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Abstract: Several management paradigms—traditional public administration,
new public administration, new public management (NPM), and networked
governance—have been leaders in practice and in the academic world of public
administration at different time periods. However all these management paradigms
have a negative aspect in common—a “one-size-fits-all” approach to government
reforms. This study tries to overcome this approach, utilizing a contingent method.
Each of the four paradigms has been suggested for adoption in one or two areas
of different policy types based on a two-by-two table with the dimensions of
high and low with respect to market mechanisms and high and low on the
explicitness of the politics-administration dichotomy. The study proposes that
traditional public administration would be the appropriate choice in the areas of
redistributive and constituent policy. New public administration would work
well for regulatory policy, whereas networked governance and NPM (customer-
oriented practices) would be the right choice in the arena of distributive policy.
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INTRODUCTION

Once accepted as a novel public-sector reform movement in the early 1990s, new
public management (NPM) has been “new” for so many years that it is now acknowl-
edged as a “middle-aged” concept. Dunleavy, Margetts, Bastow, and Tinkler (2005, 
p. 468) have even declared that “New Public Management is dead” and that “the torch
of leading-edge change has passed on from NPM and will not return.” Accordingly,
some scholars have identified a newly emerging management paradigm that they refer
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to as “public value management” (Stoker, 2006) or “new public service” (Denhardt &
Denhardt, 2003), which centers its practice on a system of interactions between relevant
actors and features networked governance.

However, we should note that in any era the dominant paradigm is not a panacea.
That is, currently popular management thinking is not applicable to all management
practices. In real situations, there is no one best answer but many possible solutions
(Behn, 1998, p. 140). Methods and actions should fit circumstances because outcomes
generally vary according to them (Alford & Hughes, 2008, p. 138). This argument is
supported by studies comparing various public service areas in terms of the degree of
reform success (Syrett, Jones, & Sercombe, 1997; Pollitt, Birchall, & Putnam, 1998;
Jones, 2001; Walker, 2001; Walker & Enticott, 2004). Any management reform or
social intervention can be effective in some situations while producing unfavorable
consequences in others. This suggests a need for avoiding the “one-size-fits-all”
approach to government reforms in which reformers engage in the uncritical and 
universal adoption of reform methods. Many scholars have made this argument (e.g.,
Hood & Peters, 2004; Stoker, 2006; Alford & Hughes, 2008), but few have provided
guidance on how to solve the problem.

The present study proposes a new but integrative approach to applying various
public management paradigms that consider situational factors. The proposed
approach is integrative in that it does not rely on just one management paradigm.
Instead, it takes into account all management paradigms considered in the analysis
because each has its own strengths and weaknesses. That is, all paradigms occupy
their own niches where they can be applied effectively (strength) but are less successful
(weakness) in non-niche areas. For situational factors, I have adopted policy goals. All
management approaches have to deal with various policy areas, including agriculture,
industry, housing, defense, international relations, government restructuring, housing,
social services, and social security. All policy initiatives have their own purposes or
goals that can be generalized as regulatory, distributive, redistributive, and constituent,
among others, based on Lowi’s (1972; 1985) policy scheme. It is legitimate to use his
scheme here because policy researchers have generally accepted it and (more impor-
tantly) it incorporates the critical fact that all policy initiatives are goal oriented.

I present this study’s exploration of the relationship between management paradigms
and policy goals in four parts. First I consider the historical development of management
paradigms from traditional public administration through new public administration
and NPM to networked governance. I then classify management paradigms into four
quadrants of a two-by-two table based on two dimensions: the politics-administration
dichotomy and market mechanism. Next, I briefly conceptualize policy types by drawing
on Lowi’s (1972) well-known policy scheme and provide a theoretical analysis in
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which the match (or fit) between a policy goal and a managerial paradigm is made.
Finally, I conclude with some practical suggestions for government reforms and future
research.

THE EVOLUTION OF MANAGEMENT PARADIGMS

Traditional Public Administration

The traditional public administration approach relies heavily on a Weberian view
of the world. The core of Weber’s thought lies in the idea that direct democracy is not
a viable option for most decision-making processes. Thus, the representative form of
democracy—so-called elite democracy—constitutes the heart of traditional public
administration. Under elite democracy, competing political leaders define the public
interest. This form of representative democracy is supposed to be flexible enough to
strike a balance between various interests and cultivate policies that can address
changing circumstances (Stoker, 2006, p. 44).

Traditional public administration is in line with the idea of the politics-administra-
tion dichotomy. Public managers are agents of elected politicians, and it is presumed
that they will faithfully implement the policies that their principals (i.e., politicians)
develop through political discussions and debates. Traditional public administration
advocates bureaucracy as an effective tool for meeting increasing demands on the
modern state. Such demands come mainly from welfare policy areas that can be managed
only through the standardization of administrative responses, that is, via a rational-
legal bureaucracy.

Bureaucracy ensures organizational effectiveness, such as stability and predictability
in a number of ways. First, it institutes a hierarchical division of labor. Through this
central feature of bureaucracy, complicated administrative problems are divided into
manageable and recurring tasks, and each task is placed under the jurisdiction of a
defined office (Beetham, 1987). Second, the management position is considered a 
full-time vocation or career for the official and features continuity and long-term
advancement. Third, there are prescribed rules that govern the work of officials that
are meant to ensure that clients (the public) are treated without arbitrariness or
favoritism. Fourth, and finally, officials are placed in positions based on merit, not
political favoritism, because administrative positions in the bureaucracy generally
require expert training and full-time work in each defined area of responsibility.
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New Public Administration

In the late 1960s and 1970s, amid the increasingly turbulent environment in the
United States after the civil rights movement, the traditional public administration
approach came under attack by a group of scholars who advocated a philosophy that
came to be known as new public administration (Marini, 1971; Waldo, 1971; Meier,
1993, pp. 201-205). Young students sponsored by Dwight Waldo criticized administra-
tors for injustices in the modern state and tried to reframe the value of public adminis-
tration at a 1968 conference held at the Minnowbrook conference center. According to
them, traditional public administration’s administrative tools were supposed to have
eradicated arbitrariness and political favoritism, but, in fact, they systematically facili-
tated the biased treatment of races and classes. For example, administrative procedures
incorporating the features of impersonality, written forms, and lengthy steps for
receiving services or benefits are acceptable to the white middle class but are hurdles
for the poor and minority groups (Goodsell, 1981).

Thus, new public administration attempts to promote conditions that can facilitate
social equity. In this regard, the movement incorporates values into the jurisdiction of
administration. This is quite different from what traditional public administration 
pursues, namely, the neutrality of administration or neutral competence. To achieve
social equity, new public administration may advocate the interests (i.e., enhanced
political power and economic well-being) of the disadvantaged or may even call for
disregarding those of the better represented by changing those policies and structures
that systematically hinder social equity.

Decentralization and ending the status quo are two important measures that can
help achieve social equity. First, agencies and their organizational structures should be
decentralized so that individuals impacted by a particular program have more control
over the program. Maximum feasible participation may be the best example of such
client involvement. Frederickson (2010) found that maximum feasible participation
can give ghetto residents the impression that they have the ability to influence publicly
made decisions that influence their well-being, although it is not justifiable in terms of
economy and efficiency. In short, new public administration upholds democratic
norms and practices, norms and practices that can be achieved through decentralizing
the structure of policy making. Ending the status quo is another measure of new public
administration. The most radical form of this measure involves confrontations. A city
personnel director may confront the chief of police and the police agency regarding
the issue of eligibility standards for new patrolmen, arguing that the height and weight
requirements are unrealistic and systematically discriminate against certain minority
groups (Frederickson, 2010, p. 14).
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Despite these innovative measures, the idea of new public administration has only
found traction among its academic advocates in the field of public administration.
That is, politicians and practitioners have rarely endorsed it (Guy, 1989; Daley, 1984;
Evans, 1981). Frederickson (2010), a leading scholar of new public administration, has
observed that “by the mid-1980s, the phrase ‘new public administration’ was seldom
heard outside of the textbooks” (p. 4). Because it advocates a socially delicate issue
(social equity) and employs provocative methods such as confrontation, new public
administration may not be able to penetrate the government under its label. That is,
new public administration has never been a government-wide and worldwide reform
movement, unlike NPM in the 1980s and 1990s.

New Public Management

The NPM movement across the Western world originated from a critique that public
service organizations are inclined to be monopolized by the interests of producers,
such as bureaucrats and other rank-and-file employees. According to this critique,
public service organizations are likely to be both inefficient in saving public money
and unresponsive to the public’s demands. A solution to these problems is to shatter
the monopolistic structure of public service delivery and construct incentives and tools
that can impact the way public service organizations perform (Stoker, 2006, p. 45).
Dunleavy et al. (2005, p. 470) identify three main integrating themes in NPM: disaggre-
gation (the division of large public-sector hierarchies into wider and flatter hierarchies
as large private firms move from U-shaped to M-shaped structures), “competition”
(the separation of purchasers from providers to increase competition among potential
providers, which can reduce public provision and diversify suppliers), and “incentiviza-
tion” (the placing of greater emphasis on pecuniary-based and specific performance
incentives). In short, NPM seeks to break down the bureaucratic backbone of the
Weberian model of traditional public administration (Stoker, 2006, p. 46) by developing
a wider range of service providers and a more market-oriented approach to management.

Despite NPM’s efforts to differentiate itself from traditional public administration,
it shares an important value as far as governance structure goes, namely, the imperative
to keep politics separate from administration. NPM holds that a politician’s role is to set
rigorous targets and make difficult choices regarding budgets, leaving administration
to public managers (Stoker, 2006, p. 46). Just as an ideal Weberian bureaucracy protects
its professionals, a good NPM system provides public managers with a degree of man-
agement freedom. However, politicians under NPM make the final judgment on the
performance of public managers in terms of their goal achievement.

In spite of its intention to reform the practices of traditional public administration,
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NPM produced unintended outcomes. Contrary to what its reformers expected, NPM
augmented formalities and increased the number of regulations public agencies were
subject to in the late 1980s and early 1990s (Light, 1993; Hood et al., 1999; Jones &
Thompson, 1999). Therefore, advocates of NPM now seldom expect it to improve the
overall effectiveness of government (Dunleavy et al., 2005, p. 468).1

Networked Governance

Unlike traditional public administration and NPM, networked governance, an emerging
paradigm, incorporates politics into management. The idea of networked governance
originates from a concern over how to get public officials to work effectively with
politicians (Goss, 2001; Smith, 2003). However, the goal of the effort to integrate the
two separate realms is to enhance public value. In this regard, networked governance
shares something in common with new public administration, which pursued a public
value, social equity.

Under the networked governance paradigm, politics plays a positive role as a mech-
anism for social coordination. Stoker (2006, p. 47) argues that this is important for
three reasons. First, politics enables people to cooperate and make decisions based on
something beyond the individualism that drives the market. Second, the flexible nature
of political decision making makes it possible to deal with uncertainties, ambiguities,
and unexpected changes. Finally, politics builds a social process through which
diverse interests are brought together to achieve a common purpose.

Networked governance is understood through the following propositions, which
make clear the role of politics in it (Stoker, 2006, pp. 47-49). First, the underlying 
philosophy of public managers is to create public value (Moore, 1995), to advance
favorable social and economic outcomes. An evaluation of the delivery of public value
requires debates and deliberations between relevant stakeholders and government offi-
cials. Second, networked governance relies on the stakeholder conception of legitimacy
in its governance arrangements (i.e., for decision to count as legitimate, all stakeholders
must be involved). Third, effective procurement demands an open-minded approach
that enables bureaucrats to recognize the best suppliers (regardless of whether they are
in the public, private, or voluntary sector), those that can contribute to the promotion
of community well-being and meet the needs of individuals (Aldridge & Stoker,
2002). Finally, there is a need for an adaptable and learning-based approach to public
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service delivery. The ideal public manager is engaged in a process of continuous eval-
uation and learning through steering networks of deliberation and delivery. However,
his or her ultimate role should be to ensure that his or her action brings about net social
benefits.

CATEGORIZATION OF MANAGEMENT PARADIGMS

Woodrow Wilson’s Statements: Two Dimensions

Wilson’s famous essay “The Study of Administration” (1887) defines two critical
elements of public administration—the politics-administration dichotomy and the
adoption of businesslike practices (or market mechanisms). Wilson asserts that the
“field of administration is the field of business. It is removed from the hurry and strife
of politics” and “lies outside the proper sphere of politics. Administrative questions
are not political questions” even if “politics sets the tasks for administration” ([1887]
1941, p. 20). Through these famous citations Wilson offered the following two impor-
tant messages. First, although policies are to be discussed and decided by politicians,
they should be neutrally implemented through a professional bureaucracy. Second,
businesslike practices should guide administration. Here the two elements—the poli-
tics-administration dichotomy and the adoption of business-like practices or market
mechanism—will be used for the classification of four management paradigms.

The Politics-Administration Dichotomy

The first message by Wilson (1887) concerns the separation of administrative
processes from the influence of politics (i.e., the Congress or the President). The
bureaucracy is supposed to limit its duty to administration (Goodnow, 1900). In line
with this trend, early reformers developed council-manager plans for local governments
in which the council makes policies and the city manager executes it. However, this
practice of enforcing a separation between politics and administration increasingly
broke down (Denhardt, 1999, p. 17) as public managers started to be drawn into the
policy-making process, and after World War II, the distinction became untenable.
Waldo (1948), Appleby (1949), Dahl (1947), and Long (1949) thoroughly dismantled
the standing of the idealized dichotomy in the field of public administration, rejecting
it as a false description of reality. “Public administration,” Appleby declared, “is policy-
making” (1949, p. 170).

To some extent, public managers’ increasing involvement in the policy-making
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process was attributable to the fact that the management of government organizations
was becoming more complex, and the legislative branch of government realized the
difficulty of being knowledgeable about every facet of government (Denhardt, 1999,
p. 17). Consequently, the legislative branch was forced to delegate a substantial portion
of its policy-making authority to public agencies that were endowed with technical
and professional expertise. However, this sharing of policy-making power with the
legislative branch meant that public managers often found themselves caught between
the imperatives—efficiency, on the one hand, and responsiveness, on the other, and
between bureaucracy, on the one hand, and democracy, on the other.

Public managers are expected to manage public organizations in the most efficient
manner possible, getting things done in a prompt and least costly manner. On the other
hand, these managers are supposed to be always attentive to the needs of the citizenry
regardless of whether those needs are communicated through the chief executive,
through the legislature, or directly (Denhardt, 1999, p. 19). Similarly, public managers
are expected encourage widespread participation and involvement by citizens in the
policymaking process (Redford, 1969, p. 8), but the bureaucratic structure can make
this kind of democratic participation difficult. That is, against participation and
involvement, there stands the bureaucratic culture of top-down decision-making and
authority (Denhardt, 1999, p. 19).

In this sense, these two issues (efficiency vs. responsiveness and bureaucracy vs.
democracy) can be subsumed under the politics-administration dichotomy. That is,
efficiency and bureaucracy can be seen as facets of administration, whereas respon-
siveness and democracy can be regarded as aspects of politics. Once the role of public
managers in the policy-making process became more apparent after World War II,
concerns began to arise over responsiveness and democracy in the administrative
sphere. Consequently, the degree of separation between politics and administration
will vary in accordance with management paradigms and can be classified into as
either high or low.

Market Mechanisms (Businesslike Practices)

Wilson’s claim that the “field of administration is the field of business” ([1887]
1941, p. 20) implies that administration should reflect businesslike practices. Wilson’s
statement has worked as a powerful justification for reformers who have applied vari-
ous management techniques and methods used in the private sector to the sphere of
public management. That is, these reformers interpret Wilson’s statement to mean that
public management is not distinct from business administration. Consequently, many
government organizations have been designed to resemble private firms (Rainey, 2003,
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p. 59). Many public organizations perform businesslike functions and generate their
own revenues through the sale of products and services and other means. Furthermore,
the public and private sectors have overlapped and become intertwined in a number of
ways in recent years. Through contracts, grants, vouchers, subsidies, and franchises,
governments make arrangements for the delivery of health care, sanitation services,
research services, and a number of other services in conjunction with private-sector
organizations (Rainey, 2003, p. 60). The “commercialization” of government organi-
zations may compromise their public service mission or the public interest. The degree
to which government organizations are commercialized or adopt market mechanisms
in their practice may vary by the management paradigm they pursue as well and can
be classified as high or low.

Classification of the Four Management Paradigms

Figure 1 shows the combination of the two dimensions discussed thus far (i.e., the
politics-administration dichotomy and market mechanisms) resulting in the four cate-
gories. Traditional public administration is categorized as high on the politics-adminis-
tration dichotomy but low with respect to market mechanisms. This management para-
digm is classified as high on the politics-administration dichotomy because it is rooted
in the idea that the role of public managers ought to be limited to ensuring that rules
and procedures are properly followed in the implementation of policies.

Dissimilar Public Management Paradigms, Similar Adoption 71

The Korean Journal of Policy Studies

Figure 1. Categorization of Management Paradigms



Furthermore, traditional public administration is categorized as low with respect to
market mechanisms because of its nature as a “closed-system” (Rainey, 2003, p. 50;
Kettl, 2002, p. 101). The students of the closed system represented by Max Weber liken
an organization to a machine “whose own operation is substantially unaffected by its
environment” (Kettl, 2002, p. 101). In other words, traditional public administration relies
exclusively on its internal structure and operations, such as stability and predictability
through hierarchy, and written rules, to achieve organizational effectiveness. In this
management paradigm, the external environment, such as the market, is not under-
stood to be an alternative measure of service provision, as it is in NPM or networked
governance; thus it is low with respect to market mechanisms.

New public administration is categorized as low on the politics-administration
dichotomy as well as with respect to market mechanisms. It is understood as having a
low degree of separation between politics and administration because of the emphasis
it puts on involvement of employees and clients (in particular, the disadvantaged and
the poor) in the policymaking process for the achievement of social equity. That is,
under the new public administration, the area of administration is blurred by that of
politics. In addition, like traditional public administration the new public administration
is categorized as low with respect to market mechanisms because it does not adopt
methods of the private sector to deliver public services.

NPM is categorized as high on the politics-administration dichotomy as well as
with respect to market mechanisms. This is because, as already noted, the role of public
managers in NPM is limited to faithfully implementing what politicians decide (Stoker,
2006, p. 46), and then politicians make the final judgment on what the managers
achieved in terms of the goals set by the politicians. In addition, NPM argues for the
government’s use of means similar to those used in the private sector, a proposition
that is based on the assumption that public and private organizations are sufficiently
alike (e.g., privatization and contracting: Barzelay, 2001; Kettl, 2002). That is, NPM is
a management paradigm that aims to commercialize public management by providing
customer-oriented services and by setting performance targets and incentives, among
others; thus, it is high with respect to market mechanisms.

Networked governance is categorized as low on the politics-administration dichotomy
but high with respect to market mechanisms. It is low on the politics-administration
dichotomy because it does not seek to keep politics at arm’s length but rather considers
it as central to management practices (Stoker 2006, p. 46). That is, under networked
governance public managers are supposed to create public value by participating in the
policy-making process (Moore, 1995, p. 57). In addition, networked governance is
categorized as high with respect to market mechanisms because it has inherited many
strategies that emphasize businesslike practices from NPM. For example, networked
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governance uses open competition among the public, private, and voluntary sectors to
identify the best supplier. This mechanism ensures that the focus is on end results
(Stoker, 2006, p. 48). Moreover, NPM emphasizes a performance culture (which
encourages strong commitment to services for individuals and community) to guarantee
world-class service delivery (Aldridge & Stoker, 2002).

Common Features of Management Paradigms

The high degree of separation between politics and administration shared by tradi-
tional public administration and NPM is associated with the value of neutral competence
or efficiency (see figure 1). Traditional public administration calls for the establishment
of a highly skilled bureaucracy insulated from political interference so that neutral
competence or efficiency can be achieved by it. Likewise, NPM also seeks to keep
politics out of government agencies so as to enable the achievement of bureaucratic
efficiency (Kaboolian, 1998, p. 190).2

The low degree of separation between politics and administration, which is shared
by new public administration and networked governance, leads to more responsive
and democratic governments. It means that the legislative branch is no longer the
dominant policy maker but rather shares policy-making power with the administrative
branch and others (Meier, 1993, p. 49). Yet the bureaucratic policy-making power 
delegated by the legislative branch is in turn allocated to individuals and pressure
groups, whose participation in the policy-making process has been highlighted as a
means of making bureaucracy more responsive and democratic. As demonstrated by
the case of maximum feasible participation, new public administration encourages the
involvement of the disadvantaged and the poor in the policy-making process to make
public management more responsible to their needs. Networked governance calls for a
democratic process based on continuous interactions between the government and the
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governed whereby they can learn from each other and produce solutions. Networked
governance ensures democracy by opening up the governance system as far as possible
to relevant stakeholders.

Traditional public administration and new public administration both embrace
process-oriented management practices as a result of their deemphasis on market
mechanisms. Process-oriented or rule-oriented management is particularly strict when
the organizational goals are conflicting or ambiguous, which is the case under the elite
democracy that guides traditional public administration. Under the elite democracy,
political leaders are supposed to be flexible enough to balance various interests and
make policies that can address changing circumstances. That is, the objectives of public
policies made under the elite democracy (i.e., traditional public administration) tend to
be conflicting and ambiguous. The difficulty in specifying and measuring policy
goals, which makes market mechanisms inappropriate, causes public officials to try to
manage agencies by enforcing rigid procedures and rules rather than by evaluating policy
outcomes. Thus, under traditional public administration, government manages demands
from civil society (e.g., welfare-benefits related services) through the standardization
of administrative responses. Prescribed rules govern the work of public officials so
that all similar cases are managed in the same way.

New public administration focuses on processes (in this case, political participation
rather than rules) as well in its emphasis on the involvement and participation of the
socially and economically disadvantaged in the policy-making process for the
achievement of social equity. It appears that new public administration is not result
oriented since it does not tell us how to determine whether social equity has been
achieved. Probably due to its lack of performance measures or its overemphasis on
processes, new public administration’s maximum feasible participation was largely
unsuccessful.

NPM’s and networked governance’s adoption of market mechanisms leads to more
result-oriented government. NPM emphasizes economic rationalism, methods such as
strong customer service, performance-based contracting, and reliance on competition,
market incentives, and fiscal austerity measures that help make governments “work
better and cost less.” All these approaches target efficiency, enhanced performance,
and customer satisfaction, which are result oriented. That is, the practices of NPM
deemphasize processes such as democratic deliberation and standardized rules and
focus on ends or targets instead.

Networked governance is also result oriented. Its management paradigm emphasizes
democratic deliberation through which various stakeholders are involved in policymak-
ing and policy delivery, but it also adopts many of the market mechanisms associated
with NPM. However, they are all means to secure the goal that networked governance
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ultimately pursues—the public interest. The public interest concerns the broader interest
of the community and the long-term consequences of policy to it. Thus, in networked
governance the most important criteria for assessing management performance is how
effectively the management paradigm has advanced the public interest (Denhardt &
Denhardt, 2003, p. 9; Stoker, 2006).

FOURFOLD POLICY SCHEME AND PROPER 
MANAGEMENT PARADIGMS

This section analyzes the fourfold policy scheme from the perspective of public
management rather than of politics.3 For this purpose, it is imperative to illustrate the
subject from the standpoint of those that manage or administer each type of policy. In
addition, using the features of each type of public policy illustrated, I suggest an
appropriate management paradigm for each policy type, thereby matching means to
ends by fitting a management paradigm to a policy type.

Lowi’s widely used fourfold policy scheme (1972) subdivides public policies into
regulatory, distributive, redistributive, and constituent policies. Lowi (1985) argues that
the categories of public policy need to be understood as efforts to act on the intentions
of state (or rulers) that have been declared in the established lawful language of the
government.4 Because there is more than one way the state can declare an intention (or
more than one way the state can assert its coercive powers through public agencies),
there is more than one category of policy.

Regulatory Policies

Public managers and agencies that administer regulatory policies are responsible for
implementing laws restricting unfair competition and preventing the sale substandard
goods, for making or implementing rules imposing obligations on citizens, and for
providing sanction for nonconformance (Lowi, 1985, p. 85). In addition, the legislative
branch is inclined to delegate a great amount of policy-making authority to regulatory
agencies partly because legislators perceive that assuming control of regulatory policy
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may not be politically beneficial for the legislature (Epstein & O’Halloran, 1999, p. 8).
Therefore, legislators set general guidelines, and managers in regulatory agencies
expand these vague laws into certain policy actions through rule making (Meier, 1993,
p. 85). Since rule making is a quasi-legislative process in which interest groups are
heavily involved, regulatory policies create politics of “pluralism.”

Regulatory policies are the area where intense politics are involved but no market
mechanism appears. As illustrated above, regulatory agencies face harsh conflicts or
politics among various interests over the rule-making process, which indicates a low on
the politics-administration dichotomy. On the other hand, regulatory agencies formulate
and impose rules on citizens or interest groups rather than deliver benefits to them.
Thus, regulatory agencies are not in need of market mechanisms, such as privatization
or outsourcing, for the accomplishment of their regulatory duties. In turn, it appears
that for those working in the area of regulatory policies new public administration
would be an appropriate management paradigm to adopt (see Figure 1).

Although both the implementation of regulatory policies and the philosophical
basis of new public administration focus on the equity or fairness of those affected by
them, their constituencies are not identical. The constituency of new public administra-
tion—the disadvantaged and the poor—is narrower than that of regulatory policies—
the general public or interest groups. Consequently, it is recommended that public
managers in the sphere of regulatory policy rely on new public administration particu-
larly when their policy targets are socially or economically disadvantaged individuals.

Distributive Policies

Lowi (1985) regards distributive policies as being virtually the opposite of regula-
tory ones in mission. That is, distributive agencies are responsible for promoting and
fostering the interests of their clientele—that is, providing benefits such as research
results, services, grants and subsidies directly to citizens and organizations. Thus,
while regulatory agencies’ relationship with the public is that of controller and con-
trolled, the relationship between distributive agencies and the public is one of patron
and client. Distributive policies can be allocated and disaggregated in a non-zero-sum
way or on a unit-by-unit basis. In addition, distributive agencies need a great amount of
discretion in order to serve the particular demands of citizens effectively. A localized
or decentralized policy-making structure is imperative in the distributive policy realm,
and it often comes to be dominated by clients. Lowi (1979, p. 68) concisely illustrates
this tendency in the field of agriculture, noting that it is an area “where the distinction
between public and private has come closest to being completely eliminated. This has
been accomplished not by public expropriation of private domain . . . but by private
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expropriation of public authority.”
Networked governance would be most appropriate paradigm for carrying out 

distributive policies (see figure 1). That is, distributive policies are categorized as less
on the politics-administration dichotomy and more on the market mechanism because
of their decentralized policymaking process and privatized service delivery system,
respectively. The localized policy-making structure of distributive policies may foster
the participation of local stakeholders so that policies aimed at community well-being
can be made and implemented through social coordination among the community
members. On the other hand, distributive benefits are often delivered through privati-
zation or outsourcing (e.g., garbage collection, research consortiums). Networked 
governance would be an appropriate model for public managers whose job is to imple-
ment distributive polices because it focuses on deliberation and learning among stake-
holders and encourages taking an open-minded approach in selecting suppliers.

Furthermore, some distributive policy areas should be niches for NPM, particularly
its practices that focus on customer oriented services.5 Although NPM calls for a high
degree of separation between politics and administration (see Figure 1), it stresses
“empowering employees to get results” and “decentralizing decision making power”
(Rosenbloom, 1998, p. 22), which is signified with one of its key elements, entrepre-
neurial managers. NPM relies on a decentralized structure to enable individual units
in an agency to act as customer service centers (Rosenbloom, 1998, p. 25). In conse-
quence, as public managers become more responsive to customers’ demands, the
boundaries between public agencies and their external environments tend to become
less distinct (Rosenbloom, 1998, 25). This point is, to some extent, associated with
what Lowi (1979, p. 68) illustrated about distributive policy area as quoted above. In
short, NPM’s focus on customer orientation fits the nature of distributive policy that
fosters and promotes the interests of their clientele.

Redistributive Policies

Redistributive policies tax one group of individuals, the employed and rich, to pro-
vide benefits to another group, the unemployed and poor. That is, they aim to achieve
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5. NPM views the public almost exclusively as customers (Rosenbloom, 1998, 453). But
public administration scholars have not often addressed the status of the “public” in the
public administrative state (Rosenbloom, 1998, 454). For the most part, traditional public
administration treated the public as “cases”—that is, as routinely handled clients who fell
into similar categories (Rosenbloom, 1998, 485). NPM transformed the public from cases
to customers. In this regard, NPM has made an important contribution in the field of public
administration, reinvigorating and strengthening agencies’ commitment to service.



equity in society by balancing power between the “haves” and the “have-nots” (Forester,
1984, pp. 28-29). Redistributive policies (e.g., Medicare, Medicaid, affirmative action,
special community development efforts, categorical antipoverty grants, unemployment
insurance, and social security) are generally controversial, the source of ideological or
class conflicts between liberals and conservatives.

The controversial nature of redistributive policies leads to the centralization of policy-
making that confines the development of programs within the legislature. More specif-
ically, redistributive tax programs adopt an “ability to pay” system, such as taxes on
luxury items and a progressive income tax. Such redistributive tax programs signifi-
cantly affect those in the high-income brackets, since a small increase in, say, the
income tax in theses high-income bracket will seize a great amount of money from
individuals in the bracket.6 Thus, legislators tend to enact specific legislation, leaving
administrative agencies with no or little latitude to resolve such controversial problems
within the legislative branch and limiting the opportunities of agencies to cultivate
clientele (McCool, 1990, p. 284). Generally speaking, unlike regulatory and distributive
agencies, redistributive agencies do not have mutual exploitation and cooptation with
organized interest groups in the private sector because they do not interact with these
groups much. Furthermore, their lack of decision-making power leads redistributive
agencies to concentrate on mechanically executing policies specified by the legislative
branch.

Redistributive policies can be characterized as more in line with a management
paradigm that depends on a high degree of separation between politics and administra-
tion dichotomy and that does not depend much on market mechanisms (see figure 1).
This is because those managing redistributive policies are supposed to faithfully imple-
ment what the legislative branch decides and because no salient market mechanism
seems to be associated with the delivery of redistributive policies. Thus, it appears that
traditional public administration is the best approach for the implementation of redis-
tributive policies.

Constituent Policies

Constituent policies are conceptually the least mature of the four policy areas. These
policies—administrative/departmental reform policies, policies to create agencies and
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6. The other examples for which minor changes at the margins threaten great shifts of benefit
in the economy of major class interests are fraction of a percent in the discount rate, the
modification of a word in the explanation of eligibility, and a change of one element in the
composition of the CPI (Lowi, 1985, p. 93).



administer personnel, and budget policies, for example—are responsible for government
itself in that they are organized around not service provision but administrative goals.
They aim to benefit the government—that is, the government is the constituency. In
turn, unlike other line agencies, constituent agencies have minimal responsibility for
making or implementing rules that are associated directly with citizen conduct or 
status. Constituent agencies rather decide and implement “rules about rules”—i.e.,
rules applied to line agencies—to support or control the operations of line agencies.

Decision making in constituent policies hinges on interaction among a few rival
party leaders, but constituent policies engender relatively little conflict in the legisla-
ture because in-house, administrative affairs do not attract much interest or attention
from groups outside the government such as electorates or interest groups. Conse-
quently, presidents have greater influence over constituent policies (Spitzer, 1983, p.
150). However, the legislative branch may not delegate much policy-making power to
constituent agencies. The amount of power delegated to executive agencies from 
congressional committees is much lower in the area of civil service (i.e., a constituent
policy) than in other areas, such as public health (i.e., regulatory) or science and tech-
nology (i.e., distributive) (Epstein & O’Halloran, 1999, pp. 202-203). Thus, constituent
policies accord well with a management paradigm that depends on a high degree of
separation between politics and administration. Further, those implementing constituent
policies do not adopt market mechanism approaches from the private sector or out-
source service deliveries because the nature of constituent policies is administrative.
Therefore, the methods and techniques of traditional public administration are appro-
priate for constituent agencies to use.

Table 1 provides a summary of the preceding discussion connecting policy areas to
proper management paradigms. Generally speaking, different public management 
paradigms have different policy niches. New public administration matches regulatory
policy, networked governance and NPM (particularly, customer oriented practices)
makes a good fit with distributive policy, and traditional public administration is
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Table 1. Policy Type and Proper Management Paradigm

Policy type Proper management paradigm

Regulatory New public administration

Distributive Networked governance
New public management (Customer-oriented practices)

Redistributive Traditional public administration

Constituent Traditional public administration 



appropriate for both redistributive and constituent policy.
It is important to point out, however, that NPM should be used in only limited areas

of distributive policy. NPM has often stressed relying on procedures for implementing
government policies that are similar to those supposedly used in private market activi-
ties and business, on the basis of presumption that public and private organizations are
adequately similar to make it possible to adopt similar techniques in both sectors
(Barzelay, 2001; Kettl, 2002). And so NPM techniques should only be adopted in 
distributive policy areas that are comparable to private market settings. A good example
of such a policy arena would be the U.S. Postal Service, which operates generally like
business firm in a market (Rosenbloom, 1998, p. 477). Such a public organization has
to invest in services for which there is powerful customer need and eliminate com-
pletely those without customer demand. Other distributive policy areas, however, call
for extensive stakeholder participation in policy making. Thus, where the practice of
public administration is not purely marketlike, networked governance, characterized
by reliance on market mechanisms but featuring little distinction between politics and
administration, would be the answer for government reformers.

CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This article has explored how to resolve the problematic issue of the “one-size-fits-
all” approach to public management paradigms by focusing on finding an appropriate
management paradigm for particular policy arena(s) based on two critical elements of
public administration—the politics-administration dichotomy and use of market mech-
anisms (Wilson, 1887). The study proposes that despite calls for an end to bureaucracy
(or hierarchy) (Pinchot & Pinchot, 1994; Thayer, 1973; Bevir, 2007), traditional public
administration is an appropriate choice in the areas of redistributive and constituent
policy. Moreover, new public administration works well for regulatory policy, whereas
networked governance and NPM (i.e., its customer orientation) are the right answer in
the arena of distributive policy. Overall, this maintains that an appropriate management
approach is dependent on the types of public policy that public officials are supposed
to implement (Rhodes, 1997; Keast et al., 2006; Jordan et al., 2005). Scholarly conver-
sation on modern governance should be geared toward finding the mix of management
paradigms that operates most efficiently in a given policy area. As Rhodes (1997, p.
139) has stated, “It’s the mix that matters.” However, the mix should be dependent on
the configuration of different policies that the government implements. In order that
public administrators are able to select the best management for implementing their
policies, it is critical for reformers or political leaders to delegate the authority that will
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enable them to surmount the one-size-fits-all approach to government reform.
In the future, researchers can assess the empirical validity of the propositions 

suggested here. For example, multiple case studies would tell us whether or not a given
policy type is critical to the success of the management paradigm. Moreover, although
this article broadly describes a certain type of policy such as regulatory, distributive,
and so on, for empirical studies it would be necessary to further specify types of policy
(e.g., pollution regulation, personnel management, research grant, etc.). For this purpose,
Ackroyd et al.’s (2007) study may provide us with a good model. They found that 
in the U.K., the effectiveness of NPM varied widely according to the area of public
services—housing (presumably, distributive policy), social services (i.e., redistributive
policy), and health care (i.e., redistributive policy). NPM was most successful in the
area of housing, whereas it was less effective in social services and health care. One of
their explanations for this is that compared with employees in social work and health
care who have strong attachments to a “public service ethos,” housing officers have
consistently been exposed to the private sector and its values (p. 23). Thus, housing
officers are better able to meet NPM objectives of efficiency and performance control,
as well as customer satisfaction. Furthermore, it might be meaningful for future
researchers to address policy arenas with mixed characteristics, such as one that contains
features of distributive and regulatory policy—farm subsidies, for example—or of 
distributive and redistributive policy—for instance, urban mass transit (Spitzer, 1983,
pp. 29-31). In these mixed policy arenas, it would be challenging for public adminis-
trators to adopt a single management paradigm or even to combine relevant multiple
management paradigms. Finally, future researchers may want to consider other situa-
tional factors, such as organizational type in addition to policy type. A multiple regres-
sion analysis incorporating different situational factors would or would not verify the
validity of the policy type variable. The results of such studies would suggest more
sophisticated guidelines for effective implementation of public management paradigms.

REFERENCES

Ackroyd, S, Kirkpatrick, I., & Walker, R. M. 2007. Public management reform in the
UK and its consequences for professional organization. Public Administration,
85(1): 9-26.

Aldridge, R., & Stoker, G. 2002. Advancing a public service ethos. London: New
Local Government Network.

Alford, J., & Hughes, O. 2008. Public value pragmatism as the next phase of public
Management. American Review of Public Administration, 38(2): 130-148.

Dissimilar Public Management Paradigms, Similar Adoption 81

The Korean Journal of Policy Studies



Appleby, P. 1949. Policy and administration. University of Alabama Press.
Barzelay, M. 2001. The new public management: Improving research and policy 

dialogue. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
Beetham, D. 1987. Bureaucracy. Stony Stratford, UK: Open University Press.
Behn, R. D. 1998. The new public management paradigm and the search for democratic

accountability. International Public Management Journal, 1(2): 131-164.
Bevir, M. 2007. What is governance? In M. Bevir (ed.), Public governance. Vol. 1:

Theories of Governance. London: Sage.
Dahl, R. 1947. The science of public administration: Three problems. Public Adminis-

tration Review, 7(1): 1-11.
Daley, D. 1984. Controlling the bureaucracy among the states. Administration and

Society, 15 (4): 475-488.
deLeon, L., & Denhardt, R. B. 2000. The political theory of reinvention. Public

Administration Review, 60(2): 89-97.
Denhardt, R. B. 1999. Public administration: An action orientation. Orlando, FL: 

Harcourt Brace.
Denhardt, R. B., & Denhardt, J. V. 2003. The new public service: An approach to

reform. International Review of Public Administration, 8(1): 2-10.
Dunleavy, P., Margetts, H., Bastow, S., & Tinkler, J. 2005. New public management 

is dead—Long live digital-era governance. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, 16(3): 467-494.

Epstein, D., & O’Halloran. S. 1999. Delegating powers: A transaction cost politics
approach to policy making under separate powers. New York: Cambridge 
University Press.

Evans, J. W. 1981. A new administrative ethic? Attitudes of public managers and 
students. Public Personnel Management, 10(1): 132-139.

Forester, J. 1984. Bounded rationality and the politics of muddling through. Public
Administration Review, 44(1): 23-31.

Frederickson, H. G. 2010. Social equity and public administration: Origins, developments,
and applications. Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe.

Goodnow, F. J. 1900. Politics and administration. New York: Macmillan.
Goodsell, C. T. 1981. Looking once again at human service bureaucracy. Journal of

Politics, 43(3): 763-778.
Goss, S. 2001. Making local governance work. London: Macmillan.
Guy, M. E. 1989. Minnowbrook II: Conclusions. Public Administration Review, 49(2):

219-220.
Hood, C., Scott, C., James, O., Jones, G. W., & Travers, A. 1999. Regulation inside

government: Waste-watchers, quality police and sleaze-busters. Oxford: Oxford

82 Yoonho Kim

The Korean Journal of Policy Studies



University Press.
Hood, C., & Peters, G. 2004. The middle aging of new public management: Into the

age of paradox? Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 14(3):
267-282.

Jones, C. 2001. Voices from the front line: State social workers and new labour. British
Journal of Social Work, 31(4): 547-562.

Jones, L. R., & Thompson, F. 1999. Public management: Institutional renewal for the
twenty-first century. Stamford, CT: Elsevier-JAI Press.

Jordan, A., Wurzel, R. K. W., & Zito, A. 2005. The rise of “new” policy instruments in
comparative perspective: Has governance eclipsed government? Political Studies,
53(3): 477-496.

Kaboolian, L. 1998. The new public management: Challenging the boundaries of the
management vs. administration debate. Public Administration Review, 58(3):
189-193.

Keast, R., Mandell, M., & Brown, K. 2006. Mixing state, market and network governance
modes: The role of government in “crowded” policy domains. International
Journal of Organization Theory and Behavior, 9(1): 27-50.

Kettl, D. F. 2002. The transformation of governance. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
University Press.

Kickert, W. J. M. 1997. Public governance in the Netherlands: An alternative to Anglo-
American managerialism. Public Administration, 75(4): 731-753.

Kim, J., & Kaneko, Y. 2011. Social service contracting-out in Korea and Japan: Municipal
governments, nonprofit contractors, and local residents. Korean Journal of Policy
Studies, 26(1): 145-187.

Kim, Y. 2007. Differentiation of bureaucracies and their responses to reform. PhD
diss.. Cornell University.

Kim, Y. 2010. The New Public Management (NPM) and its limitations. Korean 
Governance Review, 17(3): 179-195.

Light, P. 1993. Monitoring government inspectors general and the search for account-
ability. Washington, DC: Brookings.

Long, N. 1949. Power and administration. Public Administration Review, 9 (3): 257-
264.

Lowi, T. J. 1972. The four systems of policy, politics and choice. Public Administration
Review, 32(4): 298-310.

Lowi, T. J. 1979. The end of liberalism: The second republic of the United States (2nd
ed.). New York: Norton.

Lowi, T. J. 1985. The state in politics: The relation between policy and administration. In
Roger G. Noll (ed.), Regulatory Policy and the Social Sciences (pp.). Berkeley:

Dissimilar Public Management Paradigms, Similar Adoption 83

The Korean Journal of Policy Studies



University of California Press.
Marini, F. 1971. Toward a new public administration. Scranton, PA: Chandler Publica-

tions.
McCool, D. 1990. Subgovernments as determinants of political viability. Political Science

Quarterly, 105(2): 269-294.
Meier, K. J. 1993. Politics and the bureaucracy: Policymaking in the fourth branch of

government. Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole Publishing.
Moore, M. 1995. Creating public value. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Pinchot, G., & Pinchot, E. 1994. The end of bureaucracy and the rise of intelligent

organization. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.
Pollitt, C., Birchall, J., & Putnam, K. 1998. Decentralizing public service management.

London: Macmillan.
Rainey, H. G. 2003. Understanding and managing public organizations. San Francisco:

Jossey-Bass.
Redford, E. S. 1969. Democracy in the administrative state. New York: Oxford Univer-

sity Press.
Rhodes, R. A. W. 1997. From marketisation to diplomacy: It’s the mix that matters.

Australian Journal of Public Administration, 56(2): 40-53.
Rosenbloom, D. H. 1998. Public administration. McGraw-Hill.
Syrett, V., Jones, M., & Sercombe, N. 1997. Implementing community care: The 

congruence of manager and practitioner cultures. Social Work and Social Sciences
Review, 7(3): 154-169.

Smith, R. 2003. Focusing on public value: Something old and something new. Victoria,
Australia: Monash University.

Spitzer, R. J. 1983. The presidency and public policy: The four arenas of presidential
power. University: University of Alabama Press.

Stoker, G. 2006. Public value management: A new narrative for networked governance?
American Review of Public Administration, 36(1): 41-57.

Terry, L. D. 1993. Why we should abandon the misconceived quest to reconcile public
entrepreneurship with democracy. Public Administration Review, 53(4): 393-
395.

Thayer, F. 1973. An end to hierarchy! An end to competition! New York: Viewpoints.
Thompson, F. J., & Riccucci, N. M. 1998. Reinventing government. Annual Review of

Political Science, 1:231-257.
Waldo, D. 1948. The administrative state: A study of the political theory of American

public administration. New York: Ronald Press.
Waldo, D. 1971. Public administration in a time of turbulence. Scranton, PA: Chan-

dler Publications.

84 Yoonho Kim

The Korean Journal of Policy Studies



Walker, R. M. 2001. How to abolish public housing: Implications and lessons from
public management reform. Housing Studies, 16(5): 676-696.

Walker, R. M., & Enticott, G. 2004. Using multiple informants in housing studies:
Methodological issues and prescriptions for research. Paper presented at the
Asia-Pacific Network for Housing Research, Hong Kong, February.

Wilson, W. [1887] 1941. The study of administration. Political Science Quarterly, 56(2):
197-222.

Dissimilar Public Management Paradigms, Similar Adoption 85

The Korean Journal of Policy Studies



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


