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On the Nature of Public Policy

Renzong Huang, Peking University, Beijing

ince Harold Lasswell and Daniel Lerner published

The Policy Science: Recent Developmenis in

Scope and Method in 1951, public policy analysis
has been developing into an engaging discipline, and it
is even considered a revolution in contemporary soclal
sciences. At the same time, it is evident that public pel-
icy analysis has not constructed a solid bridge between
academic research and empirical research, behavioral
science and management science, and academia and
the practical circle. That is, public policy analysis has
not fulfilled the task of interdisciplinary integration.

To some degree, this is because people have not
agreed upon the nature of public policy, which is the
basic unit of public policy analysis. This hinders its
passage to academic dialogue. Strictly speaking, public
policy analysis has not grown into a systematic para-
digm. It 15 rather Jike a research method that covers
many fields and involves many disciplines. Different
methods of public policy seem to be at odds with each
other. In order for there to be an academie dialogue, it
is necessary for public policy analysis to first reach a
consensus on its basic unit of analysis, “public policy.”
This will allow policy analysis to gain greater accept-
dance.

This article focuses on the nature of public policy. It
includes: (a) defining public policy in the light of prob-
lem-solving (b) arguing that the functions of public
policy during the process of solving objective differ-
ences include not only allocation, but also production,
exchange, and consumption of public inferests (¢)
showing that the function of the consumption of public
interests is negative, as confrasted with allocation, pro-

duction, and exchange—which are positive func-
tions—so that it must be limited in the policy process.

Review of Traditional Uiews

The following are traditional views regarding the nature
of public policy:

(1.) Woodrow Wilson, who 1s arguably the father of
modem public administration, contends, “public policy
is the laws and regulations which are made by legisiative
statesmen and implemented by public administration
personnel” (as cited in Wu Qiyuan, 1985, p. 4).

This definition is obvicusly characterized by “the
dichotomy between politics and administration,” which
narrows the scope and himifs the range of public policy
makers. First, public policy includes not only laws and
regulations, but also government’s plans, instructions,
decisions, and other symbolic systems. Secondly, those
who participate in the making of public policy include
not only statesmen, but also representatives of citizens,
experts, and scholars. Especially in the modern era of the
“administrative state” (Waldo, 1984), with the sharp
expansion of goverrunental function and the wide appli-
cation of administrative judicial rights, executive author-
ities’ participation in making public policy has increased
steadily. In cennection with the above, Paul Appleby
(1949) points out, “decision-making doesn’t merely
belong to politics,” and “public administration means
decision making” (pp. 27, 170).

(2.) Harold Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan (1970)
define public policy as “a projected program of goals,

Abstracr: Based upon an analysis of different academic views on public policy, this article points out the deficiency of each,
especially David Easton’s view of “allocation of values.” Threugh the analysis of selutions to public problems, this article
concludes that the nature of public policy is government, which takes governmental interests and public interests into consid-
eration, and chooses to reduce either objective difference or subjective differcnces in order to solve public problems effec-
tively and in a timely manner. Public policy can directly adjust social interest relations to reduce objective difference by exer-
cising three positive functions — production, allocation, and exchange of public interests. It can further set public interests
aside and merely mitigate public dissatisfaction, or reduce subjective difference by reducing or diverting public expectations.
Furthermore, government must guard and restrain public policy’s inherent negative consumption function of public interests.
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values, and practices™ (p. 71). The afore-
mentioned definition confuses public
policy with programs, making the latter
scem overly extensive. A program can
be public policy, but not all public poli-
cies are programs. As has been pointed
out, public policy also includes instruc-
tions, decisions, laws, regulations, and
other symbolic systems that government
sends out.

(3.) Thomas R. Dye (1987) thinks,
“Public policy i1s whatever governments

Government must take
the response to public
problems into
consideration when it

makes a public policy.

This response, however, inevitably
involves the preferences and interests of
government itself. Public policy reflects
the double demand of govemment and
its environment. Eyestone’s view, there-
fore, is relatively deep.

In the first place, what is a govern-
mental enviromment? [s it only the sur-
rounding envirenment outside govern-
ment? [ think that government, like any
other organization, is an ¢pen, and not a
closed system. The boundary between

choose to do or not to do” (p. 2). Dye

focuses not only on government action, but also on gov-
emment inaction, and therefore, his definition shows the
obvious character of behavioralism. It reflects the prac-
tical discipline quality of public policy analysis.
“Action” means that govertunent takes measures or uses
symbols openly in order to solve some public problem.
“Inaction” means that governiment does not take meas-
ures or express active symbeols, abiding by the principle
of noninterference. Both are impertant selutions 1o pub-
lic problems. For example, given that China has been
carrying out political system reform means that it has
been implementing “action” policy. But Chinese
Premier Zhu Rongji (2001) points out, at the same time,
that “the political system reform in China can never
copy westemn patterns, that is to say, China will not adopt
the altemative of banking on political parties or bicam-
eralism.” This 1s, in fact, a land of “inaction” policy.
Dye’s definition is too extensive and lacks adequate
maneuverability, His definition confuses two types of
governmental behavior 1in implementing public policy
with public policy itself. The nature of public policy
should be determined at a deeper Jevel.

(4.) Robert Eyestone (1971} defines public policy
most extensively. He states, “In a broad sense, public
policy is the relationship between governunental organs
and their envitonment™ {p.18}. It 1s evident that Eyestone
15 influenced by the scicnce of ecological administration.
Indeed, public policy is the lunction of a governmental
system and its living environment, namely P : F (G, E)
{here, P refers to public policy, G refers to govermunental
system, and E refers to the living environment).

Government must take the response to public prob-
lems into consideration when it makes a public policy.

closed systems 1s impenetrable, but the
boundary of an open system and a wider super-system Is
penctrable. Besides, environment includes not only the
societal (general) environment, but also the task (specif-
ic) environment. The former is defined as the forces that
affect all organizations in a society. The latter is defined
as “the more specific forces that arve relevant to the deci-
sion-making and transformation process of the individ-
ual organization” (Dill, 1958). “The distinction between
the general environment and the task environment is not
always clear-cat and is continually changing. Forces in
the general environment are continually ‘breaking
through’ into the task environment of the specific organ-
ization™ (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1979, p. 132). “Even
beyond the task environment there are environmental
factors and phenomena which may affect the organiza-
tion. Clearly, the environment is a continuum in which
relevance 1s a matter of degree” (Thorelli, 1967, p. 69).
Further, M. R. Louis looks at organization itself as “the
environment where culture is produced” (as cited in Zhu
Lijia, 1997, p. 274). Within this. the boundary between
government, which is an open social system, is not eas-
ily defined and proves to be penetrable. It is imprecise to
define public policy merely from the interaction between
government and its environment.

{5.) David Easton (1953) defines public policy as “the
authoritative allocation of values for the whole society.”
Furthermore, “the nature of policy is that some things
are owned by some people but not by others.” This view
points out the values allocation function of public poli-
¢y, which is favored by many scholars. There are, how-
ever, attendant concerns regarding this viewpoint.

First, what are values? According to Easton, values
mvolve not only tangible matters, such as capital, but
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Third, can all values in society be

also intangible matters (e.g., power,
reputation, and service). As a philo-
sophic concept, “values” are the func-
tion and utility of object for subject. At
the same time, “values” can be under-
stood as all objects having utility for
subjects. Easton’s definition of public
policy using the term “values™ 1s inher-
ently ambiguous. That is, “‘[Because of]|
the extensiveness of ‘values’... [it is]

Generally speaking,
public policy can
dllocate human values,

but not natural values.

allocated? According to David Easton,
values are things that arc valuable for
people. Yet, there are too many things
that have utility for people, including
natural values (e.g., sunshine, rain, ter-
restrial heat, and the ozonosphere) and
human values (e.g., property, power,
status, and reputation).

Generally speaking, public policy

necessary to [replace] ‘values’ with
‘interests”” (Chen Qingyun, 1996, p. 5).

Interests are ail the resources and conditions which
are necessary for the survival, development, freedom,
and happiness of people. As a matter of fact, the values
“for the whole society” are public interests, Since being
offered by neoliberal plulosopher John Rawls in the
1970s, the thought that individual interests are prior to
public interests has deeply influenced modem govern-
ment’s public policy. Economist Kenneth Joseph
Arrow’s (1986) “theorem of impossibility” contends 1t
to be impossible to cultivate a unanirmous social choice
or to construct hierarchical arrangement of social inter-
ests. In other words, there 1s no unitary “‘public inter-
est.”

The policy credo mentioned above cannot tell pubhc
policy from private policy; hence, it s harmful to public
interests. James Anderson defines public interests as “the
interests which [are] shared by peeple universally and
continuously,” and that “govemment’s task 15 to serve
and promote public interests” (trans. 1990, p. 56).

Second, does the allocation of objects of value or
interest presume making altermnatives? According to
Easten, the nature of policy results not only in benefici-
aries, but also vietims. in my opinion, this assumption 18
not entirely valid. There can be three situations in the
values allocation of public policy: (a) There are both
beneficiaries and victims, which 1s relatively common;
(b) there are beneficiaries but not victims {e.g., China’s
public policy for rural reform in the 1980s resulted in the
pareto optimuin); (¢} there are vicims but ot benefici-
aries (e.g., the former Soviet Union’s pohcy of military
expansion failed to directly help the Soviet people, as it
led to the decline of state power and the depression of
the national economy). This proved to be a total failure
of public policy.

can allocate human values, but not nat-
ural values. But with the blurring of the divide between
what is human-made and what is natural, many social
values are increasingly becoming integrated. For
example, governmental policy could not allocate sun-
shine, which 1s a natural value in traditional society. No
policy can prescribe property rights for sunshine so
specifically that some possess sunshine but others do
not. Therefore, not all values in society can be allocat-
ed by public policy.

Finally, does public policy only have the function of
allocation? Richard Musgrave (1959), like David
Easton, espouses three economic functions of govern-
ment: (a) stabilizing the economy (maintaining a full-
employment economy) (b) allocation (of income) (c)
redjstribution (of resources). I think that they overem-
phasize the values allocation function of public policy
because we can ask, following their logic, “does public
policy have only the function of allocation™ Chen
Qingyun (1999), a professor at Peking University,
believes, “Public policy is the behavioral norms made by
government [ir1 pursuit of its goal, at any given time], to
promote and ailocate the public interests of society.” By
this definition, public policy not only needs to allocate
values, but also bears the function and mission of pro-
moting or producing values. In other words, besides the
functiens of allocating social values or public interests,
public policy has the function of producing, exchanging,
and consuming public interests,

1) The function of production

According to classical economist, Adam Smith, gov-
emment should only play the role of “night watchman.”
Government needs only to divide and allocate the cake,
which should be made large by hberal market mecha-
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supply public goods. This includes con-

nisms. Repudiated in the 1930s, the lais-
sez-faire mechanism that fostered mar-
ket fetishisrn gave way to Keynesian
economics, which emphasizes state
intervention and governmental responsi-
bilities, thereby signaling the end of the
“passive government” era. Although the
rise of Reagan economics and
Thatcherism in the 1970s once led to the
return to neoliberal economics, inter-

It is an effective
government that is the
key to economic and

social development.

tracting out, privatization, public-pri-
vate partnerships, and community serv-
ice. With this in mind, public policy
possesses the production function of
public interests. However, government
should bear the burden of deciding
whether the production of public goods
should be direct or indirect.

vention and liberalism remain two
opposing schools of thought today.

it is not a question of whether government should
intervene. Rather, it is degree of governmental interven-
tion that fosters debate. The World Bank (trans. 1997)
states, “[It is] impossible to achieve economic, social,
and sustainable development without an effective gov-
emment. It is an effective government that is the key to
economic and social development.” Joseph E. Stiglite,
(trans. 1989), who is one of the 2002 Nobel Prize win-
ners for economics, emphasizes the production function
of government. His view is that, “Government itself
directly participates in production when it influences
private production [through] the legal system, legai
mechanisms, direct and indirect allowances {the
allowance built by the tax system is sometines called
tax expenditure), credit activities (direct loan and loan
vouchers), and supply of public service.... In the U.S.A.

. government not only produces goods privately con-
sumed (e.g., railway service) but also orders goods pub-
licly consumed (c.g., military planes} from [the private
sector]” (pp. 34-36). It is the supply of public goods that
is the calling of government. Government directly pro-
duces such public goods and services as national
defense, environmental protection, public order, and
public infrastructure by implementing public policy
(e.g., direct investment and state-controlled shares). This
is the case in every modem country, especially in gov-
ermnment-dominated developing countries, despite differ-
ences in their degree of nationalization.

Certainly, there are arguments about the supply of
public goods. In recent years, western counfries have
made great efforts to change the traditional pattern in
which public goods and services are monopelistically
supplied by governmental sectors. There has been a turn
to the socialization of public service in order to better

2) The function of exchange

According to Peter Blau’s theory of social exchange,
cach process of social intercourse can be looked at as an
exchange of resources between people. “Social
exchange, as the term is used here, refers to voluntary
actions of individuals that are motivated by the returns
they are expected to bring and typically do in fact bring
from others.” (Blau, 1964, p. 91). Indeed, there is social
exchange among governments as there is among indi-
viduals or groups. “Social exchange differs in important
ways from strictly economic exchange. The basic and
most crucial distinction is that social exchange entails
unspecified obligations” (ibid., p. 93). There is exchange
function in public policy indeed. For example, a govern-
ment undertakes foreign trade with others by signing and
implementing  intergovernmental contracts under the
principle of comparative advantage. This is a natural
exchange of social values. According to Heckscher-
Ohlin’s gift theory, comparative advantage results from
relative gifts of production factors and different factor
intensiveness of different merchandise production in dif-
ferent countries. Therefore, each country should produce
and export products that consume relatively sufficient
production factors, and import products consuming rela-
tively scarce production factors. In so doing, every coun-
try’s welfare is promoted,

China’s enfry mto the World Trade Orgamzation
{(WTO) in 2001 indicates Beying’s willingness to pro-
mote the exchange of social values and relations of
mutual priority with foreign countries. The exchange
function of public policy applies not only among central
governments of different countries, but also among local
governments of each country. For example, in recent
years, western China, which has the greater advantage in
nafural resources, has benefited from the investments
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and the talents of eastern China by

and having opened itself to the outside

mutual priority exchange after the
Chinese central government carried out
its public policy of “great western
development.”

3) The function of consumption

In reality, besides the three positive
functions mentioned above (the produc-

China’s public problems
cannot be solved by
any private

organization It must be

world, China’s market econcmy has
grown very rapidly, and the Chinese
standard of living has continuously
improved. At the same time, many pub-
lic problems have appeared (e.g., a
worsening environmental pollution, the
irregular flow of the Yellow River, the
fall of the water table, retrogression of
fishery resources, retrogression of

tion, allocation, and exchange of public government’s grasslands, smaller forest acreage, loss
interests), public policy has a negative . of water and soil, fragile public security,
consumption function, which often resp{mSIhllltg, and a poorly maintained infrastructure).

takes the form of interority or rent-

These public problems cannot be solved

seeking by govermmental sectors. It can

lead to political disoerder, reduce the

legitimacy of the political system, and even destroy the
production, allocation, and exchange functions of public
policy. According to public choice theory, govermment,
which is not benevolent, has the character of the “eco-
nomic man” and 1s “an egoistic, rational, utility maxi-
mizer” as well (Mueller, 1979, p. 1). And government,
which 1s the supplier of public goods, obviously has
more familianty and command over these goods. As a
result, when faced with an opportunity for rent-seeking,
government can impose and extract rent, or otherwise
appropriate and consume public interests which were
originally meant to be shared by the public. What mat-
ters is not to eliminate the consumption function of pub-
lic policy (public choice theory proves that any attempt
like this is in vain), but to limit the negative self-con-
sumption function of public policy by constructing sys-
tems, a democratic credo, fransparent politics, etc.

Public Problems as Reasons for Public Policy

Public policy and private policy differ, given the public
nature of the former. Public policy should reflect the
public will. In the modern. world, although the human
capability for developing nature and transfoming socie-
ty has grown in an unprecedented fashion, many public
problems arise (e.g., the deteriorating environment, pop-
ulation explosion, global warming, internet deceit,
garbage disposal, the fall of the water table, and the ram-
pancy of terrorism). Afier more than 20 years of reform,

by any private organization It must be

government’s responsibility, as govern-
ment can coordinate itself and civil society towards sus-
tainable development through flexible and effective pub-
lic policy.

As an output of the political system, the fundamental
value of public policy lies in the effective and timely
solution of public problems. In other words, public prob-
lems arc the cause and reason for public policy. As
Chinese Taiwanese scholars Zhang Shixian and Chen
Hengjun (1997) write, the value of public policy is “to
deal with or solve public problems or public goals™ (p.
3). The American scholar J. S. Livingston correctly
points out, “The finding and [confirmation] of problems
1s more important than the solution of problems. For a
decision-maker, to solve a wrong problem by a complete
and elegant project will caste a targer blight upon his or
her department than fe solve a right problem by a rela-
tively incomplete project” (as cited in Zhang Finma,
1992, p. 133).

A problem is “the deviation between ‘is’ and ‘ought,’
or the difference between the existing state and the
expected state of a system” (Jiang Shengjie, 1986, p.
78). Problems are defined in accordance with individual
interests, values, knowledge, and convention. That 1s,
different individuals have different understandings and
cognitions. Nevertheless, the human understanding of
problemns is essentially identical, with only minor differ-
ences. This results from the fellowing factors: (a) There
is relative homogeneity among a group facing the same
problem; (b) in comparison with values and conven-
tions, interests are dominant. More specifically, Karl
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problem into its policy agenda; other-

Marx and Friedrich Engels (tr, 1995)
writes, “The start and proceeding of rev-
olution is aimed at interests but not prin-
ciples. It is only interests that can devel-
op into principles” (p. 551). The cogni-
tion difference resulting from wvalues
difference, therefore, is less than the
interest consistency of groups, which
ought to be taken into consideration in
decision making.

Public policy should,
as much as possible,
not interfere in

private problems.

wise, social furbulence may ensue,
undermining its own legitimacy.

A public problem that is not
addressed by government may result
from the following: (a) Civil society is
weak, meaning that there is a shortage
of resources and lack of courage, which
are necessary for a public appeal to gov-
emment; (b) an autocratic government

A problem is either private or public
(social), depending upon its scope. A private problem is
one where the cost and income only influence a single
individual or a limited number of people. In other words,
its beneficiaries and victims are specific and limited.
Generally speaking, a private problem can be solved by
private efforts. In private affairs, an individual has ade-
quate mitiative to maximize his or her interests without
any exterior regulation, supervision, and adjustment for
the symmetry between income and cost of the problem.
As a matter of fact, even when there 15 well-intended
regulation, there is asymmetry between income and cost
in private affairs. “A prosperous socicty always makes
the greatest efforts to ensure privacy, sufficiently
esteems rational choice, and sufficiently protects the
rights of an individual to deal with his or her private
affairs, in contrast to which a poor society often unlimit-
edly interferes in private aftairs, and forcefully restrains,
even deprives, the liberty of individuals to deal with pri-
vate affairs under the principle of the ‘boundary ration-
ality” of individuals” (Mao Shoulong, 2002). Therefore,
public policy should, as much as possible, not interfere
in private problems.

A public problem 1s a problem which influences the
whole society and is “socially-shared” (Chen Qingyun,
2000). After recognition of a public problem’s existence,
the public must have the intention to resort to govem-
ment, which is the public sector for the whole society.
But intention is not action. The public must take action
to press government to bring the public problem into its
policy agenda. Action can be taken under the following
conditions: (a) A strong civil society makes the public
dare to mobilize and appeal to government; (b) a recep-
tive democratic government 1s willing to listen to the
voice of the public; (¢) even if it is not democratic and
constitutional, government wisely brings the public

can neglect social needs; (¢) even if it is
democratic, government has its own interests, or rather
1s “the broker of specific interests” (Anderson, trans.
1990, p. 222). Should the solution of a public problem
prove to be unbeneficial, or run counter (o governmental
interests, government inaction is likely.

It should be noted that both public and private prob-
lems result from two factors: subjective expectation and
objective situation. Public policy can, therefore, solve
public problems in two ways: reducing subjective and
objective indifference.

(1) Reducing subjective difference among the public
(ie., reducing or diverting public expectation and miti-
gating public dissatisfaction). In other words, govern-
ment neither takes action aimed at the solution of the
public problem, nor does it adjust social interest rela-
tions. Rather, it uses propaganda machines to make the
public feel as though ““the problem is not as serious as we
thought and will be solved in a very near future.”

This 1s a policy choice that is suitable for the tempo-
rary treatment of crises. It can give people comfort and
temporarily relieve societal tension. For example,
Vladimir Putin won the Russian Presidency, defeating
several successors to former President Boris Yeltsin.
Putin’s success was predicated upon favoring a policy of
eliminating rebel forces throughout Chechnya. Putin
chose not to participate in the domestic political strug-
gle. As a result, attention was diverted from the
depressed domestic economy to the war in Chechnya,
thereby vaulting Putin to power.

The policy choice of reducing subjective difference is
obviously charucterized by Machiavellianisim, and often
gives the public the feeling of being deceived. But, as
Niccola Machiavelli (1513) wisely said, “So a prince
has, of necessity, to be so prudent that he knows how to
escape the evil reputation attached to those vices which
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have demanded prompt solution, such

could lose mim his state, and how to
avoid those vices which are not so dan-
gerous, if he possibly can; but, if he can-
not, he need not worry so much about
the latter.” This is because “Some of the
things that appear to be vices will bring
him security and prosperity™ (p. 49).
Therefore, this policy choice can play a
certain role under specific situations.
All public problems result from com-
peting interests. Public policy’s interest
and process-natures vitiate govern-
ment’s attempt to avoid solving public
problems by reducing subjective differ-
ence. Contradictions accumulate until
social turbulence, thereby increasing the
likelihood of revolution. After mitigat-
ing public problems temporarily and

Through the production,
dllocation, and
exchange of public
interests, public policy
can reduce objective
difference and achieve
a solution to public

problems.

as the uncompleted SOE reform: the
increasing unemployment rate; the
polarization between rich and poor;
market disorder and segmentation; the
lack of distinction between the
Communist Party of China (CPC), gov-
emment, and enterprises; corruption and
rent-secking; the fragile rule of law; and
the increasing sense of retrogression of
society. With this in mind, public poli-
cy’s consumption function of public
interests has not been effectively limit-
ed, and hcence, has resulted 1n the
increasingly weak dynamic of China’s
reform. Authoritative Chinese econo-
mist Wu Jinglian (1998) poeints out,
“The dynamic system of reform is not

superficially by reducing the subjective

difference of the public, public policy

should turn to the complete solution of public problems
without hesitation, by reducing objective difference.

(2) Reducing objective difference (i.c., public policy
directly accepts the challenge of public problems and
focuses on the adjustment of social interest relations).
Government utilizes many methods to find and discern
public problems (e.g., public-opinion polls, media analy-
ses, and documents study). Government can predict the
problemns and trends that may appear during a long peri-
od through some methods — for instance, the historical
analytic approach, judgment by intuition, matrix analy-
sis, prediction analysis, and the Delpli method. In so
doing, government can chooese to produce, allocate, or
exchange public interests. At the same time, the negative
consumption function of public pelicy must be guarded
and restrained. Through the production, allocation, and
exchange of public interests, public policy can reduce
objective difference and achieve a solution to public
problems.

The concepts and arguments presented above are
illustrated in China’s reform. Through more than 20
years of development, China’s reform is no longer the
so-called Pareto optimum. Each step of reform has
resulted in a disequilibrium between reform income and
reform cost. In addition, crony capitalism and power
capitalization have led to numerous public problems that

strengthened but weakened in the sec-

ond decade of reform,” which perhaps is
one of the most important public problems currently fac-
ing the Chinese government. Obviously, the public prob-
lem has to do with the objective situation. Therefore, dis-
sipating subjective difference by morally preaching pol-
itics, without directly adjusting interests and proportion-
ing reform cost, has failed to stimulate the dynamics of
China’s reform. The Chinese government joined WTO
resolutely in 2001, thereby ensuring that China’s reform
would be in accordance with international rules, and to
make its opening to the outside world force reform., This
indicates that the Chinese government is carrying out the
exchange function of public policy in order to exercise
not only the mutual pniority principle of trade, but also to
stimulale intemal reform.

Conclusion

Public policy has the power to reduce subjective or
objective difference in order to bring solutions to public
problems. The nature of public policy, therefore, is gov-
emment; and government takes its own interests and
public infercsts into consideration as it chooses to reduce
objective or subjective difference in order to solve pub-
lic problems effectively and expeditiously. Public policy
can directly adjust social interest relations to reduce
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objective difference by exercising three positive func-
tions: production, allocation, and exchange of public
interests. However, it also has the option of setting pub-
lic interests aside and merely mitigating public dissatis-
faction by reducing or diverting public expectation to
reduce subjective difference. Furthermere, government
must guard and restrain public policy’s inherent negative
consumption function of public interests.

Renzong Huang is currently a graduate student
majoring in Public Administration at The School of
Government at Peking University.

References

Anderson, lames E., 1990 (tr.). Pubic Policy, (Tangliang,
tr.). Beljing: Huaxia Publishing House,

Appleby, Paul, 1949, Policy and Administration.
Alabama: University of Alabama Press.

Arrow, Kenneth 1., 1986. Sacial Choice and Individual
Value (Chen Zhiwu, tr.). Chengdu Sichuan People’s
Press.

Blau, Peter M., 1964. Exchange and FPower in Social
Life. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Chen Qingyun, 1996. Public Policy Analysis. Beljing:
China Economy Press.

., 1999. “Reflections on Ten Theoretical
Problems of Public Policy.” China Public
Administration (December).

, 2000. “Introduction to the Basic Model
of Public Management.”  China  Public
Administration (August).

Dill, William R., 1958. “Environment as an [nfluence on
Managerial Autonomy.” Administrative Science
Quarterly (March).

Dye, Thomas R., 1987. Understanding Public Folicy,
6th ed. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Easton, David, 1953. The Political System. New York;
Knopf.

Eyestone, Robert, 1971, The Threads of Public Policy: A
Study in Policy Leadership. Indianapolis.

Jiang Shengjie, 1986. Basis of FPolicy Science, Beljing:
China Social Sciences Press.

Kast, Fremont E., and Rosenzwelg, James E., 1979.
Organization and Management: A Systems and
Contingency Approach. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Lasswell, Harold D. and Kaplan, A., 1970. Power and
Society. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Machiavelli, Niccolo, 1513, The Prince (George Bull,
{r., 1995). New York: Penguin Books.

Mao Shoulong, 2002, Public Affairs and Institutional
Choice. hitp://www.dparuc.com.cn.

Marx, Karl, and Engels, Friederich, 1995. The Corpora
of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1. Beijing Renmin Press.

Mueller, Denms C., 1979. Public Choice. New York;
Cambridge University Press.

Musgrave, R. A., 1959. The Theory of Public Finance.
New York: McGraw-Hill.

Thorelli, Hans B., 1967. “Organization Theory: An
Ecological View.” Academy of Management
Proceedings.

Waldo, Dwight, 1984. The Administrative State: A Study
of the Political Theory of American Public
Administration, 2nd ed. New York: Holmes &
Meier, Publishers.

World Bank, 1997. 1997 World Development Report:
Governments in the Changing World. Beljing:
China Finance & Economy Press.

Wu Jinglian, 1998. “Outlook of China’s Economic
Reform.” Finance (November).

Wu Qiyuan, 1985, Public Policy. Taiwan: Commercial
Press.

Xie Junyi, 2000. “Development and Prospect of
Neoinstituionalism.”  Taiwan:  China  Public
Administration, Vol. 68 (August).

Zhang Jinma, 1992. Introduction to Policy Science.
Beijing: China Renmin University Press.

Zhang Shixian and Chen Hengjun, 1997, Public Policy:
Views on Government and Marker. Taiwan:
Shangding Culture Press.

Zhu Lijia, 1997. The Collection of Foreign Organization
Theary. Beijing: C.P.C. Central.

Zhu Rongji, 2001. Speech delivered at a press confer-
ence (March 15). hiétp.//www.people.con.cn

282 Chinese Public Administration Review = Uolume 1, Number 3/4 « Jul/Dec 2002



