication are an important aspect of their ability to 
extend power and infl uence over time and space (Innis 2006, xxxiv-xxxv). Communica-
tion media were the means authorities used to disseminate information necessary for the 
administration of society and for keeping themselves in touch with information perti-
nent to the stability, fl ourishing, and the growth of the society. During the early stages of 
civilization, authorities understood that acquiring a monopoly of knowledge and power 
is dependent on the medium of communication on which they were built (Innis 2007, 
192). An analysis of the early experiments with instituting social and political economic 
policies for increasingly larger social-political units indicate that there was a progressive 
development in notions of how to exercise authority over a society — which was manifest 
in terms of implementing communication media through which ideology, power, and in-
fl uence could be transmitted throughout the social system (Mann 2005, 2–4 & 310–313).

Although the practice of public administration was evident with the emergence of com-
plex societies, the fi rst conceptualizations of the role of communication in public admin-
istration appeared with the earliest attempts to employ deliberation as a means of social 
decision-making in larger city-states, such as attempts to create social cohesion in the ear-
ly Greek polis (Miller 2013, 243; also see Osborne 2006, 53–56). A study of the strategies of 
classical Greek civic managers provides insight into the role that communication played 
in enabling public administrators to create integrated power networks in order to estab-
lish institutional means of attaining human goals. Section two analyzes how and why 
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communication was essential for generating, transmitting, and disseminating a particu-
lar type of knowledge that enhanced the power and eff ectiveness of public administrators. 

Th e foundational philosophy, principles, and conceptualizations of managing a  civil 
body for Western Civilization were infl uenced by the personal example of Socrates, devel-
oped into political philosophy by Plato, and refi ned into a theory of civic administration 
and political economy by Aristotle. Th e “foundational principles of Western Civilization’s 
approach to public administration stem from the notion that the agora (i.e. the commer-
cial and administrative heart of the city) is a site where politike koinonia (civil society) 
engages in dialectic deliberations regarding good governance as part of the endeavor to 
achieve politeia (the good life or the good society)” (Miller 2015, 19; Powell, 2007, 35; Ar-
istotle 1998, 211–212; Fagan & Scarre 2008, 292). Th e initial conceptualizations of civic 
management established the foundation for a theory of justice which proposed that deci-
sion-making should be done on the basis of deliberative political dialogue. 

An analysis of classical Greek conceptualizations of public administration are particu-
larly relevant in terms of the contribution they make to logical positivism and provide 
philosophical and practical insight into “what structure of power allows all levels of soci-
ety to articulate their experience, communicate their knowledge of society to others, and 
share in shaping the structure of social experience itself” (Rossides 1998, 5 & 9). As Plato 
implied and Aristotle made explicit, public administrators instituted participatory polit-
ical dialogue in their eff ort to reconcile diff erences between the special interests of oli-
garchs, the power assertions of those who attempted to establish monarchial rule, and the 
interests of the general public in order to establish social equity. Classical Greece is thus 
a model of where individual, natural rights were promoted by means of communicative 
action and rhetoric. In fact, the word for democracy (demokratia in Greek) is composed of 
two syllables: demo, which means “people”, and kratia, which comes from the term krotos 
meaning “power.” Th us, demokratia in classical Greek can be translated as “empowering 
the people.” 

Aristotle is particularly relevant to the development of conceptualizations of the re-
lationship between communicative action, rhetoric, management of the polis, social re-
lations, and leadership by establishing the precursor of Social Action Th eory with his 
social-psychological theory of social action. Social action was his explanation of the con-
nection between good governance and rational discourse. Aristotle prescribed principles 
for increasing the communication eff ectiveness of public offi  cials so that they would be 
better able to manage confl icts over what seem to be incommensurable values in pluralistic 
societies (Molina & Spicer 2004, 293–301). His perspective on the role of communication 
in civic administration introduced the prospect of co-creating value as a means of produc-
ing satisfactory outcomes for all stakeholders. 

Aristotle also prescribed a theoretical framework for addressing an important aspect 
of the fundamental challenge of public administrators on how “to come to grips with the 
interrelationships between structure, agency, and environment” (McLaughlin 2001, 13). 
Aristotle proposed that action theory is a viable framework of researching value ration-
ality (instrumental and intrinsic), rational choice, the integrative nature of systems, and 
the role of dialectics in making wise decisions (Aristotle 2004, 40–45 &107–113; Eike-
land 2008, 24). Aristotle’s notion of social action continued to infl uence perspectives on 
how natural rights — the precursor of human rights — can be achieved. Natural rights are 
achieved on the basis of deliberation within a society of equals in order to determine how 
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to experience “the good life,” how to achieve the common good, social-economic fl ourish-
ing, and how to have a good relationship with the environment. 

As the classical Greek era evolved into the Greco-Roman period of history, it was evident 
that public administrators were burdened with a challenge that has persisted throughout 
the history of the practice. Public administration could be characterized as an institution 
where offi  cials are torn between using their knowledge and ability to support the interests 
of powerful or to increase benefi ts for the overall society (Turner 2009, 52–54; Lebow 
2008, 204–221). Another way of putting this is that the practice of public administration 
has been burdened with the need to reconcile the diff erence between the tendency for 
social-economic relations to be based on Political Realism, or the relative advantage and 
utility maximization, and the ideal of basing relations on Political Liberalism or Idealism 
(e.g. rational discourse). Unless this dichotomy is reconciled, it becomes apparent that 
public administration practitioners are operating on the basis of a discrepancy in their 
“logic concerning cooperation, confl ict, and risk-taking” (Lebow 2008, 6).

Th e best way to describe the disparity between Roman public administration based 
on Idealism as opposed to Realism is the eff ort to establish Rome as a republic — which 
operated on the basis of deliberative decision-making that took place in the Roman Sen-
ate — and the tendency for powerful leaders to establish imperial rule. Confl icts within 
Rome’s ruling elite plus between the patricians (ruling class families) and plebeians (work-
ing class) meant that authorities were impelled to devise communication strategies for 
promoting solidarity. Historians point out that one such strategy that proved extremely 
eff ective was the introduction of “social media”. Rome initiated a system where-by essen-
tial information could be communicated through social media — Th e Acta Diurna). Th e 
Acta Diurna was initiated by authoritarian power forces to reconcile the power clashes 
taking place in the ancient Roman society (Standage 2013, 29–48). 

Th e communicative approach to civic management employed by the Roman authorities 
can be described as the implementation of communication mediums (e.g. reason or rhet-
oric, social media, and the Forum or the Comitium — a place similar to the Greek agora 
for public assemblies and public deliberation). It objective was to create a sense of loyal-
ty to Roman cultural values, traditions, to the principle of pietas (loyalty to family and 
country), to create social cohesion, and to create a sense of social identity. Communication 
media were used by the “elite to shape public discourse through communicative acts [as 
a means of] working in dialogue with the perceptions and beliefs of the citizen mass. Th is 
involved, I propose, not a  top-down display of charismatic authority in the traditional 
Weberian mold but an affirmation of the consensual fantasy of membership in an ideal 
civic body” (Connolly 2007, 43 & 48; Mann 2005, 130 & 230). Rome continued the practice 
of all the great empires before it — and the practices that are revealed in an analysis of the 
history of communication media — by using communication to generate a certain type of 
knowledge and power eff ective for managing the public. Th us, Rome is an example of how 
“the authority of knowledge merged with the authority of [the ruling elite] makes infor-
mation itself an instrument of power and governance” (Caldwell 2005, 138). 

Roman administrative practices, as an experiment in how to reconcile the interests of 
the conservative elite and those of the peasants, continued throughout most of the period 
of Medieval Europe. Th us, the ancient Roman framework for administration and how 
information and knowledge, ideology, and communication can be used to manage society 
continued to be practiced well into the classical period of public administration. 
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3. Developments in Public Administration Th eory and in Communica-
tion Media
“Nothing is so important to administration as successful communication” (Lorch 1978, 174)

Th e rise of the scientifi c strategy for managing institutions was based on a top down ap-
proach to bureaucracy and organizational communication, Behaviorism, and the signif-
icance of powerful authoritarian fi gures in managing institutions and social relations. 
But, with the emergence of the knowledge age and the network society, social psychology 
eventually shift ed to a Humanistic approach to institutional management. With the tech-
nological age there was a shift  to a Constructivist perspective on co-creating social reality. 

Th is section of the article explains how perspectives on power, authority, and commu-
nication — as portrayed in the classical approach to civic management — were impacted 
by developments in information communication technology to trigger new approaches to 
public administration. Th is section begins with explaining the importance of communi-
cation media in Max Weber’s Social Action Th eory, including his understanding of how 
public administrators can address the dichotomy between the interests of the power elite 
and those of the masses. 

Th is is followed by contemporary perspectives which envision that communication 
networks can be a  means for reconciling the structure-agent problem. As the classical 
approach to public administration evolved, communication media and communication 
networks were increasingly regarded as contributing to the eff ort of public offi  cials to es-
tablish complementary structure-agent relationships and in shaping polity in a way that 
enhances the quality of democracy. Th is section explains the emergence of the New Public 
Management proposition that communication media play a role in increasing the effi  cacy 
of public administration. Th is section of the article concludes with an explanation of the 
development of Post Modern Public Administration and the proposition of co-creating an 
increase in public value — the likelihood that the resources of society could be integrated 
to increase benefi ts for more segments of society. 

Max Weber developed the classical approach to public administration with his social 
action framework for analyzing social phenomena. Weber claimed that “sociology is a sci-
ence concerning itself with the interpretive understanding of social action and thereby 
with a causal explanation of its course and consequences. Action is ‘social’ insofar as its 
subjective meaning takes account of the behavior of others and is thereby oriented in its 
course” (Weber 1978, 4). Weber’s claims resonate with Aristotle’s notion of action theory 
in that they both stress that social activity can be in pursuit of instrumental values (or 
purely material value pursuits) or intended to realize intrinsic values (those that include 
the higher order interest of a culture) (Alan 2011, 104). Although Weber is clearly writing 
to address the deep crises that were evident in the social conditions that emerged with 
modernity his views refl ect a historical perspective on the practice of public administra-
tion, on civic management, political economy, and social formation — those rooted in the 
conceptualizations of civic management from classical Greece up to the Enlightenment. 

Th e sources of social power and control were central to Weber’s analysis of social ac-
tion. Because of his studies of the history of public administration, Weber realized that 
information can be used as a form of power to infl uence public opinion, direct public per-
ception, and shape policy thus infl uence social order. Weber understood that “under these 
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circumstances, politics turns into a vocation, and the idea of democracy — including the 
notion of the free press — serves to maintain and reinforce charismatic leadership” (Hardt 
2001,135). Similar to Karl Marx, he believed that those who have power over the sources 
of production are in a position to exercise political power. “In general, we understand by 
‘power’ the chance of a man or a number of men to realize their own will in a social action 
even against the resistance of others; who are participating in the action” (Weber 1978, 
926). However, Weber was also concerned about power in the sense of political economy 
in that he worried that wealthy elite could infl uence social order because they possess the 
means of producing information and knowledge. 

Weber realized that the control over the production of information is a form of political 
power, thus he believed that studies of the impact of communication media are important 
to investigating social action. He understood communication media to be an important 
aspect of social action because it focuses the perception of society on certain symbols that 
are given a meaning by a person or group of persons for whom they are important (Fuchs 
2011, 202). Th us, because the elite have access to control over the production of informa-
tion and channels of communication, they are able to infl uence what has meaning for the 
public (i.e. similar to the way communication was used in Rome). In fact, Weber acknowl-
edged that communication could be used by a charismatic leader to create a plebiscitary 
democracy — like the way an authoritarian, charismatic ruler used communication in 
Rome (Weber 1958, 224–230; Weber 1978, 212–216).

Weber recognized that public administrators are very likely to be faced with a confl ict 
of interests in their attempt to carry out their duties ethically unless they can reconcile the 
diff erence between two forces that have an impact on administrative legitimacy. Th e fi rst 
force is based “purely [on] material interests and calcu1ations of advantages” (Weber 1978, 
212–213). He believed that this approach to ordering tends to manifest in terms of domi-
nance, authoritarian power, and gaining the relative advantage which is usually employed 
by a small special interest group. He described the second force impacting social action 
as wertrational. Based on normativity, or on humanity’s higher order values, the forces 
are based on actions that are ethical, that create the type of aesthetic value that enriches 
and ennobles the human experience, and based on tradition, religion, or cultural values 
(Weber 1978, 25). 

His theory on public administration was mixed with principles that refl ect those that 
have been applied since the foundational conceptualization of the practice blended with 
his vision of how to eff ectively manage mass social systems. At the same time, his writings 
refl ect a critical analysis of the use of authority and the recognition of a need for reform 
(Weber 1958, 51–55). Th us, his view of how to reconcile the dichotomy between the in-
terests of the power elite (i.e. their ability to dominate society) and those of the overall 
public is a plebiscitary democracy, or a blending public selection of bureaucratic leadership 
with a charismatic authority who has the power and vision to promote reform in order to 
enforce rule of law. Th at although his ideals impelled him believe that bureaucracy could 
be a socially revolutionary force, his sense of realism made him believe “it cannot achieve 
its specifi c function of effi  ciency in the service of pre-given goals except at the risk of 
rigid control and the ‘stereotyping of action.’ Th is is no doubt why the type of authority 
which he [compared] with bureaucracy and its functionalization of authority is that of 
charismatic authority” (Wellen 1996, 14). Weber’s views, although critical of authoritar-
ian control and power and the inadequate quality of democracy, were a complementary 
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match with the mechanistic view of organizations and bureaucracy held at that time (e.g. 
Frederick Taylor). Th us, he was convinced that “the decisive reason for the advance of 
bureaucratic organization has always been its purely technical superiority over any other 
form of organization. Th e fully developed bureaucratic organization compares with oth-
er organizations exactly as the machine with the non-mechanical modes of production” 
(Weber 1958, 2014). 

Although the prospect of co-creating an increase in public value is a relatively new and 
conceptual claim, it builds on the notion of collective intentionality that was established 
by Weber (Weber 1978 7, 9, 14, & 26–28). Weber’s analysis of status groups and classes 
brought him to the conclusion that social interactions have a meaning or intentionality 
that knit certain groups together into a  network. However, he did not conceive of the 
prospect that communication strategies could integrate the interests of those networks to 
create an increase in social capital and to enhance the quality of democracy. Envisioning 
that contemporary society could act collectively to create an increase in public value is 
a prospect that was to come with information age perspectives on the relationship between 
knowledge, deliberation, and creating social reality (Putnam 1993, 167; Raadschelders & 
Vifos-Gadot 2015, 127–128). Th us, “increasingly, a crucial institutional arrangement for 
the successful operation of government in action [would become] some version of the net-
work (especially networked organizational units), rather than the hierarchy in isolation. 
Networks are structures of interdependence involving multiple organizations” (O’Toole 
1997a, 445; Frederickson et al. 2012, 110).

Dwight Waldo wrote a critique of classical public administration based on his recog-
nition that the fi eld was challenged by a paradigm change that he considered to be revo-
lutionary. Although he was clearly familiar with the history of public administration and 
well-versed in classical public administration, his views were forward-looking. Waldo is 
credited with envisioning a theoretical framework by which public administration could 
integrate public and private models of administration. His theory initiated an interface 
between the notion that public institutions are capable of creating value, creating value in 
market and in social economic terms, and co-creating better value outcomes for the over-
all society. Ultimately this contributed to establishing a complementary interface between 
public value, economic value, and social value. 

Waldo recognized this would entail broadening the scope of public administration by 
encouraging the fi eld to become more interdisciplinary. He believed that eff ectively man-
aging the challenges that public administrators are confronted with requires “a working 
relationship with every major province of human learning” (Waldo, 1955, 70). In this 
respect he believed that knowledge generation would lend to creating social value in the 
same way in which it results in increasing the value creation capabilities of private sector 
organizations. Waldo’s views on the Philosophy of Science were the basis of his approach 
to developing a  theoretical framework and methodology for public administration. He 
proposed for value-related concerns to be included in developing a  framework for the 
practice of and research regarding contemporary public administration (Waldo 1948, 65, 
68, & 71–73). Waldo did not address the signifi cance of communication directly but he did 
make indirect reference to its importance for improving the quality of democracy. 

Scholars increasingly began to acknowledge that an understanding and an analysis of 
communication had been an overlooked aspect of the relationships between government 
and its citizenry (Follett 1940; Lorch 1978; & Garnett 1992). Experts of public adminis-
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tration began to agree that communication could no longer be treated like “the ‘bastard 
child’ organization and management theory wanted to hide in the attic or perhaps the 
‘obedient servant’ who is indispensable but goes unnoticed because what he does is con-
sidered routine and expected” (Garnett 1997, 21). Th us, as administration theorists began 
to contemplate the demands of managing in the knowledge age they realized that there 
is a “need to adapt its tools to the inter-organizational networks that increasingly drive 
administrative action and the need to rely more on interpersonal and inter-organizational 
processes as complements to — and sometimes as substitutes for — authority” (Kattl 2002, 
168).

It gradually became apparent, as the study of the history of public administration re-
veals, that there is a linkage between knowledge, power, communication, and the capa-
bility of public administrators to create public value. Public value creation can be defi ned 
as “outcomes best [for] serving the long-run survival and well-being of a social collective 
construed as a ‘public’” (Bozeman 2007, 12). Th us, by the beginning of the 21st century, 
the notion of administration had taken a revolutionary turn from its scientifi c, hierarchal, 
and control origins. Th e new concept, under the banner of Post Modern Public Adminis-
tration, proposed the notion that bureaucracy is a public-private value creation enterprise. 
In this respect, just as what became increasingly true in the private sector, public admin-
istration gradually became focused on generating knowledge necessary for increasing an 
agent’s capability for value creation. Value creation was seen as a means in which public 
and private administrative eff orts could be applied for “satisfying the value interests of 
individuals and organizations plus enhance [social] economic performance — [which is 
achieved by] integrating the social and economic resources of a society in order to co-cre-
ate an increase in the quality of and the enjoyment of life” (Miller 2015, 21 & 22; & Kjell-
berg & Helgesson, 2007, p. 137, 141, & 155).

Consequently, subjective value rationality was transformed into the prospect that social 
values are determined by means of Constructivist dialogic processes that co-create social 
reality. For example, Gerry Stoker (2006) revives the ancient concept of collective inten-
tionality to counterbalance the emphasis in classical public administration on subjective 
value rationality. Stoker argues that “judgement of what is public value is collectively built 
through deliberation involving elected and appointed government offi  cials and key stake-
holders” (Stoker 2006, 42). Co-creating an increase in public value is the outcome of col-
laborative engagements based the principle of mutuality in order to maximize the benefi t 
for all participating stakeholders. According to Stoker, the inquiry into the role of public 
value creation in public administration resulted from an endeavor “to clarify the nature 
of the management style most suited to the emergence of networked governance” (2006, 
41). Th us, “contemporary specialists [in public administration] began to accept the Social 
Constructivist claim that structure-agent relationships are enhanced when viewed from 
the perspective that organizations, institutions, and the economy are all embedded with-
in a social system that in liberal democracies is co-constituted on the basis of interaction 
between the structure and individual agents (Giddens, 1984, 26; Parsons, 1991, 3–4).
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4. Conclusion: Th e Public Administration and Communication Media 
Interface
Without communication there can be no organization because there is no means for the 
group to infl uence others in order to achieve the desired outcome (Simon 1957, 154).

As has been addressed in this article and elsewhere in public administration literature, 
“practitioners and scholars alike have generally failed to recognize the centrality of com-
munication in their profession and to give communication attention” (Stillman 2012, 255). 
Consequently, developing an explanation of the signifi cance of communication media in 
the theory and practice of public administration has been given inadequate attention. 
Th is article stresses that a theoretical analysis of the interface between public adminis-
tration and communication media has greater value for positively infl uencing adminis-
trative practices than has been portrayed in the literature. Th ere is an enormous increase 
in literature exclaiming how communication media infl uences the relationship between 
public offi  cials and the general public, which calls for an adequate theoretical response. 
Th is article also highlights the fact that advances in society have always been coupled with 
advances in communication. In fact, the history of political communication indicates that 
developing a viable explanation for the interface between public administration and com-
munication media could establish the basis for a powerful administrative communication 
model that enhances the structure-agent relationship and improves the quality of democ-
racy. 

Th is section of the article summarizes claims made in recent literature regarding how 
eff ective use of communication strategies can increase the capability of offi  cials to create 
more benefi cial and satisfactory outcomes for the members of society. Contemporary lit-
erature on public administration emphasizes the role that revolutionary advances in com-
munication play in helping public administrators eff ectively manage what has historically 
been their most pressing concerns: environmental challenges (Riggs 1980, 107–110), the 
social-economic consequences of environmental problems (e.g. the eff ective management 
and distribution of natural resources) (Durant 2004, 29–32), the increased diversity of 
many societies (Rice 2007, 622–624; Rice 2015), the threat from adversaries (Rosenbloom 
2002, 58–60), and the persistent historical issue of whether or not equality of power is 
possible or even desirable (Dahl 1974, 3). Eff ectively managing public administration’s 
biggest problems requires a viable theory. Without being equipped with theoretical tools 
that train public administrators to cope with the demands imposed by an increasingly 
networked body of public forces public administrators will not be adequately prepared 
to face the challenges they are confronted with (O’Toole 1997b, 45; Lee 2009, 515–516; & 
Holden 1996, 35).

Developing a framework for explaining the signifi cance that communication media has 
in the study and practice of public administration involves transforming concepts and 
principles from the literature describing the interface between communication media and 
public administration into statements that have value for gaining predictable outcomes 
regarding a to particular phenomenon (Risjord, 2014, 38–40). A framework for explaining 
the interface between communication media and administrative communication involves 
explicating the concepts and principles that are indicative of factors for increasing the 
eff ectiveness of the practice of public administration. A review of the fundamental con-
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cepts and principles that shaped the development of public administration reveals that its 
processes take place within networks. However, according to proponents of Government 
Network Th eory those processes are increasingly taking place in interdependent and in-
terconnected networks. In fact, the extent to which processes are currently taking place 
within a mediated world is creating a new public administration paradigm brought about 
by public-private interchange and the impact of communication media on structure-agent 
relationships (Klijn & Koppenjan 2012, 187–206; Luhmann 2002, 106). Developing a the-
ory explaining the role of mediated networks in the practice of public administration re-
quires a shift  of focus from network arrangements and network governance to developing 
a framework for hybrid governance that is inclusive of the classical notion of bureaucracy, 
public-private administrative theories, and the new government networks theory (Klijn 
& Koppenjan 2012, 599). Th e practical and theoretical challenge will be to identify and 
explicate the concepts and principals that underlie both the old and the new paradigms.

In addition, explaining the place of communication media in the study and practice 
of contemporary public administration necessarily includes a  framework for analyzing 
the connection between communication, knowledge, and power. “Although historical ob-
servation and theories of power both point to the decisive importance of the state, this 
[article claims that] power is constructed through processes of communication enacted in 
multimedia networks of mass communication” (Castells 2009, 416). In this respect “Me-
dia have become the social space where power is decided. So in sum: the media are not the 
holders of power, but they constitute by and large the space where power is decided” (Cas-
tells 2007, 238). Consequently, there is a revolutionary paradigm change from the classical 
perspective of a  bureaucracy that structures top-down power relations to the contem-
porary view that relationships are built by interactions between two variables which are 
aff ecting each other in the process of co-constituting social reality (Giddens 1984, 25–26). 

Th us, legitimate power is the ability to articulate knowledge generated by interactions 
between multiple discourse networks, which is also the source and means of legitimate 
authority. It represents a signifi cant transformation in the nature of bureaucratic author-
ity. As the communication landscape becomes more integrated, networked, and partici-
patory, it becomes increasingly apparent that networks are centers where authorities and 
stakeholders engage in communication processes to re-defi ne “the monopoly of knowl-
edge and power” (Casmir 1994, 233). 

In this respect, explaining the impact of communication media on public administra-
tion involves “examining the institutionalization of power relations both within networks 
and within the broader social-economic context” (Marsh & Smith 2000, 6). Th is calls for 
a comprehensive framework for explaining how communication networks contribute to 
eff ectively managing the relationship between the interests of the state, the interests of the 
owners and producers of the established media, and those involved in using communica-
tion media to promote cross-border social movements (which many states fear is a threat 
to their authoritative power or security). Increasingly, public offi  cials recognize that com-
munication media are triggering a networked, globalized phenomena that they fear will 
“undermine the governance structures needed to cope with them. Administrators [realize 
that] in years to come what they will be asked to do will refl ect interests, desires, and 
norms that have been set elsewhere: Th e World Trade Organization, G-7 (or 8), Interna-
tional Monetary Fund, an environmental or energy summit, or even in a corporate board-
room” (Huddleston 2000, 670–671). Th e consequence could be a post-state hegemony on 
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determining administrative boundaries due to the increase of interdependent, networked, 
integrated systems of public-private institutional networks with “expectations that have 
authoritative political consequences” (Huddleston 2000, 676).

Developing a framework for explicating the concepts and principles related to the inter-
face between political communication and communication media is an attempt to make-
sense out of the signifi cance that the media has as political, economic, social, and value 
creating phenomena (Moore 1995, 20–21 & 27–28). Such a theoretical model contributes 
to integrating the established theories on public administration. An example is social ac-
tion theory and Weber’s notion of how communication determines what has meaning in 
social systems with contemporary notions of the interface between communication media 
and public administration. 

Public administrators are once again fi nding themselves in the midst of revolutionary 
changes brought about by communication media which are impacting social-formation, 
structure-agent relations, policy-making, and the means by which offi  cials and the public 
attempts to experience “freedom from domination” (Luhmann 1995, 6). Contemporary 
public administration theories provide a comprehensive overview of fundamental con-
cepts and principles that apply to the knowledge age practice of public administration. 
However, the literature is inadequate in terms of developing those concepts and princi-
ples into a 21st century theoretical framework that explicates the interface between public 
administration and communication media. Th is article fi lls that gap by providing future 
researchers the basis of a framework that enhances the public administrator’s ability to 
utilize communication networks to increase benefi cial outcomes in interactions and ex-
changes, to improve structure-agent relations, to increase social cohesion, and to improve 
the relationship with the environment. 

References
Alan, Kenneth. (2011). Th e Social Lens: An Invitation to Social and Sociological Th eory. Los 

Angeles: Sage Publication.
Aristotle (2004). Nicomachean Ethics. (Crisp, Roger. Trans. & Edit.). Cambridge: Cam-

bridge University Press.
Aristotle. (1998) Politics. (Reeves, C. Trans.). Indianapolis, Indiana: Hackett Publishing 

Company, Inc. 
Bozeman, Barry. (2007). Public Values and Public Interests. Washington, D.C.: George-

town University Press.
Caldwell, Lynton. (2005). Public Administration—Th e New Generation: Management in 

Higher Information-level Societies. Public Administration: An Interdisciplinary Critical 
Analysis. (Gadot, Eran. Edit.). New York: Taylor and Francis. 

Casmir, Fred. (1994). Building communication theories: A  socio/cultural approach. Hill-
side, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Castells, Manuel. (2009). Communication Power. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Castells, Manuel. (2007). Communication, Power and Counter-power in the Network So-

ciety. International Journal of Communication. Volume 1, 238–266.
Chaff ee, S. H. (1975). Political communication. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.
Corner, John. (2016) Ideology and Media Research. Media, Culture & Society. Volume 38, 

Issue 2, 265–273. 



56

Polish Political Science Review. Polski Przegląd Politologiczny 5(1)/2017

Dahl, Robert. (1974). Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City. New 
Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press. 

Denhardt, Robert. & Baker, David (2007). Five Great Issues in Organization Th eory. 
Handbook of Public Administration. Boca Raton, Florida: Taylor and Francis Group. 

Durant, Robert. (2004). Reconceptualizing Purpose. Environmental Governance Recon-
sidered: Challenges, Choices, and Opportunities. (Durant, Robert. O’Leary, Rosemary. 
& Fiorino, Daniel. Edits.). Cambridge, Massachusetts: Th e Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology Press. 

Eikeland, Olav. (2008). Th e Ways of Aristotle: Aristotelian Phrónêsis, Aristotelian Philoso-
phy of Dialogue, and Action Research. Bern, Germany: Peter Lang, AG.

Dewey, John. (1929). Experience in Nature. London: George Allen & Unwin, LTD.
Fagan, Brian. & Scarre, Christopher. (2008) Ancient Civilizations. Oxon, UK: Routledge. 
Follett, Mary-Parker. (1940). Dynamic Administration: Th e Collected Papers of Mary Park-

er Follett. New York: Harper & Brothers Publishing.
Frederickson, George. Smith, Kevin. Larimer, Christopher. & Licari, Michael. (2012). Th e 

Public Administration Th eory Primer. Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press. 
Fuchs, Christian. (2011). Th e Contemporary World Wide Web: Social medium or new 

space of accumulation? Th e Political Economies of Media: Th e Transformation of the 
Global Media Industries. (Winseck, Dwayne. & Dal, Jin.Edits.). London: Bloomsbury 
Academic. 

Garnett, James. (1992). Communicating for Results in Government: A Strategic Approach 
for Public Managers. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Company. 

Garnett, James. (1997). Trends and Gaps in the Treatment of Communication in Organ-
ization and Management Th eory. Handbook of Administrative Communication. New 
York: Marcel Dekker, Inc.

Giddens, Anthony. (1984). Th e Constitution of Society. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.
Hardt, Hanno. (2001). Social Th eories of the Press: Constituents of Communication Re-

search, 1840s to 1920s. Lanham, Maryland: Rowman and Littlefi eld Publishers, Inc. 
Holden, M., Jr. (1996). Continuity and disruption: Essays in public administration. Pitts-

burgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press.
Huddleston, Mark. (2000). Onto the Darkling Plain: Globalization and the American 

Public Service in the Twenty-First Century. Journal of Public Administration Research 
and Th eory. Volume 10, Issue 4, 665–684.

Innis, Harold. (2007). Empire and Communications. Ontario, Canada: Dundurn Press 
Limited.

Innis, Harold. (2006). Th e Bias of Communication. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
Kattl, Donald. (2002). Th e Transformation of Governance: Public Administration for Twen-

ty First Century America. Baltimore, Maryland: Th e Johns Hopkins University Press.
Klijn, Erik. & Koppenjan, Joop. (2012). Governance network theory: past, present and fu-

ture. Policy and Politics. Volume 40, Number 4, 187–206.
Lee, Mordecai. (2011). Government Public Relations: What is it Good For? Th e Practice 

of Government Public Relations. (Lee, Mordecai. Neeley, Grant. Stewart, Kendra. Edit.). 
Boca Rotan, Florida: Taylor & Francis Group.

Lee, Mordecai. (2009). Th e Return of Public Relations to the Public Administration Cur-
riculum? Journal of Public Aff airs Education. Volume 15, Number 4, 515–533.



57

Polish Political Science Review. Polski Przegląd Politologiczny 5(1)/2017

Liu B.F. & Horsley J.S. (2007). Th e Government Communication Decision Wheel: Toward 
a Public Relations Model for the Public Sector. Journal of Public Relations Research. Vol-
ume 19, Issue 4, 377–378.

Lorch, Robert. (1978). Public Administration. Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing 
Company. 
Luhmann, Niklas. (1995). Social Systems. (Bednarz, John. & Baecker, Dirk. Trans.). Stan-

ford, California: Stanford University Press. 
Luhmann, Niklas. (2002). Th eories of distinction: Redescribing the Condition of Modernity. 

(Rasch, William. Edit.) Stanford California: Stanford University Press. 
Mann, Michael. (2005). Th e Sources of Power: A history of power from the beginning to A.D. 

1760. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Marsh, David. & Smith, Martin. (2000). Understanding Policy Networks: towards a Dia-

lectical Approach. Political Studies. Volume 48, Issue 1, 4–21. 
McLaughlin, Paul. (2001). Toward an Ecology of Social Action: Merging the Ecological 

and Constructivist Traditions. Human Ecology Review. Vol. 8, No. 2, 12–28. 
Miller, Leon. (2016). Intercultural Communications and Global Social Existence: A cross 

cultural analysis of communication theory. Review of Social Sciences. Volume 1, Num-
ber 1, 26–37.

Miller, Leon. (2015). A Marketing Strategy for Democratizing Value Creation. Research 
Journal of Economics, Business and ICT. Vol. 10, Issue 1, Article Number 4, 17–24.

Miller, Leon. (2014a). Power, Knowledge Generation, Middle Eastern Transcendentalism 
and Global Rational Discourse. Th e Journal of South Asian and Middle Eastern Studies. 
Volume XXXVIII, Number 1, 1–21.

Miller, Leon. (2014b). Th e Role of Religion in Shaping Global Social Existence. Interna-
tional Journal of Religion and Society. Volume 4, Number 4, 439–455.

Molina, Anthony. & Spicer, Michael. (2004). Aristotelian Rhetoric, Pluralism, and Public 
Administration. Administration and Society. Volume 36, Number 3, 282–305.

Moore, Mark. (1995). Creating Public Value: Strategic Management in Government. Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. 

Nerone, John. (2006). Th e Future of Communication History. Critical Studies in Media 
Communication. Volume 23, Number 3, 254–62.

O’Toole, Laurence. (1997a). Th e Implications for Democracy in a Networked Bureaucratic 
World. Journal of Public Administration Research and Th eory. Volume 7, Issue 3, 443–
459.

O’Toole, Laurence. (1997b). Treating Networks Seriously: Practical and Research Based 
Agendas in Public Administration. Public Administration Review. Volume 57, Number 
1, 45–52.

Oppenheim, Leo. (1977). Ancient Mesopotamia. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Osborne, Roger. (2006). Civilization: A New History of the Western World. New York: Pe-

gasus Books, LLC.
Parsons, Talcott. (1991).Th e Social System. London: Routledge.
Powell, F. (2007). Th e Politics of Civil Society. Bristol, UK: Polity Press.
Raadschelders, Jos. & Vifos-Gadot, Eran. (2015) Dimensions of Public Adminstratinon and 

Governance. Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 



58

Polish Political Science Review. Polski Przegląd Politologiczny 5(1)/2017

Rice, Mitchell. (2007). A post-modern cultural competency framework for public admin-
istration and public service delivery. International Journal of Public Sector Manage-
ment. Volume 20, Number 7, 622–637.

Rice, Mitchell. (2015). Diversity and Public Administration: Th eory, Issues, and Perspec-
tives. (Rice, Mitchell. Edit.). Oxon, UK: Routledge.

Riggs, Fred. (1980). Th e Ecology and Context of Public Administration: A Comparative 
Perspective. Public Administration Review, Volume 40, Number 2, 107–115.

Risjord, Mark. (2014). Philosophy of Social Science. New York: Routledge Publishing.
Rosenbloom, David. (2002). Public Administration and Civil Liberties. Public Adminis-

tration Review. Volume 62, 58–60.
Rossides, Daniel. (1998). Social Th eory: Its Origins, History, and Contemporary Relevance. 

Dixon Hills, New York: General Hall, Inc.
Roy, Jeff rey. (2013) Public Administration and Information Technology. New York: Spring-

er Publishing.
Simon, Herbert. (1957). Administrative behavior: a study of decision-making processes in 

administrative organization. New York: McMillan.
Sarkar, Siuli. (2010). Public Administration in India. New Delhi: PHI Learning Private 

Limited. 
Standage, Tom. (2013). Writing on the Wall: Social Media – Th e First 2,000 Years. New 

York: Bloomsbury USA.
Stillman, Richard. (2012). Public Administration: Concept and Cases. Boston, Massachu-

setts: Wadsworth Cengage Learning. 
Stoker, Gerry. (2006). Public Value Management: A New Narrative for Networked Gov-

ernance? American Review of Public Administration. Volume 36, Number 1, 41–57.
Turner, Karen. (2009). Law and Punishment in the Formation of Empire. Rome and Chi-

na: Comparative Perspectives on Ancient World Empires. (Scheidel, Walter. Edit.). Ox-
ford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Waldo, Dwight. (1952). Development of Th eory of Democratic Administration. American 
Political Science Review. Volume 46, issue 1, 81–103. 

Waldo, Dwight. (1992). Foreword. In J.L. Garnett, Communicating for results in govern-
ment: A strategic approach for public managers. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Waldo, Dwight. (1948). Th e Administrative State. New York: Th e Ronald Press Company. 
Waldo, Dwight. (1955). Th e Study of Public Administration. Garden City, New York: Dou-

bleday and Company, Inc. 
Walsh, Kieron. (1994). Marketing and Public Sector Management. European Journal of 

Marketing. Volume 28, Number 3, 63–71.
Weber, Max. (1978). Economy and Society. (Roth, Guenther. & Wittich, Claus. Edits.). 

Berkeley, California: University of California Press.
Weber, Max. (1958). From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology. (Gerth, H. & Mills, Wright. 

Edits. & Trans.). New York: Galaxy Publications.
Wellen, Richard. (1996). Dilemmas in Liberal Democratic Th ought Since Max Weber. New 

York: Peter Lang Publishing.


