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Paradigms in the Field of Public Administration : A Critical
Analysis of Writings by Thai Scholars

' Bidhya Bowornwathana
The accumulation of scientific knowledge in the field of public
administration by Thai scholars has begun about twenty-{ive years of age when modern
theories about administration was introdunced by Thai citizens educated from abroad,
especially from the United States. Since then, the author argues, the thoughts of
Thai scholars in public administration have been guided by two complimentary
paradigms. The first one, called “‘principles of administration,” represenis an effort
by Thai scholars to improve the Thai bureaucracy from a perceived system of
corrupt practices into a merit one. Meanwbile, the second paradigm, “bureaucratic
development,” is a conceptual structure which identifies major administrative

problems faced by the Thai bureaucracy, and suggests the use of administrative
techniques for their solutions. Throughout the paper, the logic—in—use of each

postulated puradigm is carefully explained, analyzed, and compared. The author
concludes his article by making a call upon Thai scholars to scriously rethink the
theoretical and practical values of the two self-imposed paradigms.

Professor Ostrom’s New Paradigm for Public Administration :
Adiguate or Antique ?

Richard J. Stiliman [l : Author
Sukit Charoenrattanakul : Translator

This article is translated from an original pages of Richard J. Stillman
IT published in the Midiwest Review of Pubtic ddministraiion, December 1976, pp.
179-192. Professor Vincent Ostrom’s /ntetlectual Crisis in dmerican Public Administration

was issued in agsecond edition for public administration scholarship. This ariicle
assesses Ostrom’s major themes that advocates a shift away from the traditional
\fVeber-Wflson paradigm in public administration thought and the adoption of a new
“democratic administration paradigm” based upon the classic writings of the
E‘cdexalist-Papers and modern economic public policy literature, However, as this
analysis points out, there are several problems with Ostrom’s approach : (1) a faulty
application of “the paradigm’ to the public administration field; (2) 2 misreading
of Weber and Wilson’s influence on the origins of American public administration;
and (3) the narrow relevance to modern public administration. The article concludes
that the book has more to say about Vincent Ostrom toward public’ administration
than it has to say about the future of the field.
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