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Inaccuracies encumber two commonplaces of the public
administration literature on governmental efficiency. One
commonplace states that efficiency - defined as the maximization
of output/input or results/resources - was the sole criterion for
assessing administrative performance in the classic era, whereas
our own more sophisticated scholars acknowledge multiple values.
The other commonplace states that efficiency gained its stronghold
at least partly because it is easier to measure output/input than
equity or responsiveness.

...... Though contemporary scholarship does recognize multiple
values, the stuff of our field - actual administration - privileges
efficiency as a guiding value at least as inexorably as it did in
g VL The major difference between the classic and
contemporary administrative environments is not the assumption
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that efficiency is important - both environments accept that
assumption - but rather different notions about how to improve cost
- benefit ratios. Programs touted by previous reformers are now
seen as part of the problem.

Source: Schachter, H. L. (2007). “Does Frederick Taylor’s Ghost Still Haunt

the Halls of Government? A Look at the Concept of Governmental Efficiency
in Our Tim.” Public Administration Review, 67(5): 800-810.
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