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Please read the following paragraph and answer two questions:

1. The author makes an example to illustrate his argument in this paragraph: “If I see a murderous fellow
sharpening a knife cleverly, I can borrow his way of sharpening the knife without borrowing his probable
intention to commit murder with it.” What does the concept of this example that author wants to demonstrate?
What is the main argument of this paragraph? (15%)

2. Do you agree this author’s viewpoint in the paragraph? Why? (15%)

Let it be noted that it is the distinction, already drawn, between administration and politics which makes the
comparative method so safe in the field of administration. When we study the administrative systems of France
and Germany, knowing that we are not in search of political principles, we need not care a peppercorn for the
constitutional or political reasons which Frenchmen or Germans give for their practices when explaining them to
us. If I see a murderous fellow sharpening a knife cleverly, I can borrow his way of sharpening the knife without
borrowing his probable intention to commit murder with it; and so, if I see a monarchist dyed in the wool
managing a public bureau well, I can learn his business methods without changing one of my republican spots. He
may serve his king; I will continue to serve the people; but I should like to serve my sovereign as well as he serves
his. By keeping this distinction in view,—that is, by studying administration as a means of putting our own politics
into convenient practice, as a means of making what is democratically politic towards all administratively possible
towards each,—we are on perfectly safe ground, and can learn without error what foreign systems have to teach
us. We thus devise an adjusting weight for our comparative method of study. We can thus scrutinize the anatomy
of foreign governments without fear of getting any of their diseases into our veins; dissect alien systems without
apprehension of blood-poisoning.

Reference: Wilson, W. (1887).The Study of Administration. Political Science Quarterly, 2(2), 197-222.
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1. Performance Appraisal

2. Paradigm

3. Line & Staff

4. Publicness

5. Delegation
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Public policy as a focus of systematic comparative analysis is more complex than such phenomenon as
electoral votes, legislative roll calls, incidents of political violence, and elite ideologies. It is more complex
on at least four counts, which we will elaborate and illustrate in the discussion to follow. These are:

1.

b)

a)

b)

. As a focus of analysis, policy making is complicated by the presence of a large number of participants.

The policy process takes place over time, sometimes over a long period of time. This leads to difficulty in
explaining “the process”, as a simple unit..Even if one attempts to explain specific outcomes, the
explanatory forces invoked almost invariably involve characteristics of this long and shifting process. Two
sorts of difficulty arise:

As the process proceeds over time, it can involve a large number of decision points, €.g., the decision of af
subcommittee chairman, a Senate roll call, a presidential compromise, and the decision of an appellate
court. The contents of each of these outputs might be called “public policy” and might be predictable by
public policy theory. But we do not want theories to be oriented toward or tested upon inconclusive or
tentative decisions. Nor do we want them consiructed so as to predict the characteristics of the
rubber-stamping process. We want somehow to focus only on “significant” outputs.

The idea of a predictive theory of public policy demands that the values of the predictors be determined at]
some beginning point. Such values, however, are likely to change with the unfolding of the process itself)
their final status being achieved only at its termination. Many presumably predictive theories are thereby
weakened substantially, and become, in final analysis, post hoc explanations.

Any given policy proposal, or “output,” or “outcome™ is in itself complex; it may have several important|
aspects. This multiplicity can make the whole policy extremely difficult to place in any single category, asL
is demanded, for example, by the categorization schemes that currently abound in public policy theory.

When a characteristic of the participants becomes a variable of interest, as it often does, variation among|
participants with regard to that characteristic causes difficulty. The difficulty takes two forms:

Subjective. The state of the world as perceived by participants yields many important policy analytic
variables. But perceptions vary considerably, of course, depending upon the participants consulted and
described.
Objective. Still more variables are generated in existing theory by “objectively” determined participant]
characteristics — as determined, that is, by the researcher, interviewer, casewriter, or other outside]
observer. Ambiguity is introduced when the heterogeneous group of all participants, or heterogeneous|
subcollections of participants, must be assigned a single score on such a characteristic (e.g., level of

involvement, or point of access to decision makers.)
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4. Lastly, public policy as a research focus is complex because the process cannot be described by simple

additive models. On the contrary, the forces interact; the impact of one depends in large measure upon the
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