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ABSTRACT 

 

In this dissertation I use an institutional framework to examine the contributions of 

George Washington to public administration theory and practice.  The best way to understand 

current public administration theory is to examine its historical roots.  Institutions are a part of 

culture, and thus, public administration’s institutions have passed from generation to generation 

along with our other cultural beliefs and values.  As the first commander in chief of the 

Continental Army, the only president of the Constitutional Convention, and the first president of 

the United States, Washington was frequently in positions to establish precedents that could later 

become institutions of American public administration.  In my dissertation, I use grounded 

analysis and primary documents from archives to uncover Washington’s theories and practices.  I 

then match these findings to some of the most important institutions in American public 

administration. 

This research is important for three principal reasons.  One, as the first administrator of 

the federal government, Washington was in the position to set precedent in public administration 

theory and practice.  Two, understanding the historical development of public administration 

enhances our understanding of current public administration theory and practice.  And three, 

there is a gap in the literature because current scholars have not studied Washington’s 

contributions to public administration. 

In addition to uncovering Washington’s general theory of public administration, I 

describe his contributions to theory and practice in the areas of military administration, 

education, Progressivism, financial management, and public-private partnerships.  Washington’s 

general theory is based on a combination of virtue ethics and utilitarianism.  Using his theory, he 

helped originate institutions such as the federal budgeting process and the military’s professional 

reading program, he serves as a role model for such institutions as civilian control of the military 

and government accountability, and he indicated the direction of such institutions as merit 

selection and public education.  



1 

 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

In a letter encouraging Thomas Jefferson to accept an appointment as secretary of state, 

George Washington stated, “I consider the successful Administration of the general Government 

as an object of almost infinite consequence to the present and future happiness of the Citizens of 

the United States.”1*  With placing such importance on administration and with his reputation for 

being a systematic thinker (L. D. White 1948, 102), Washington must have had a plan for the 

administration of the U.S. government.  This dissertation addresses the question, what was 

George Washington’s theory of American public administration?  This question is important for 

three reasons.  First, as the original administrator of the federal government, Washington was in 

the position to set precedent in public administration theory and practice.  Second, understanding 

the historical development of public administration enhances our understanding of current public 

administration theory and practice.  And third, there is a gap in the literature because current 

scholars of public administration have not studied Washington’s contributions to the profession.  

The following sections of this chapter establish the underlying framework for this research 

project, explain the importance of the research, and introduce the philosophies of Washington.  

Subsequent chapters will expound upon this introduction. 

 

1.1 Institutional Framework 

This paper uses an institutional framework to examine the contributions of George 

Washington to public administration.  This framework is based on three concepts.  One, public 

administration is best understood through the study of its institutions.  Two, institutions are based 

on precedent.  And three, George Washington was in positions to influence public administration 

precedent. 

According to George Frederickson and Kevin Smith (2003, 69-94), all public 

administration scholars are institutionalists.  Under their “big tent theory of institutions,” public 
                                                           

* To enhance readability, sources from archives are cited in endnotes and other sources are cited in text. 
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administration scholars study institutions from a variety of conceptual frameworks.  These 

frameworks include structural theorists studying the associations between form of government 

and bureaucratic functioning; organizational design theorists studying centralization, 

decentralization, devolution, and other structural variations; democratic control theorists 

studying accountability, principle-agent relations, working, shirking, and rent seeking; 

management theorists studying performance, outcomes, program evaluation, privatization, 

contracting out, and nonprofit organizations; and a variety of other theorists studying concepts 

from bureaucratic, administrative, behavioral, political, legal, economic, and rational choice 

perspectives.  These various institutional approaches developed from historical precedent.  In this 

paper, I show that George Washington was the progenitor of several important institutions of 

American public administration.  A progenitor is “a person or thing that first indicates a 

direction, originates something, or serves as a model” (progenitor n.d.).  In some instances 

Washington was an originator, in others he served as a role model, and at times, he merely 

indicated the direction of popular thought.  His many roles during the Revolutionary Era made 

him one of the leading predecessors of American public administration theory and practice.   

Thinking about institutions as existing in a socially constructed reality helps to provide a 

better understanding of the linkage between George Washington and modern theory and practice.  

“Institutions are variously comprised of ‘cultural-cognitive, normative and regulative elements, 

that together with associated activities and resources, provide stability and meaning to social 

life’” (W. R. Scott 2004, 8).  Zucker (1977, 727-28) calls this the ethnomethodological approach 

to institutionalism.  He explains, “Reality, while socially constructed, is ‘experienced as an 

intersubjective world known-or-knowable-in-common-with others,’ which exists historically 

prior to the actors and furnishes the . . . structures which constrain action.”  In other words, 

institutions are part of culture (W. R. Scott 1995, 64).  Thus, institutional rules and expectations 

are passed from generation to generation along with other cultural beliefs and values (Zucker 

1977, 728).   

Precedent has a strong impact on the present.  While describing some of the problems 

found in institutional theory, Richard Scott (2004, 19) explained, “It is all too common that 

errors present at the origins prove difficult to correct.  They seem to be built-in to the fabric of 

the enterprise.  And, it takes considerable energy and, even, courage to confront them.”  Two 

hundred and fifteen years earlier, George Washington made a similar observation: “Many things 
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which appear of little importance in themselves and at the beginning, may have great and durable 

consequences from their having been established at the commencement of a new general 

Government.  It will be much easier to commence the administration, upon a well adjusted 

system built on tenable grounds, than to correct errors or alter inconveniences after they shall 

have been confirmed by habit.”2  This statement shows that Washington knew he was 

establishing precedent that would become institutionalized in the federal government. 

 

1.2 Washington’s Opportunities to Set Precedent 

Washington participated in many key events of the Revolutionary Era and was frequently 

in positions to influence how his peers and his predecessors made sense of these events. 

Washington was a member of the First and Second Continental Congresses, he was the first 

commander in chief of American armed forces, he was the president of the Constitutional 

Convention, and he was the first president of the United States.   In August of 1774, the citizens 

of Virginia chose Washington as one of seven delegates to represent the colony at the First 

Continental Congress in Philadelphia.  At the age of 42, he was gaining a reputation “as an able, 

devoted, and courageous champion of American rights” (Alden 1984, 102).  Washington’s 

contribution to the Congress was encapsulated by Patrick Henry: “If you speak of eloquence, Mr. 

Rutledge of South Carolina is by far the greatest orator; but if you speak of solid information and 

sound judgment, Colonel Washington is unquestionably the greatest man on that floor” (Flexner 

1969, 60).  Washington expressed his burgeoning beliefs when an acquaintance accused the 

people of Massachusetts and their delegates in Congress of “tyrannical” and “rebellious” 

behavior aimed at “total independence”  from Britain.3  The acquaintance had fought beside 

Washington during the French Wars but was now an officer in the British Army stationed in 

Boston (Matteson, Washington the Colonial and National Statesman 1932, 62).  Washington 

defended his New England brethren with the following words: 

When you condemn the conduct of the Massachusetts people, you reason from effects, 

not causes; otherwise you would not wonder at a people, who are every day receiving 

fresh proofs of a systematic assertion of an arbitrary power, deeply planned to overturn 

the laws and constitution of their country, and to violate the most essential and valuable 

rights of mankind, being irritated, and with difficulty restrained from acts of the greatest 

violence and intemperance.  For my own part, I confess to you candidly, that I view 
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things in a very different point of light to the one in which you seem to consider them; 

and though you are led to believe by venal men, for such I must take the liberty of calling 

those new-fangled counselors, which fly to and surround you, and all others, who, for 

honorary or pecuniary gratifications, will lend their aid to overturn the constitution, and 

introduce a system of arbitrary government, although you are taught, I say, by 

discoursing with such men, to believe, that the people of Massachusetts are rebellious, 

setting up for independency, and what not, give me leave, my good friend, to tell you, 

that you are abused, grossly abused, and this I advance with a degree of confidence and 

boldness, which may claim your belief, having better opportunities of knowing the real 

sentiments of the people you are among, from the leaders of them, in opposition to the 

present measures of the administration, than you have from those whose business it is, 

not to disclose truths but to misrepresent facts in order to justify as much as posible [sic]* 

to the world their own conduct; for give me leave to add, and I think I can announce it as 

a fact, that it is not the wish or interest of that government, or any other upon this 

continent, separately or collectively, to set up for independency; but this you may at the 

same time rely on, that none of them will ever submit to the loss of those valuable rights 

and privileges, which are essential to the happiness of every free state, and without 

which, life, liberty, and property are rendered totally insecure.4 

This statement demonstrates that Washington was not a passive member of the First 

Continental Congress.  It also shows his understanding of the complex issues facing the colonies 

at the time and his preference for taking a moderate stance on issues.  Initially, he opposed 

rebellion and independence, but he believed that the colonists had sufficient grounds to pursue 

such actions if the attitudes and policies of British officials did not change.   

The Second Continental Congress met just a few weeks after the battles of Lexington and 

Concord, and therefore, selecting a commander for a continental defense force was a top priority 

on their agenda (Thayer 1922, 64).  On June 15, 1775, they unanimously chose Washington.  

This selection made Washington the first national-level administrator of the United Colonies.5 

While the interests of the national congressional representatives were tied to their individual 

colonies, the combined interest of all colonies became Washington’s focus.  Historian John 

                                                           
* In accordance with the Chicago Manual of Style (16th edition), I will use [sic] and other corrective notations only 
sparingly in quotations and transcriptions.  Washington and his contemporaries used the British spelling for several 
words and occasionally spelled words phonetically.  When the reason for the misspelling is obvious, I will omit any 
corrective notations.  I will use the notations when there may be confusion if the misspelling is from the original text 
or from my mistake. I will also use the notations when the misspelling may lead to confusion about the actual 
meaning of the word.  And finally, if a word is misspelled more than once in a quotation, I will only annotate the 
first misspelling. 
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Alden (1984, 306) commented, “He would not defend the interests of Virginia or of the South as 

against those of the nation.  Rather, he insisted that the welfare of the nation was fundamental, 

that all local, state, and regional loyalties must yield to it.”  Washington expressed his thoughts 

on liberty and union in a letter to John Adams: “I have ever thought, and am still of opinion that 

no terms of accommodation will be offered by the British Ministry, but such as cannot be 

accepted by America. We have nothing my dear Sir to depend upon but the protection of a kind 

Providence and Unanimity among ourselves” (Matteson, Washington the Colonial and National 

Statesman 1932, 64).6  During his eight years leading the Continental Army, Washington gained 

experience in administrative issues such as contracting, budgeting, managing information, 

supervising personnel, and dealing with Congress (L. D. White 1948, 101).  He summed up his 

experience in his last Circular Letter to the States (Matteson, Washington the Colonial and 

National Statesman 1932, 69; Carrese 2003, 97): 

There are four things, which I humbly conceive, are essential to the well being, I may 

even venture to say, to the existence of the United States as an Independent Power: 

1st.  An indissoluble Union of the States under one Federal Head. 

2dly.  A Sacred regard to Public Justice. 

3dly.  The adoption of a proper Peace Establishment, and 

4thly. The prevalence of that pacific and friendly Disposition, among the People of 

the United States, which will induce them to forget their local prejudices and policies, to 

make those mutual concessions which are requisite to the general prosperity, and in some 

instances, to sacrifice their individual advantages to the interest of the Community.7 

Four years after leaving his position as commander in chief, Washington was 

unanimously elected to serve as the president of the Constitutional Convention.  According to 

Glenn Phelps (1993, 92), it is difficult to isolate “the contributions of any single individual to a 

corporate project like the Constitutional Convention . . . [but] Washington’s imprint is there 

nonetheless.”  Phelps described Washington’s impact at the convention as follows: “It can be 

found in Washington’s encouragement of James Madison’s plans for the convention that 

culminated in the submission of the Virginia Plan.  It can be found in the symbolic significance 

of Washington’s very attendance at Philadelphia, lending the enterprise a political legitimacy 

that it might otherwise have lacked.  It can be found in his unstinting partisanship on behalf of 

the federalist cause – support that many of his contemporaries believed was critical to the 
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success of the ratification struggle.  And finally, it can be found in Washington’s willingness to 

accept the presidency, a step that placed a final imprimatur on the new Constitution, encouraging 

even its opponents to give the new arrangements critical breathing space.”  James Monroe also 

believed that Washington’s presence at the convention was critical to its success.  He said, “I 

trust that the presence of Genl. Washington will have a great weight in the body itself so as to 

overawe and keep under the demon of part, & that the signature of his name to whatever act shall 

be the result of their deliberation will secure its passage thro’ the union” (Matteson, Washington 

and the Constitution 1932, 77).  After the convention, Washington wrote a letter to his friend 

Marquis de Lafayette in which he emphasized “two great points” of the Constitution.  

Washington called these his “Creed” and insisted they were the pivots upon which the whole 

system of national government must move: 

1st.  That the general Government is not invested with more Powers than are 

indispensably necessary to perform the functions of good Government; and, 

consequently, that no objection ought to be made against the quantity of Power delegated 

to it. 

2ly. That these Powers (as the appointment of all Rulers will for ever arise from, and, at 

short stated intervals, recur to the free suffrage of the People) are so distributed among 

the Legislative, Executive, and Judicial Branches, into which the general Government is 

arranged, that it can never be in danger of denigrating into a monarchy, an Oligarchy, an 

Aristocracy, or any other despotic or oppressive form, so long as there shall remain any 

virtue in the body of the People.8 

This statement illustrates Washington’s preference for balance.  In the first sentence, he wanted a 

balanced federal government that had enough power to do its job, but not more than it needed.  

In the second sentence, he showed his support for the system of balanced power between the 

branches of government. 

And finally, as the first president of the United States, Washington influenced 

administrative thought in areas such as executive privilege, public education, public-private 

partnerships, merit selection, veterans’ preference, disinterestedness, moderation, resoluteness, 

and ethics (Fish 1905, 7; Bradley 1945, 485; Flexner 1969, 192-93; Schwartz 1986, 205).  

Leonard White (1948, 97) said, “The character of Washington was one of the most significant 

single influences which gave identity to the presidency as an administrative, as well as a 

ceremonial, political, and military office.”  In his own humble assessment, Washington wrote, 



7 

 

“Though in reviewing the incidents of my Administration, I am unconscious of intentional error, 

I am nevertheless, too sensible of my defects not to think it probable that I may have committed 

many errors.  Whatever they may be I fervently beseech the Almighty to avert or mitigate the 

evils to which they may tend.  I shall also carry with me the hope that my Country will never 

cease to view them with indulgence; and that after forty five years of my life dedicated to its 

Service, with an upright zeal, the faults of incompetent abilities will be consigned to oblivion, as 

myself must soon be to the Mansions of rest.”9 

 

1.3 Importance of Studying History 

Understanding the origins of theories and practices contributes to the understanding of 

current theories and practices.  Previous scholars have explained the importance of historical 

research.  Management professor Daniel Wren (1972, 4) pointed out, “A study of the past 

contributes to a more logical, coherent picture of the present.”  Leonard White (1926, 463) 

advised, “The student of administration must . . . concern himself with the history of the subject, 

and will gain a real appreciation of existing conditions and problems only as he becomes familiar 

with their background.”  Camilla Stivers (1995, 523) suggested, “In order to understand and 

meet contemporary challenges to the administrative state such as the ones that have unfolded in 

the U.S. Congress and numerous state legislatures since the 1994 elections, we need a fuller 

sense of how a collection of perspectives and theories about bureaucracy and its role in 

governance coalesced and evolved into the field of public administration.  The field did not 

spring full-blown from Woodrow Wilson’s (1887) brow. . . .We need to know more than we do 

about the sources of our ideas – about whom they (and we) serve.”  When explaining the 

evolution of institutions, Douglass North (1990, 100) said that “history matters” because “we 

cannot understand today’s choices . . . without tracing the incremental evolution of institutions.”  

And, in her recent book about the contributions of Thomas Jefferson to public administration, 

Stephanie Newbold (2010, xiv) stated, “History serves as one of the core foundations for social 

investigative study.”    

Jos Raadschelders (2010, 246-49) gave three reasons why it is important to study the 

history of American public administration.  One, the present government is a product of past 

human action, and therefore, to understand the present government, scholars must study past 
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human action.  Two, social reality unfolds over time; therefore, scholars can only understand 

social reality by studying it temporally.  From a temporal perspective, focusing only on one 

period of time (the present) reflects short-term thinking.  Examining social reality as a temporal 

process gives a better understanding of long-term solutions.  And third, understanding American 

culture requires studying political and administrative traditions.  Whereas culture in many 

countries is shaped by a combination of institutions such as government, business, religion, and 

family, American national culture is primarily shaped by political and administrative conditions. 

In this dissertation, I divide public administration into three eras:  Revolutionary, 

Reform/Progressive, and Modern.  The Revolutionary Era will include the period from the First 

Continental Congress through Washington’s second presidential term.  The Reform/Progressive 

Era will include the reformers of the mid to late nineteenth century and the progressives of the 

late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  And, the Modern Era will include from the mid 

twentieth century through the present.  Larry Luton (1999, 211-16) made a similar distinction 

when he acknowledged that the Progressive Era was one manifestation of public administration 

theory and practice and that the history of American public administration goes back at least as 

far as the first colonial settlements on this continent.  Luther Gulick (1990, 599) declared, “The 

fundamentals of the American theory of government were worked out in a series of stages 

beginning around 1775.”  It is around this time that Washington became involved in government 

at the national level.  While Washington may have borrowed some of his theories and practices 

from other thinkers and other nations, he was the first person to apply them to the American 

government.  And now, his influence is seen in both the Progressive and Modern Eras. 

 

1.4 Literature on Washington 

Professions other than public administration have recognized Washington’s contributions 

to administration.  In 1948 and 1962, Arthur Schlesinger asked fifty-five fellow historians to rate 

the presidents of the United States.  In both surveys Washington ranked in the top five.  

Schlesinger noted one characteristic that set Washington apart from all others was the fact that he 

never sought political office.  The other presidents “pursued it with all their might and main,” but 

Washington served only out of a sense of duty (quoted in Nelson 2006, 2).  Similarly, Gordon 

Wood (1969, 50-133) said that Washington was not in search of praise, but simply held a desire 
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to do good for his fellow citizens.  The idea that Washington was called to public service exists 

in the works of many historians.  Some have portrayed him as a man whose destiny was to bring 

legitimacy to the new federal government.  Don Higginbotham (2002) said the trust that the 

American public placed in Washington made him the one man capable of unifying the 

burgeoning nation.  Washington was able to win the trust of the public because he made public 

interest his main concern.  James Flexner (1969, 192-93) explained that Washington obsessed 

over moral considerations because he understood that one of the first priorities of the federal 

government “was to secure the respect and acceptance of the people.” Barry Schwartz (1986, 

205) credited Washington with not only instilling virtue and trust into the government, but also 

with inspiring the Progressive Era values of disinterestedness, moderation, and resoluteness.  

Carl Fish also recognized Washington’s contributions to Progressive Era thought.  Fish 

contended that Washington insisted on fitness as a criterion for appointment to federal office.  

According to Fish (1905), Washington’s definition of fitness included skill, prestige, and 

geographical considerations.   

In addition to bringing legitimacy and ethics to government, a few historians have also 

acknowledged Washington’s contributions to the economic and constitutional aspects of 

administration.  Harold Bradley (1945, 485) gave Washington credit for establishing the 

principle that commerce and manufacturing were the basis of the national economy.  Glenn 

Phelps (1993, vii) recognized that Washington played a “substantive role in American 

constitutional development.”  William Roscoe Thayer (1922, 190) posited that Washington 

established the supremacy of the president over governors.  And, John Alden (1984, 306) said 

that except for the influence of Washington, “the Constitution might never have been.”   

Progressive Era reformers linked the principle of merit selection to Washington.  

Newspaper editor Edward Howland (1882, 27) remarked that “we shall find non-partisan 

appointments in these first eight years of the Constitution.”  Reverend George Prentiss (1877, 8) 

wrote, “Public office is not plunder; it is a solemn trust; and both he who appoints it and he who 

fills it, are alike bound to have the public good first and chiefly in view.  This, to be sure, seems 

to many an extravaganza of political morality; but it is the principle by which Washington and all 

the earlier Presidents were governed in dispensing the Executive patronage.”  Librarian William 

Foster (1881, 5) said, “President Washington’s well-known tests [for making appointments], ‘Is 

he honest? Is he capable? Has he the confidence of his fellow-citizens?’ gave the character to his 
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administration.”  The U.S. Civil Service Commission (1899, 446) affirmed, “Our first President 

treated the offices at his disposal with the same lofty indifference to personal or partisan interests 

which characterized his performance of all official duties.”  And, the editors of Harper’s New 

Monthly Magazine (1877, 920) said of Washington, “the principles that he announced as 

governing his action are as sound for similar action today.”  

The presidency subfield within political science separated the modern presidency from 

the early presidency.  Presidential scholars use Congress’s establishment of the Executive Office 

of the President in 1939 as the dividing line.  The division is so strong that political scientists see 

very few similarities between presidents of the modern era and their predecessors (Skowronek 

2011, 41).  While most of the literature in this subfield is focused on the modern presidency, 

some scholars have recognized the contributions of Revolutionary Era presidents.  Andrew 

Rudalevige (2005, 421), associate professor of political science at Dickinson College, credited 

Washington for establishing the precedent of using the veto only in situations where the 

constitutionality of the statute was in question.  Princeton University professor Charles Cameron 

(2000, 16) countered this claim by arguing that Washington vetoed a military bill on grounds 

other than constitutionality.  Richard Loss (1989, 471) emphasized Washington’s belief in public 

education by arguing that “Washington’s thought on political education is better conceived than 

the educational thought of his more respected contemporaries, Hamilton and Jefferson.”  Bryan-

Paul Frost and Jeffrey Sikkenga said that Washington’s “fundamental tenets of liberty, 

constitutionalism and moderation” shaped his more specific principles such as “the subordination 

of military to civilian authority; a complex, federal union; the need in republics for 

statesmanship, especially executive power; and realistic but just foreign policies.”  David Barber 

(1992, 10), famous for developing a typology that linked presidential personality type with 

predicted performance in office, classified Washington as a passive-negative personality.  As a 

passive-negative president, Washington viewed public service as a civic duty and not as a way to 

gain personal power.  According to Barber, during his presidency, Washington projected dignity, 

judiciousness, and dedication to duty, and because of his character, his fellow citizens trusted 

him to run the new government. 

A few early public administration scholars recognized Washington’s contributions to 

public administration.  Like many of the progressive reformers, William Mosher and Donald 

Kingsley (1936, 17) attested to Washington’s influence on merit selection: “The credit for setting 
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the standard of competency as the primary criterion for qualifying for an appointive position 

goes to President Washington.”  Some public administration scholars gave Washington credit for 

a wider range of contributions.  Woodrow Wilson ([1896] 1969) described him as an excellent 

practitioner of public administration, but reliant upon Alexander Hamilton to develop theories.  

Lynton Caldwell (1988) pointed out that Washington taught Alexander Hamilton much about 

administrative affairs.  While serving as Washington’s aide-de-camp, Hamilton learned how to 

write, manage, and evaluate a variety of comprehensive reports, plans, and political 

correspondence during a time “when the maladministration of the Confederation was at its 

worst” (p.1).  Leonard White (1926, 219-20), in the first edition of his textbook, proclaimed that 

the first period of public administration was dominated by the principles of Washington.  Two 

decades later, White devoted an entire chapter to “George Washington as an Administrator” in 

his book The Federalists: A Study in Administrative History.  White (1948) said of Washington: 

“In his daily administrative tasks he was systematic, orderly, energetic, solicitous of the opinions 

of others but independent in his own judgment; insistent upon facts and deliberation, but 

decisive; intent upon general goals and the consistency of particular actions with them” (p. 100); 

“He attached great importance to system and plan; he insisted upon energetic handling of public 

affairs, promptly and decisively; he based his actions solidly upon facts; he understood the 

necessity of freedom from detail although he was not too successful in avoiding it; and he set 

much store upon the dignity of the presidential office, not to gratify a personal sense of station 

but to lend prestige to the infant general government” (p. 102); and “He possessed a deep-seated 

understanding of the importance of good administration both as a means of consolidating popular 

support for the general government, and as an essential source of strength of the government 

itself.  He understood good administration to be characterized by integrity, system, energy, 

reliance on facts, relative freedom from detail, and due responsibility to Congress” (pp. 114-15).     

By the second half of the twentieth century, the ethical contributions and administrative 

practices of Washington were overshadowed by the intellectual achievements of Revolutionary 

Era thinkers such as Alexander Hamilton and Thomas Jefferson (Green 2002; Newbold 2010).  

Paul Van Riper (1983, 479-80) admitted that “Washington inaugurated, and the remaining 

presidents of the period largely maintained, an essentially merit system of employment,” but Van 

Riper obfuscated Washington’s contribution to public administration by emphasizing the genius 

of Hamilton’s systems and policies.  According to Van Riper (1983, 480), “If anyone deserves a 
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title as the founder of the American administrative state, in terms of both theory and practice, it 

is . . . Alexander Hamilton.”  Thus, most students and scholars alive today have not been taught 

about the contributions of Washington to public administration.  My dissertation will help fill 

this gap in the literature. 

 

1.5 Dissertation Overview 

Chapter two describes the theoretical framework of my dissertation.  As previously 

mentioned, the framework is based on institutionalism.  In chapter two I explain how history 

helps us understand institutions and I discuss how public administration scholars have a limited 

understanding of the institutions in their profession. Chapter three contains the details of my 

research method.  Using a combination of methods from history and the social sciences, my 

dissertation is based on qualitative research and relies on grounded analysis to provide 

consistency. 

I present the analysis of Washington’s theories, practices, and precedent in the next five 

chapters.  Washington spent time as a civilian, a soldier, and administrator.  With this broad 

background, Washington was able to sympathize with multiple points of view.  His moderate 

philosophies reflect these multiple points of view.  Chapter four covers military administration. 

In this chapter, I show how Washington contributed to the institutions of civilian control, unity 

of command, professional education, and information operations.  I also provide examples of 

how Washington’s legacy still influences the American military and national security today.  

Chapter five is about the importance of education.  I use this chapter to reveal Washington’s 

frequently overlooked views on public education.  He recognized the value of education in 

promoting the values of democracy and ensuring the success of the government.  Chapter six 

links Washington to the Progressive Era.  In chapter six, I link Washington to the progressive 

ideas of positive statism, merit selection, and scientific management.  Chapter seven looks at 

financial management.  I show how Washington used expense accounts to promote 

accountability in government, how he played a role in establishing the federal budgeting process, 

and how he comprehended the basic concepts of fiscal policy.  Chapter eight examines the 

relationship between the public and private sectors.  I describe the importance of public-private 

partnerships and show how Washington sought a balance between big government and the free 
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market.  In chapter nine I provide some final thoughts on Washington’s view of public 

administration.  I begin this chapter by presenting Washington’s general theory of public 

administration.  Next, I summarize my findings for chapters four through eight, and then I 

discuss some limitations with this research and possibilities for future research.  I end the 

dissertation by drawing some final conclusions on Washington’s contributions to public 

administration theory and practice. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

My research uses an institutional framework to examine current and historical public 

administration theories and practices, and it relies on grounded analysis to uncover the public 

administration philosophy of George Washington.  Since grounded analysis is a method used to 

reveal theory, I will discuss it in detail in the next chapter, “Research Method.”  This present 

chapter focuses on the institutional framework and how it applies to the study of George 

Washington. 

 

2.1 History Helps Us Understand Institutions 

Scholars have given the term “institution” multiple meanings.  They have used it to refer 

to everything from organizational entities to operating strategies.  This dissertation will use 

Elinor Ostrom’s (1999, 37-58) general definition that institutions are “shared concepts used by 

humans.”  In describing institutions, Ostrom said that scholars must understand the actors and 

situations in order “to analyze, predict, and explain behavior within institutional arrangements.”  

Similarly, Andrew Schotter (1981, 155) said that the focus of the study of institutions should be 

“about what agents do.”  And, Douglass North (1990, 3) called institutions “the humanly devised 

constraints that shape human interaction.”  Thus, the best way to understand institutions is to 

study the actions of the humans devising them.  By uncovering the administrative theories and 

practices of Washington, this dissertation will provide insight into the origins of public 

administration institutions. 

One of the basic concerns of institutional theory is to explain the origins of institutions 

(Moe 1990, 215).  Present-day institutions have been shaped by historical precedent (North 1990, 

3; Alston 1996, 25).  Large start-up costs at the beginning of an institution provide a resistance to 

change within that institution (Ciccone and Matsuyama 1996).  North (1990, 95-104) identified 

the start-up costs of government during the American Revolution as having a significant impact 

on the evolution of our public institutions.   John Campbell (2004, 25) labeled this approach 
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“historical institutionalism” and said, “Central to this perspective is the notion that the 

institutions that guide decision making reflect historical experience.  In other words, once 

institutions have been established through complex struggles and bargaining among organized 

groups, they have a continuing effect on subsequent decision-making and institution-building 

episodes.”  Thus, we should see a connection between the theories and actions of the 

Revolutionary Era and the institutions of today.  For example, modern-day institutionalists 

embrace the idea that humans are motivated by both self interest and principled beliefs 

(Campbell 2004, 27).  George Washington also recognized the influence of both interest and 

beliefs on human motivation, but he judged self interest to be the stronger of the two.  While 

serving as commander in chief during the Revolutionary War, he wrote the following to 

Congress: 

A small knowledge of human nature will convince us, that, with far the greatest part of 

mankind, interest is the governing principle; and that almost every man is more or less, 

under its influence.  Motives of public virtue may for a time, or in particular instances, 

actuate men to the observance of a conduct purely disinterested; but they are not of 

themselves sufficient to produce a persevering conformity to the refined dictates and 

obligations of social duty.  Few men are capable of making a continual sacrifice of all 

views of private interest, or advantage, to the common good.  It is vain to exclaim against 

the depravity of human nature on this account; the fact is so, the experience of every age 

and nation has proved it and we must in a great measure, change the constitution of man, 

before we can make it otherwise.  No institution, not built on the presumptive truth of 

these maxims can succeed.10 

 

2.2 What We Do Not Understand About Institutions 

Public administration is composed of many institutions.  As stated by Frederickson and 

Smith (2003, 69), “Today we are all institutionalists.”  Unfortunately, as I revealed in chapter 

one, public administration scholars and practicing professionals do not have a sufficient 

understanding of the discipline’s history, and thus, do not have a sufficient understanding of its 

institutions.  This lack of understanding has allowed public administration to develop an identity 

crisis.  Laurence O’Toole (1984, 141) made the connection between history and current identity 

when he stated, “Students of public administration have paid curiously little attention to the 

historical development of American administrative thought.  Especially for scholars in a field 
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preoccupied by the question of its identity, we are embarrassingly ignorant of our intellectual 

origins.”  Melvin Dubnick (1999, 1) added that “our youthful identity crisis has matured into a 

full-blown mid-life crisis.”  And, Dwight Waldo (1968, 443) noted that public administration 

“displays a number of anomalies, contradictions, and ironies.” 

Dubnick (1999, 4-16) takes his critique of the field all the way back to the founding of 

the American Society for Public Administration.  The initiative for establishing the organization 

came from an unusual mixture of practitioners and academics.  The practitioners hoped to bridge 

the gap between academic research and public officials.  The academics focused on legitimizing 

public administration as a distinct social science discipline.  Dwight Waldo took up the cause for 

the practitioners and sought to create an identity that promoted prescriptive values.  Herbert 

Simon took up the cause for the academics and sought to create an identity that promoted 

descriptive facts.  The result of this tension is reflected in the lack of consistency in the teaching 

of public administration at universities.  According to Dubnick, “the mixed organizational 

formats and ambivalent status of these academic units within their institutions reflects lingering 

questions both within and outside the field about the strength of its identity - - and thus mirrors 

[the] field’s relatively weak consensus” (1999, 4).  Other persistent dilemmas that add to the lack 

of consensus are the relationship between administration and politics, the integration of private 

management practices into public administration, and the different approaches to public 

administration.  The next three sections examine these institutional dilemmas in more detail. 

 

2.2.1 Politics-Administration Dichotomy 

The history of public administration contains competing interpretations of the politics-

administration dichotomy.  The reformers and progressives used the term to differentiate 

administration from partisan politics (Rosenbloom 2008, 57-58).  Woodrow Wilson (1887, 209-

10) used the term to classify administration as “a field of business” that “is removed from the 

hurry and strife of politics . . . [and] at most points stands apart even from the debatable ground 

of constitutional study.”   As the concept of partisanship began to be left out of discussions on 

the dichotomy, the distinction between politics and administration became less distinct.  Frank 

Goodnow tried to add clarity by defining the separate functions of politics and administration.  

The function of politics was to make policy and the function of administration was to execute 
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policy, but Goodnow ([1900] 2004, 35-36) admitted that it was impossible to identify exactly 

how the two functions were divided among those involved in government.  As scientific rigor 

within public administration increased, evidence and experience began to show that it was 

difficult to make a clear conceptual distinction between politics and administration.  In the first 

public administration textbook, Leonard White (1926) avoided making any direct comparisons 

between politics and administration. And in 1937, Luther Gulick declared that it was impractical 

and undesirable to separate the two (Fry 1989, 80).  While most scholars now consider the 

politics-administration dichotomy to be a dead issue, it still remains a source of confusion and 

debate (Rosenbloom 2008, 60).  Frederick Mosher (1982, 8) explained, “The developments in 

recent decades in the ‘real world’ of government have brought to the policy-administration 

dichotomy strains which have grown almost beyond the point of empirical defensibility.  In fact, 

on the theoretical plane, the finding of a viable substitute may well be the number one problem 

of public administration today.  But this concept of dichotomy, like many others, dies hard.” 

Washington viewed the relationship between politics and administrations similarly to the 

reformers and progressives.  He wanted to separate administration from partisan politics, and for 

Washington, political parties were the source of partisanship.  In his farewell address to the 

nation, he warned that political parties would “distract the Public Councils and enfeeble the 

Public administration.”11  He said that parties continually evoke a spirit of mischief which 

“agitates the Community with ill founded jealousies and false alarms, kindles the animosity of 

one part against another, foments occasionally riot and insurrection . . . [and] opens the door to 

foreign influence and corruption.”12  His warning was ignored and political parties soon played a 

significant role in American government, and, as predicted by Washington, the growth of 

political partisanship enfeebled public administration.  From the spoils system to current political 

animosity, administrators and politicians have repeatedly proven that Washington was correct.  It 

is easy to understand why the reformers and progressives wanted to separate administration from 

partisan politics. 

 

2.2.2 Public Administration and Private Management 

Another institutional dilemma that has contributed to the identity crisis is the question of 

making government administration practices more like business management practices.  
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Throughout the history of public administration, scholars have continued to argue on both sides 

of this issue.  On one side of the issue are those arguing that public administration should be 

more like private administration.  As the Scientific Management principles of Frederick Taylor 

gained popularity among business leaders, government officials began implementing the 

principles within their organizations as well.  In the early part of the twentieth century, members 

of New York City’s Bureau of Municipal Research became enthusiastic advocates of Taylor’s 

system (Fry 1989, 66).  In a series of writings, Luther Gulick suggested “that public 

administration and private administration are part of a single broad science despite differences in 

objectives and emphases.  Both deal with groups of men working toward specified goals with a 

division of labor; both arrive at policy decisions through planning; both coordinate, direct, and 

hold accountable; both seek to maximize results through incentives and the best use of men, 

materials, and time; both must be sensitive to public opinion and to the continuity of the 

enterprise in a changing environment” (Fry 1989, 84; Gulick 1933, 63; Gulick 1955, 73).   

In addition to Guilick, others arguing that government should be more like business 

include Lyndall Urwick, Chester Barnard, Peter Drucker, Michael Barzelay, and James 

Thompson.  Papers on the Science of Administration, edited by Gulick and Urwick, provided a 

generalized analysis of principles applicable to both business management and public 

administration (L. D. White 1938).  In the introductory essay, Gulick ([1937] 2004) identified 

some of these principles as division of work, span of control, and unity of command.  Barnard 

([1938] 2004) argued that organizations, both private and public, are similarly influenced by 

informal processes and interactions.  Drucker (1962, 53) argued that business needs to take 

greater responsibility in establishing policy “for growth and regulation of the ‘semifree markets,’ 

such as defense, large-scale public works, and public utilities.”  Barzelay (2001, xii-xiv) 

endorsed making New Public Management a more influential field within public policy.  New 

Public Management is a combination of New Institutional Economics (NIE) and business 

management (Hood 2004, 503-4).  Like business management, NIE is based on free market 

theories.  NIE treats governments as suppliers of goods and services, and it treats the public as 

consumers (Klein 1998).  Using this model, NIE scholars then apply business theories to explain 

the behavior of government organizations and citizens.  Academics like James Thompson and 

Vernon Jones (1995) endorsed private management oriented policy initiatives such as the 

National Performance Review of the Clinton-Gore administration.  In the 1990s, the National 



19 

 

Performance Review was determined to make the entire federal government less expensive and 

more efficient, and to change the culture of the national bureaucracy away from complacency 

and entitlement and toward initiative and empowerment (Bilmes and Gould 2009, 312).  This 

was accomplished by making government more like business. 

On the other side of the public-private management debate are men like Woodrow 

Wilson.  These men have not and do not strongly advocate the use of private management 

principles in government.  Rather than borrowing management practices from the world of 

business, Wilson (1887, 217-22) suggested that we borrow ideas from the governments of other 

nations.  This could be safely done by filtering foreign practices through our constitution.  

Subsequent scholars agreed with Wilson that business principles do not necessarily translate into 

good government practices.  Harvey Walker (1937, 9) observed that many people saw the 

superficial resemblances between the objectives of public administration and business 

management and then “jumped to the conclusion that nothing could be better for government 

than to adopt the principles and practices which have proved successful in business.”  Walker 

argued: “It should be noted that the claims made by the advocates of ‘more business in 

government’ rest upon the assumption that private enterprise is more efficient than public 

enterprise.  No one would deny that some private businesses are operated more efficiently than 

some governments, but to say that, as a class, business is more efficient than government calls 

for a categorical denial” (p.9).  Walker then went on to list several ways that governments and 

business differ.  First, “the objective of business is profit; the objective of government is service” 

(p.10).  Second, you voluntarily do business with private enterprise; you are legally required to 

do business with government enterprise (p.12).  Third, private business enjoys a greater degree 

of privacy than public business (p.13).  Fourth, leadership changes more often in government (p. 

14).  And fifth, separation of powers makes government more difficult to operate (pp. 14-17).   

Others arguing that government administration and business management practices 

should be different include Paul Appleby, Graham Allison, Terry Moe, and Gary Wamsley.  

Appleby ([1945] 2004) recognized four characteristics that distinguish public administration 

from private management.  First, public administration requires a public-interest attitude.  

Second, public administration involves larger and more diverse activities.  Third, public 

administrators are held to a higher degree of accountability because all government activities are 

subject to public debate, scrutiny, or investigation.  And fourth, government is not only affected 
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by politics, government is politics.  Allison ([1979] 2004) noted differences in time, authority, 

media, and implementation.  Government managers have a shorter time horizon due to election 

terms.  Private managers have greater authority to set goals and make changes because public 

managers must share authority with the president, Congress, interest groups, and the public.  

Media provides continuous scrutiny of public administrators while private management can use 

the media for their own purposes.  And, private managers are judged on their ability to get 

results; public administrators are judged on their ability to formulate policy and negotiate 

compromise.  Terry Moe (1990), like Walker, said that an important difference between 

government administration and business management is the fact that government is not about 

voluntary exchange but instead is about coercion.  And finally, Wamsley and his colleagues 

(1987), in the Blackburg Manifesto, noted that the skills for public administration differ 

markedly than skills for private sector management. 

Walker acknowledged that superficial similarities exist between public and private 

management practices; however, beyond the superficial level, significant differences can be 

found in their objectives and operating environments.  Similarly, Murray Horn (1995, 135) 

observed that “public enterprises are ‘like’ private enterprises to the extent that they are both 

engaged in the production of goods and services for sale and that revenues are related to costs.” 

Despite the fact they are alike in this aspect, public enterprises “are typically asked to meet 

noncommercial as well as commercial objectives” (Horn 1995, 135).  These noncommercial 

objectives involve tasks such as “redistributing income, subsidizing particular regions and 

sectors, earning foreign exchange, generating employment, and increasing the probability that 

the party in power will be reelected” (Jones 1982, 4).  These observations by Walker and Horn 

slightly shift the argument from the difference between public and private management practices 

to a debate about the different roles the public and private sectors have in society.  Elinor Ostrom 

(2008, 8-18) characterizes this debate as big government versus privatization.  Big government 

proponents argue that government must use its coercive power to protect the environment from 

abuses such as pollution, to protect natural resources such as commercial fish from extinction, 

and to protect citizens from corporate greed.  Privatization proponents argue that since public 

employees have no direct profit motive, they make policy decisions based not on costs and 

benefits to the public, but on which policy is the easiest to implement.  The result is less 

efficiency.  Shifting more responsibility to the private sector, through tools such as 
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“volunteerism, fee-for-services, ‘load sharing,’ and ‘contracting out’ . . . leads to advantages 

[such as] more cost effective public services, less intrusive government, stimulation of the 

private sector, and more choices for citizens in meeting their needs” (Stillman II 1991, 177-78). 

Privatization, and specifically contracting, has become an increasingly popular trend in 

government (Frederickson and Smith 2003, 207-8).  Rather than hiring public employees, 

governments make sure other institutions are delivering services and meeting community needs 

(Osborne and Gaebler 1992, 32).  By contracting out services to private businesses and non-

profit organizations, government blurs the lines between the public and private sectors (Brewster 

1967, 95; Frederickson and Smith 2003, 117-23).  Due to this blurring, many scholars now use 

the term governance to describe the role of public administrators (Frederickson and Smith 2003, 

208).  Osborne and Gaebler (1992, 24) defined governance as “the process by which we 

collectively solve our problems and meet our society’s needs.”  By using the word “collectively,” 

Osborne and Gaebler expanded the meaning of public administration to “include a variety of 

institutions and organizations traditionally considered outside the realm of government” 

(Frederickson and Smith 2003, 208). 

Washington’s theory on public and private management was similar to that of Gulick and 

Urwick:  general management principles apply to both the public and private sectors.  White’s 

(1948, 97-115) analysis of “George Washington as an Administrator” shows that Washington 

possessed behaviors found in Gulick’s ([1937] 2004, 97) “functional elements of the work of a 

chief executive.”  White listed the elements of Washington’s theory as system and plan, energy, 

facts, avoidance of detail, and dignity.  Like Gulick’s POSDCORB (planning, organizing, 

staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting, and budgeting), the elements of Washington’s theory 

are general in nature and are relevant to executives in both business and government.  We should 

expect to see similarities between public administration and private management during 

Washington’s era since neither the professions within public service nor the occupations within 

private industry were highly specialized.  The functions of government were few and the 

electorate did not expect public administrators to have specialized training.  Despite seeing some 

similarities in the general management of public and private organizations, Washington 

recognized a distinct difference in the purposes of the two types of organizations.  This is 

demonstrated by his dichotomous view of himself.  As a public servant, he sought to be 

disinterested and unbiased when doing the work of the people.  As a private businessman, he 
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pursued self-interested goals in order to increase his wealth.  In general, he saw the role of public 

organizations as promoting the public good and the role of private organizations as providing 

individual wealth.  He did not believe that either sector should assert undo influence on the other; 

however, he did believe the two could work together for the benefit of all citizens.  Woodrow 

Wilson found that Washington’s efforts to promote public and private partnerships go as far back 

as 1770.    Washington saw the importance of building trade routes between the growing western 

frontier and the colonial port cities.  As a British colony, the trade routes were a means to 

increase America’s prosperity; however, after the revolution, the routes became “a matter of 

exigent political necessity” (Wilson [1896] 1969, 246).  Wilson pointed out that the commercial 

ties between the eastern and the western United States inspired a sense of national unity between 

the two regions. 

 

2.2.3 Approaches to Public Administration 

David Rosenbloom identified three approaches to public administration:  managerial, 

political, and legal.  According to Rosenbloom ([1983] 2004, 446), these three approaches “have 

influenced one another over the years, and at some points they overlap.  Yet, their primary 

influence on public administration has been to pull it in three separate directions.”  The next 

three sections evaluate each of these approaches in terms of values, structure, and motivation. 

 

2.2.3.1 Managerial approach.  Leonard White (1926, vii) wrote that “the study of 

administration should start from the base of management rather than the foundation of law, and 

is therefore more absorbed in the affairs of the American Management Association than in the 

decisions of the courts.”  The shift to management rather than rule of law as the foundation of 

public administration was the result of “the Progressives’ emphasis on efficiency based on 

scientific principles of executive management that inspired the reform minded activists and 

academics who helped shape the emerging American administrative state” (Lynn 2009, 806). 

The managerial approach values economy and efficiency as the ways to achieve harmony 

and affluence in society (Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 446; Walker 1937, 89).  Economy is defined 

as acquiring resources at the lowest cost and efficiency is defined as using the minimum amount 
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of those resources (Royal Audit Authority n.d.).  In the words of Herbert Simon (1957, 14), the 

managerial approach means taking “the shortest path, the cheapest means, toward the attainment 

of desired goals.”   

Some scholars from the managerial school of thought consider the legal and political 

approaches to be obstacles on the road to administrative efficiency and governmental success.  

James Pfiffner (1935, 18) wrote: “The lawyer too frequently asks, ‘Is such action legal?’  The 

Administrator, on the other hand, asks, ‘Is it sound policy?’  For this reason the eighteenth 

century legalistic approach to government must give way to the realistic scientific method.  The 

new public administration is impatient with blind obeisance to technical legal rules, which, at 

least to its followers, serve only to hinder social progress.”  Gulick ([1937] 2004, 95) pointed out 

that the American political system, with its non-homogeneous administrative combinations and 

its practice of appointing unqualified laymen and politicians to technical positions, introduces 

inefficiencies into public administration. 

Managerial scholars prefer the bureaucratic structure for organizations because 

bureaucratic features such as unity, hierarchy, and specialization enhance efficiency.  The 

managerial approach seeks unity in both purpose and structure.  The doctrine of unity provides 

efficiency by emphasizing “that all efforts should be directed and coordinated toward a common 

objective” (HQ AFDC/DR 2003, 32).  Although it is now common to expect that a single chief 

administrator within the executive departments of the American government sets the goals for 

the organization, there were members of the Constitutional Convention with other ideas.  Some 

proposed a triple executive representing the then three great geographical sections, and others 

proposed an executive council to share responsibilities (L. D. White 1955, 29).  Hierarchy 

improves efficiency by creating channels of communication (Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 446).  

Goals, advice, instructions, warnings, feedback, and commendations flow downward, upward, 

and laterally throughout the hierarchy (L. D. White 1955, 36).  And, specialization increases 

efficiency by clearly assigning programs and functions to individuals and units (Rosenbloom 

[1983] 2004, 446).  This eliminates overlap and allows the individuals and units to become 

proficient in their assigned duties. 

A scholar’s approach to public administration helps determine his or her theory on 

motivation and action.  The managerial approach allows scholars to choose from a variety of 
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theories on behavior.  Mark Granovetter (1985) divided the literature on institutional behavior 

into two categories:  undersocialized and oversocialized.  The undersocialized literature explains 

that people are motivated completely by desires for rational outcomes.  Individuals and 

organizations ignore emotions, coercion, and uncertainty, and make decisions based on a 

comparison of costs and benefits.  The oversocialized literature explains that factors external to 

the individual influence motivation.  These factors include organizational rules, social customs, 

and cultural norms.  From a broader perspective, undersocialized literature is part of the 

institutional economics field and oversocialized literature is part of the economic sociology field 

(Velthuis 1999). 

Frederick Taylor’s (1911) attitude toward workers reflected undersocialized thinking.  He 

said that workers were motivated by higher wages, potential advancement, better working 

conditions, and shorter hours.  Following Taylor, Ronald Coase (1937) applied institutional 

economic theory to the emergence of firms.  Coase concluded that the behavior of firms is 

motivated by seeking the optimal balance between competing costs.  After Coase, Charles 

Tiebout (1956) applied this line of thinking to communities and citizens.  He reasoned that since 

residents have the ability to migrate freely between communities, they will compare the services 

offered by each community and select the one that offers the most benefits at the least cost.  

Around this same time, Herbert Simon introduced the concept of bounded rationality into 

institutional economic theory.  He said that humans do not have the ability to act completely 

rational because they lack complete knowledge of the present situation, complete knowledge of 

the consequences of all possible choices, and complete knowledge of the future situation (Simon 

1957, 80-84).  Oliver Williamson brought institutional economics and the concept of transaction 

costs into the modern era (North 1990, 79).  Williamson called transaction costs the economic 

counterpart of friction.  This friction causes “frequent misunderstandings and conflicts that lead 

to delays, breakdowns, and other malfunctions” (Williamson 1981, 552).  Examples of 

transaction costs include uncertainty, frequency, asset specificity, bounded rationality, and 

opportunistic behavior. 

Granovetter (1985) used Weber’s ideal bureaucracy to illustrate how some theories 

portray individuals as becoming so ingrained in the institutional structure and culture that they 

lose their ability to act in a self-interested and rational manner.  While Weber clearly saw 

bureaucracy as a vital feature of institutional behavior, his theories on rationality and motivation 
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demonstrated an understanding of both economic and social behavior.  Weber divided rationality 

into four levels (Fry 1989, 18-21).  At the practical level, individuals simply maximize utility 

while performing their daily activities.  At the theoretical level, individuals reflect on practical 

experiences to logically induce and deduce the symbolic meanings of activities.  At the 

substantive level, individuals make decisions that are compatible with the beliefs of the social 

groups with which they are associated at a given time.  At the formal level, rationality is a 

reflection of innate culture and laws.  Chester Barnard also contributed to the field of economic 

sociology.  Barnard ([1938] 2004, 104-5) postulated that informal organizations form 

unconscious processes that establish certain attitudes, understandings, customs, habits, and 

institutions.  Barnard said that people are impelled to take action, and that they are less 

concerned with the type of action and more concerned with the opportunity to take action.  Thus, 

they become part of informal organizations in an attempt to satisfy the need for action.  Frederick 

Roethlisberger discovered a similar phenomenon in the Hawthorne experiments (Ott, Parkes and 

Simpson 2008, 6; Roethlisberger [1941] 2008).  Although his original intent was to study the 

affects of the physical environment on work behavior, he discovered that social groups create 

expectations which workers try to meet.  Robert Merton explained that workers become so 

devoted to the rules and regulations of bureaucratic organizations that they begin to conceive the 

rules and regulations as absolutes and they lose their perspective relative to possible alternatives.  

As a result, bureaucracy becomes the lens through which all actions are seen.  And, as Merton 

proclaimed, “A way of seeing is also a way of not seeing – a focus upon object A involves a 

neglect of object B” (Merton [1957] 2004, 111).  A little more recently, Paul DiMaggio and 

Walter Powell (1983) asserted that three processes influence organizational behavior: coercive, 

mimetic, and normative.  Coercion “results from both formal and informal pressures exerted on 

organizations by other organizations upon which they are dependent and by cultural expectations 

in the society within which organizations function” (p. 150).  In many situations, political and 

legal forces are the sources of coercion.  The mimetic process occurs when “organizations model 

themselves on other organizations” (p. 151).  And, normative pressures stem from associations 

with professional organizations (p. 152).    

Most scholars realize that motivation and action are influenced by a combination of 

factors.  DiMaggio and Powell (1983) admitted that in addition to sociological factors, political 

and legal forces influence behavior.  Richard Scott (2004, 18) recognized that a combination of 
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sociological and economic factors affect behavior: “The broader cultural-cognitive, normative 

and regulatory aspects of institutions shape the nature of competition and of markets, as well as 

the meaning of effective performance and efficient operation.  In sum, institutional frameworks 

bound and define rational arguments and approaches.”  Victor Nee also recognized that self 

interest and social norms influence behavior.  Nee (2003, 23) defined institutions as “a system of 

interrelated informal and formal elements – customs, shared beliefs, conventions, norms, and 

rules –governing social relationships within which actors pursue and fix the limits of legitimate 

interests.” 

 

2.2.3.2 Political Approach.  The justification for the political approach can be found in 

the phrase “government is politics” (Appleby [1945] 2004, 135).  The political approach values 

representativeness, responsiveness, and accountability.  According to Wallace Sayre (1958, 105), 

“Public administration is ultimately a problem in political theory: the fundamental problem in a 

democracy is responsibility to popular control; the responsibility and responsiveness of the 

administrative agencies and the bureaucracies to the elected officials (the chief executives, the 

legislators) is of central importance in a government based increasingly on the exercise of 

discretionary power by the agencies of administration.”  The values associated with the political 

approach are generally vague, and as a result, contain inherent conflicts.  I discuss these values 

and their conflicts in the next three paragraphs.  To overcome these conflicts, the political 

approach embraces pluralism and compromise. 

To be successful, the American political process requires leaders that value 

representativeness, responsiveness, and accountability (Kravchuk 1992, 375).  Civil servants are 

often immune to election cycles and only partially accountable to elected officials, yet they 

possess a discretionary decision-making authority that impacts the lives of voters (Frederickson 

and Smith 2003, 61-65).  The way to achieve representativeness among public administrators is 

to ensure that public organizations are comprised of people that reflect the demographic 

proportions of the communities they serve.  An organization that mirrors the diversity of its 

community is more likely to respond to the interests of all members of that community. 

Responsiveness can also be problematic for democratic systems (Stivers 1994).  

Democracy expects administrators to be responsive to popular will, yet administrators believe 
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they should make decisions based on their professional experience.  Responsive administrators 

must be able to do both.  They need to be receptive to the values, issues, and priorities of the 

community and they must use their expertise to develop solutions that are compatible with the 

expectations of the community. 

The value of accountability also presents conflict.  To whom are public administrators 

accountable?  Is it to the public, to elected officials, or to the standards of their professions?  

Jonathan Koppell (2005) contends that the concept of accountability encompasses all of these 

obligations.  He divided accountability into five principles: responsiveness, controllability, 

responsibility, transparency, and liability.  Responsiveness applies to public obligations:  Did the 

administrator respond to the expectations of the community?  Controllability applies to the 

obligation to elected officials:  Did the administrator do what the appointing official desired?  

Responsibility applies to the professional obligations: Did the administrator follow applicable 

laws and guidelines?  Transparency and liability apply to all obligations.  Transparency compels 

the administrator to reveal all facts of performance and liability ensures that administrators face 

the appropriate consequences for performance. 

The organizational structure of the political approach is based on political pluralism 

(Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 449).  The varying interests among government agencies, business 

organizations, volunteer associations, and consumer groups generate competing claims for power 

and resources (W. G. Scott 1969, 47).  To accommodate these competing demands, the 

government creates new bureaus and agencies (Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 449).  Thus, over time, 

the political approach produces larger government. 

According to the political approach, individual motivation and organizational action is 

the result of uncertainty and compromise.  Uncertainty arises because the electorate replaces 

public decision makers on a regular basis (Moe 1990, 227-30).  The views and policies of future 

public authorities are likely to differ from those of current authorities.  To overcome this 

uncertainty, public organizations develop institutions that provide longer term stability.  These 

institutions include goals, policies, rules, and timetables.  Another mechanism that brings 

stability to the political process is compromise.  In a system of segmented political interests, 

authorities must compromise in order to pass legislation.  These compromises prevent the 

political climate from shifting to extremes. 
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2.2.3.3 Legal Approach.  Harvey Walker (1937, 3-4) wrote, “In a democratic state, law 

is an objectification of the public will; administration affords the means of carrying the law into 

effect.”  Walker (1937, 61) also wrote: “Public administration is essentially the process of 

carrying out the public will as expressed in law.  Administrative officers apply the general rules 

laid down in the law to the specific situations which arise in the day to day conduct of 

governmental affairs.”  More recently, Donald Kettl and James Fesler (2005, 10) described the 

relationship between administration and law in similar terms:  “Public organizations exist to 

administer the law, and every element of their being – their structure, staffing, budget, and 

purpose – is the product of legal authority.”  

The roots of the legal approach are found in the constitution, the Supreme Court, and 

administrative law.  John Rohr (1986, ix) noted that “public administrators at virtually all levels 

of government take an oath to uphold the Constitution of the United States.”  Due to this oath, 

government workers are bound to follow, enforce, interpret, and even create the laws of the 

nation (Lynn 2009, 804; Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 450; Dimock 1980, 31).  Public 

administration, like the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of government, is an 

institution designed to “establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common 

defence, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our 

Posterity” (U.S. Constitution, Preamble; Rohr 1998, 88). 

Rohr (1998, 24-29) suggested that the best way for public administrators to understand 

their duties to the American public is through the study of Supreme Court opinions.  These 

decisions provide insights into the priorities of Americans, the meaning of American values, and 

the relationship between theory and practice.  Since the Supreme Court has the time to review 

only a fraction of the cases in the judicial system, the justices must decide which cases are of the 

highest priority and importance to the American public. In deciding these cases, the justices 

provide their opinions on critical issues.  Often these cases include dissenting opinions.  By 

reviewing both sides of the argument, administrators gain a broader perspective of current issues.  

Since the opinions are based on the legal theories of the justices and since the cases involve 

practical problems facing society, the public administration scholar can see the link between the 

theory and the practical application in these judicial opinions.   
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In 1905, Frank Goodnow  wrote, “A function of government called ‘administration’ is 

being differentiated from the general sphere of governmental activity, and the term 

‘administrative law’ is applied to the rules of law which regulate its discharge” (p.1).  Goodnow  

described administrative law as that part of the law which “deals with the execution of law, with 

the work of governmental authorities whose existence is to be presumed and whose organization 

is determined by the constitutional law” (p. 17).   

The legal approach values due process, individual rights, and equity (Rosenbloom [1983] 

2004, 451-52).  Due process was guaranteed by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 

U.S. Constitution, and was designed to protect individuals from unnecessary harm at the hands 

of government institutions.  President Wilson applied due process protections to private 

institutions during World War I in an attempt to “arbitrate labor disputes that threatened to 

cripple wartime production” (Edelman 1990, 1404-405). 

Often individual rights clash with governmental institutions.  As demonstrated by Mancur 

Olson (1965, 2), individuals do not voluntarily act to achieve common or group interests.  In 

situations where the government is providing an essential service, the judicial system may 

legitimize the actions of the organization; however, the courts generally view the maximization 

of individual rights and freedoms as an essential feature of American democracy.  Thus, the 

value of individual rights places a responsibility upon institutions to ensure that administrative 

actions do not interfere with individual rights (Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 451-52). 

According to H. George Frederickson ([1971] 2004, 316), classic public administration 

sought efficiency and economy.  Modern public administration added a concern for equity.  The 

value of equity is designed to provide all individuals and groups access to justice (H. Walker 

1937, 433-34).   Equity ensures that public administrators look beyond organizational rules, 

regulations, efficiency, and bureaucracy to make decisions that meet the needs of citizens 

(Frederickson 1990, 228-29).  The definition of equity is broad and vague (Frederickson 1990, 

228-29; Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 452).  Individuals are different, businesses are different, and 

communities are different.  Trying to compare these entities in terms of pay, service, justice, or 

any measure of equity is difficult. 

These values put the legal approach in conflict with the managerial approach by 

downgrading the value of cost/benefit analysis.  The legal approach focuses on individual rights 
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rather than the costs of obtaining those rights.  Supporters of the legal approach go as far as 

promoting the philosophy that inadequate resources are not adequate justification for depriving 

an individual of constitutional rights (Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 452). 

As demonstrated by its values, the legal approach embraces conflict.  Whether it is the 

conflict between individual rights and common interests or the struggle to ensure that 

organizations define and provide equity, “the preferred structure of the legal approach to public 

administration is one that will maximize the use of adversary procedures” (Rosenbloom [1983] 

2004, 452).  The model for this structure is the judicial trial.  The trial provides an arena for 

adversaries to present opposing arguments.  On a broader scale, separation of powers provides an 

arena for conflict (McKinley 1951).  Branches and levels of government compete for power and 

influence.   The checks and balances provided by separation of powers ensure that administrators 

perform their duties as outlined by applicable laws (Lynn 2009, 804). 

The element of separation of powers that supporters of the legal approach find most 

appealing is the independent and impartial judge (Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 452).  This judge 

has the ability to resolve conflict.  As individuals interact with one government agency, they 

receive a sense of justice knowing that another agency possesses the ability to judge the fairness 

of the interaction.  “The existence of an independent finder of facts who possesses decisional 

finality goes far toward satisfying the individual’s natural desire and demand for procedural 

justice” (Lorch 1970, 52). 

  

2.2.3.4 Washington’s Approach.  Washington did not adhere to specific ideologies.  He 

opposed political parties, local prejudices, and regional biases.  He examined every problem in 

the largest context possible and selected his solutions based on what was best for the particular 

situation and not based on an individual paradigm.  Leonard White extols Washington’s skills as 

a manager; several letters show his dedication to the Constitution and the judiciary system; and 

multiple scholars and letters point to his belief in representativeness, responsiveness, and 

accountability.    In short, Washington used all three approaches in his public administration 

theory and practice. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHOD 

 

My research method blurs the edge between the humanities and the social sciences.  The 

fields of history, public administration, and sociology have influenced my data collection.  

Established professional practice in history states that “historical knowledge is acquired by the 

operation of reason and rationality as applied to the historical sources.  Through this empirical 

(i.e., source-based) and analytical (i.e., inferential) process we extract what we think is most 

likely to be the past’s true meaning” (Munslow 2002, 18).  In the vein of the historian, I relied on 

primary documents from archives to ascertain the theories and practices of Washington (Warren 

and Karner 2010, 181-202; Smith 1995).    The goal of the social scientist is to make an 

important “contribution to an identifiable scholarly literature by increasing our collective ability 

to construct verified scientific explanations of some aspect of the world” (King, Keohane and 

Verba 1994, 15).  In the vein of the social scientist, my goal was to improve our understanding of 

public administration theory and practice by linking public administration’s past with its present.  

There are difficulties with working along this blurred edge.  Historians prefer rich descriptions to 

convey meaning while social scientists prefer parsimonious explanations (Munslow 2002, 20; 

King 1993, 397).  “Rich description is important for understanding what is to be explained by 

later systematic analysis; it is important for telling history, where we would prefer to know the 

facts as closely and perhaps as completely as possible.  But it is not particularly useful as theory 

or explanation” (King 1993, 397). 

To explain the differences between the study of history and the science of sociology, 

history professor Fred Morrow Fling (1923, 17-32) used the illustration of broken glass.  If 

several pieces of glass of difference sizes, shapes, and colors were found on a table, the historian 

would fit each piece together to form the whole picture; however, the sociologist would put the 

individual pieces into a melting pot and fuse the molten mass to create the whole picture.  Fling 

intimated that the historian is more focused on understanding the individual pieces and how they 

fit together, whereas, the sociologist is more concerned with understanding the overall effects of 

fitting the pieces together.  The two disciplines can work together when applied in series.  
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Historical methods are useful for examining individual facts and stories.  The goal is to get the 

facts right.  Sociological methods are useful for explaining phenomena.  The goal is a 

parsimonious explanation that describes a phenomenon in broad and simple terms.  Topics 

should first be studied using historical methods to gain a correct understanding of the facts, and 

then they should be studied using social science methods to provide useful explanations through 

theories.  Since George Washington has not been studied in recent times by public administration 

scholars, my first goal was to get the facts right.  My second goal was to link the theories and 

practices of Washington to modern public administration theory, and my third goal was to 

explain the importance of making this linkage. 

I used grounded analysis to accomplish these goals. “Grounded analysis is a general 

methodology for inducing or deriving theory from an analysis of the patterns, themes, and 

common categories underlying observational data while the analyst holds to a minimum the 

predisposition to particular theoretical interests” (Brower and Jeong 2008, 823).  In short, it is 

“the discovery of theory from data” (Glaser and Strauss 1967, 1).  Since the purpose of my 

research was to uncover the public administration theories of George Washington, this was an 

appropriate method. 

 

3.1 Differences in Quantitative and Qualitative Analysis 

Grounded analysis is a qualitative research method.  As such, differences exist between 

grounded analysis and the quantitative techniques typically employed by public administration 

researchers.  While some researchers argue “that these differences are mainly ones of style and 

specific technique” (King, Keohane and Verba 1994), others contend that “stark” differences 

exist between the two methodological strategies (Creswell 1994, 4).   To begin with, the 

quantitative approach is based on a linear construct where the researcher’s theory leads to a 

hypothesis and then sequentially to the research design, construction of the data collection 

instrument, data collection, statistical analysis, research interpretation, and conclusion/theory 

adjustment.  The qualitative approach is an iterative process in which data collection, data 

analysis, researcher interpretation, literature reviews, and theory building usually occur 

simultaneously (Warren and Karner 2010, 3-5).  King, Keohane, and Verba (1994, 7) posit that 

the purpose of both methods is to make causal inferences about the world.  Warren and Karner 
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(2010, 5-7) counter that the two methods interpret the world differently.  They say that the 

quantitative approach is based on the logic of positivism: knowledge is based on an objective 

observation of some aspect of society where any trained observer should reach the same 

conclusions as another trained observer.  The qualitative approach is based on the logic of 

constructionism: knowledge is intersubjective – it is based on the shared meanings and 

understandings of the researchers doing the studying and the subjects being studied.  The two 

approaches also have different goals.  The goal of quantitative research is to test theory and the 

goal of qualitative research is to build theory (Creswell 1994, 7).  In quantitative designs, the 

research question is specific to the method and research design.  These questions are devised to 

focus on studying variables, units of analysis, and samples.  In qualitative designs, research 

questions are open ended and devised to study the whole.  These grand questions broadly guide 

research and may evolve during the process (Creswell 1994, 116-70).    Next, the two methods 

have different data collection procedures.  Quantitative analysis relies on random selection, and 

qualitative analysis prefers to select cases that best answer the research question (Warren and 

Karner 2010, 181).   

The methods also have different standards for validity, reliability, and generalizability.  

In quantitative analysis, “Validity refers to measuring what we think we are measuring” (King, 

Keohane and Verba 1994, 25).  Thus, quantitative researchers must carefully select and control 

their variables to ensure their data objectively measures the phenomenon they wish to observe.  

In qualitative analysis, validity is measured by the researcher’s ability to influence the reader 

through a thick, descriptive narrative (Warren and Karner 2010, 7-8).  In quantitative research, 

reliability means coming to the same conclusion when examining the same data.  In qualitative 

research, reliability involves the degree to which there is consistency in the research process 

(Warren and Karner 2010, 8).  Triangulation is also part of qualitative reliability.  Triangulation 

seeks to eliminate any bias found in a particular data source, investigator, or method by including 

data from additional sources, investigators, or methods (Creswell 1994, 174).  And lastly, 

quantitative researchers generalize from samples to populations, but qualitative researchers 

generalize about social processes that might be relevant in more than one setting.  For example, 

relationships involving power struggles, insiders versus outsiders, or gender differences may 

apply to more than one setting or interaction (Warren and Karner 2010, 7). 
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3.2 Grounded Analysis 

Grounded analysis affords specific advantages for my research design.   One advantage is 

its flexibility.  Since “there is no recipe book for doing grounded analysis,” it is adaptable to a 

multi-discipline study (Brower and Jeong 2008, 824).  Flexibility also applies to reporting 

results.  Grounded analysis can be reported in a narrative format or as a set of propositions (Dey 

1999, 2).  Also, grounded analysis does not involve hypothesis testing (Brower and Jeong 2008, 

825).  This open-ended approach allows me to discover the theories of Washington and then link 

them to modern theory.  Another advantage is that grounded analysis uses concepts as the basic 

unit of analysis (Corbin and Strauss 1990, 5-7).  For my purposes, the concepts are the theories 

and practices of Washington.     

Hong-Sang Jeong (2006, 60) highlighted three approaches to grounded analysis.  The 

first approach, usually identified with Anselm Strauss, utilizes more formulaic and systematic 

procedures that align grounded analysis more closely with quantitative methods.  The second 

approach, usually identified with Barney Glaser, is a more flexible and open-ended process that 

relies on constant comparison and inductive analysis to discover theory.  The third approach, 

usually identified with Kathy Charmaz, incorporates the idea of socially constructed reality into 

grounded analysis. 

 

3.2.1 Strauss Approach 

Grounded analysis follows specific procedures for data collection and analysis (Corbin 

and Strauss 1990, 5-12; Creswell 1994, 12).  First, analysis begins with the collection of the first 

bit of data.  Second, the concepts revealed during the analysis become the basic units of analysis.  

Third, related concepts are grouped to form categories.  Fourth, concepts and categories are 

constantly reassessed to identify patterns and variations.  Fifth, the analyst writes theoretical 

memos to track the categories, properties, hypotheses, and questions that emerge and evolve 

throughout the analytical process.  Sixth, the analyst uses the memos to build theories.  And 

seventh, the analyst must consider broader conditions such as the economy, cultural values, 

political movements, and social trends that could affect the phenomenon being studied. 
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3.2.2 Glaser Approach 

Glaser’s approach differs from that of Strauss in three key aspects.  First, Glaser prefers a 

less structured process (Jeong 2006, 63).  Second, he prefers the less structured method because 

he believes that the purpose of grounded theory is to build theory and not to verify theory (Dey 

1999, 20).  The more rigid the process, the less chance there is for theory to emerge from the 

data.  And third, whereas Strauss uses only one type of coding, axiel, Glaser distinguishes 

between two types of coding, substantive and theoretical.  Substantive codes conceptualize the 

data being studied and theoretical codes help define relationships between the substantive codes.  

For example, “table” and “chair” could be substantive codes, and “furniture” would be a 

theoretical code that defined their relationship. 

 

3.2.3 Charmaz Approach 

By acknowledging that theories are socially constructed, Charmaz brings grounded 

analysis into the realm of interpretative social science (Brower and Jeong 2008, 834).  This 

acknowledgement aligns grounded analysis with the theories of Scott (1995; 2004) and Zucker 

(1977) discussed in chapter one of this dissertation.  Scott and Zucker described institutions as 

existing in a socially constructed reality. 

Another feature of Charmaz’s (2000, 517) approach is an emphasis on the use of memo 

writing.  Although Brower and Jeong (2008, 835) note that this is not a new technique in 

grounded analysis, memoing is an important technique used by qualitative researchers to record, 

analyze, and interpret data and deserves to be highlighted in any version of grounded theory 

(Warren and Karner 2010, 241-42). 

 

3.2.4 Final Thoughts on Grounded Analysis 

Brower and Jeong (2008) identify three phases of coding activities as the core of 

grounded analysis.  The first phase is open coding.  In this phase, the empirical materials are 

broken down in order to conduct a microanalysis of the thoughts, ideas, and meanings of the 

materials.  These concepts are then grouped into native codes and sociological codes.  Native 

“codes are expressions used by the ‘natives’ of a setting that are unique to the setting or lexicon 
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of the natives” (p. 829).  “Sociological codes are concepts taken from the social science literature 

or [are] terms that analysts invent to describe the behavioral and social phenomena that they 

observe” (p. 829).    The second phase of coding is axial coding.  In this phase, the concepts are 

reassembled by identifying relationships among the groups.  The third phase of coding is 

selective coding.  During this phase, “emergent theory is refined and its elements integrated” (p. 

831).   

 

3.3 Research Stages 

Keeping in mind the flexibility of grounded analysis, my method combined the process as 

defined by Strauss with Glaser’s goal of uncovering theory and Charmaz’s constructivist view 

and reliance on memos.  My analysis involved three different stages of research: framed archival 

research, focused word search, and Washington literature review.  True to qualitative dictums, 

my work did not progress linearly; however, I did wait until the latter stages of my research to 

conduct the Washington literature review in order to guard against tainting my interpretations of 

Washington’s theories with the interpretations in the existing literature (Dey 1999, 3-4).  The 

next three sections describe these stages. 

 

3.3.1 Framed Archival Research 

In my first stage of research, I used grounded analysis to study archival documents.  I 

found two internet-based archives containing information on George Washington.  The most 

extensive source of information was the George Washington Papers at the Library of Congress, 

1741-1799.  This online collection contains photocopies of more than 65,000 original George 

Washington documents.  The document types include correspondence, diaries, journals, account 

books, military records, reports, and notes (Library of Congress 1999).  The other source of 

information was The Writings of George Washington from the Original Manuscript Sources 

1745-1799.  This collection was prepared by John C. Fitzpatrick from 1931-1944 under the 

direction of the United States George Washington bicentennial commission and published in 39 

volumes by the United States Congress (Fitzpatrick 1931, i).  It contains transcriptions of more 



37 

 

than 17,400 letters written by Washington (Grizzard 2002).  The University of Virginia currently 

provides online access to a digitized version of the collection.  

For this stage, I reviewed documents in the time periods during which Washington served 

in a national public office: commander in chief of the Continental Army, 1775-1783; president of 

the Constitutional Convention, 1787; and president of the United States of America, 1789-1796.  

The Writings of George Washington proved to be the best resource for this task because it is 

organized by chronology whereas the George Washington Papers are divided and subdivided by 

document type before being arranged chronologically.  The George Washington Papers are 

divided into six main series: letters, journals/diaries, financial papers, military papers, 

applications for office, and miscellaneous papers.  The letters are then subdivided into forty-one 

letterbooks.  Letterbooks are books into which letters written and received were copied for 

recordkeeping purposes.  Washington kept separate letterbooks for his personal and private 

correspondence.  He also kept a specific book for his correspondence with Congress and specific 

books for his correspondence with each of his cabinet members.  Thus, he used several 

letterbooks during each time period.  The other series are subdivided in a similar manner.  For 

example, military records are subdivided into orderly books, commissary records, rules and 

regulations, and legal proceedings.  Financial records are first subdivided into private and public 

records and then further subdivided by ledger books, cash memorandums, and vouchers.  As a 

result of all the dividing and subdividing, I found it very difficult to systematically read the 

documents in the George Washington Papers; therefore, I relied on The Writings of George 

Washington in this initial stage. 

The disadvantages to using The Writings of George Washington were that it contained 

only transcripts (as opposed to original documents) and that it contained only letters written by 

Washington.  The advantages to using this collection were that the chronological organization 

made for an easier and more systematic research process and that it contained only letters written 

by Washington.  While I initially thought the fact that the collection contained only letters 

written by Washington was a disadvantage because it did not provide the full context of the 

subjects of his letters, I later determined this to be an advantage because it allowed me to develop 

my initial codes from only his words without being distracted or biased by outside influences.  I 

was able to bring greater context to my analysis during the second stage of my research. 
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I recorded the data from this collection in a spreadsheet for coding and comparison.  I 

used a different spreadsheet for each time frame.    After some initial coding, I started using 

memos to loosely link the codes and emerging categories to various familiar concepts in public 

administration.  One of these concepts was a broad definition of public administration that 

identified the key elements of the profession as ethics, law, management (personnel, financial, 

and information), and policy (development, implementation, and evaluation) (Klay 2005, 10-12).  

Another concept was Rosenbloom’s three approaches to public administration: managerial, 

political, and legal.  A third concept was big government versus privatization.  To prevent myself 

from forcing the data into fitting any specific pre-existing line of thought, I used these concepts 

only as unconstrained guidelines.  An example of an early memo involves a letter Washington 

wrote to the Senate asking for $1500 annually to purchase clothing, animals, and supplies for 

Indian tribes.13  I asked, “Is this an example of welfare policy development?”  Another memo 

involves a Washington letter to Samuel Vaughn in which Washington explained his criteria for 

making appointments to political offices.14  In this memo I wrote, “Sounds like merit system; 

need to compare with Pendleton Act.”  During this stage, the following categories began to 

emerge: desire to use merit selection when appointing civil servants, desire to use merit selection 

in promotion of military officers, importance of ethics for all aspects of administration, 

importance of judicial system, concern for establishing a sound financial system, desire to 

establish effective system for information management, usefulness of public-private 

partnerships, views on military administration, and need for public education system.  The main 

purpose of this stage was to develop unbiased categories that represented the public 

administration theories and practices of Washington. 

 

3.3.2 Focused Word Search 

In order to gather more details on Washington’s theories and practices, I used the second 

stage to conduct word searches on the codes and categories that emerged out of the first stage.  In 

addition to The Writings of George Washington and the George Washington Papers, I used two 

other archives in stage two: America’s Historical Newspapers, Series 1 and A Century of 

Lawmaking For a New Nation: U.S. Congressional Documents and Debates 1774-1875.  

America’s Historical Newspapers is an online collection containing 1,512,979 pages from 718 
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American newspapers dated between 1620 and 1876 (Readex Digital Collections n.d.).  A 

Century of Lawmaking is another online collection maintained by the Library of Congress.  It 

contains documents from the Continental Congresses, Constitutional Convention, and Federal 

Congresses (Library of Congress 2003).  

Each of the online collections contains a search engine that seeks the desired word and its 

variants.  I used my focused search to supplement my initial findings from stage one.   For 

example, after recognizing that merit selection was an important part of Washington’s 

philosophy, I search for words such as representation, character, merit, and equal to find 

documents that fell outside of the time frames used in stage one.  I also used stage two to provide 

more context to Washington’s words.  For example, when Washington made his first tour of the 

United States as president, I reviewed the newspapers of the cities he visited, and when 

information from The Writings of George Washington indicated an interaction with Congress, I 

reviewed the records from the U.S. Congressional Documents.  Additionally, I used the George 

Washington Papers to find supplementary sources to provide context to my findings in stage 

one.  These additional sources included letters written to Washington, diary entries, financial 

documents, and military records.   

As in stage one, I recorded my findings in a spreadsheet for coding and comparison.  

During stage two, I continued to refine my codes and the boundaries of the categories became 

clearer. I also continued to write and review memos.  The purpose of this stage was to broaden 

the scope of the research and identify Washington’s theories of public administration. 

 

3.3.3 Washington Literature Review 

In the third stage, I identified the perceptions of Washington in the existing literature.  I 

reviewed literature from history and public administration.  History provided the majority of the 

information for this stage.  I targeted my search toward respected historians in the field of 

Revolutionary America.  These historians included Don Higginbotham (1985; 2002), John Shy 

(1976; 1978), Merrill Jensen (1970), John Alden (1984), and Glenn Phelps (1993).  I also 

targeted authors who were contemporaries of Washington such as John Marshall ([1804-07] 

1926) and authors who have written multiple works on Washington such as James Flexner 

(1969).  There were also several references to Washington from public administrators and 
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scholars during the Reform and Progressive Eras, but these references declined as the scholarly 

literature moved into the Modern Era.  To find information on how public administration 

scholars have viewed Washington, I targeted public administration textbooks and conducted 

searches for “George Washington” using JSTOR and the internet.  Once I identified the fact that 

Reform and Progressive Eras scholars and practitioners acknowledged some of Washington’s 

contributions to public administration, I focused on the works of these authors.  They included 

Leonard White (1948), Carl Fish (1905), Woodrow Wilson ([1896] 1969), and William 

Willoughby (1891).  

As in the first two stages, I recorded this information into a spreadsheet for coding and 

reference.  The purpose of this stage was to compare my findings in the first two phases with the 

findings of other Washington researchers.  It was during this stage that I was able to identify the 

central themes that became the five chapters in the body of this dissertation.  Tables A.1 through 

A.5 in appendix A show how the initial codes that I identified in Washington’s words and from 

public administration theories progressed into categories related to public administration 

concepts and then eventually became chapters in this dissertation. 

 

3.3.4 Summary of Method 

Part of my goal during the second and third stages of my research was to triangulate my 

initial codes found in stage one through additional sources and methods.  In stage one I relied 

completely on the words of Washington found by sequentially reading his letters.  In stage two I 

added the additional sources of letters written to Washington; newspaper articles; and 

Congressional, military, and financial records.  These additional sources helped to provide third 

party perspective to the words of Washington.  In stage three I added secondary sources written 

by authorities on George Washington and the Revolutionary Era.  These sources allowed me to 

identify themes recognized by other authors.  I also used different methods in each of the stages.  

Stage one involved traditional archival research where I sequentially read through each 

document for a specified time frame.  Stage two allowed me to search a broader selection of 

documents for specific codes and themes.  And, stage three consisted of a literature review where 

I relied on the research of other scholars. 
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Obviously during each stage of this process, my goal was to gain a greater understanding 

of George Washington and the Revolutionary Era.  In addition to the research I conducted, I 

attempted to immerse myself in colonial culture throughout the writing of this dissertation.  I 

observed multiple lectures by Washington experts such as David Fischer, Richard Brookhiser, 

and Ron Chernow and by Early America scholars such as Gordon Wood and Peter Onuf.  I took 

a course on Revolutionary America.  I watched documentaries about Washington.  And, I even 

hung pictures of Washington on the walls of my office.  I do believe this immersion helped me to 

comprehend Washington’s point of view (Kanuha 2000). 

 

3.3.5 Overview of Findings 

Words are my data.  Washington’s words describe his thoughts on public administration.  

The words of other authors give their opinions on Washington.  I use these words to answer the 

research question, what was George Washington’s theory of American public administration?  

Since words are my data, I frequently use quotations in this dissertation.  The direct words of 

Washington and the stated opinions of others provide primary evidence for my assertions.  

Additionally, these quotations give the reader a chance to understand Washington in his own 

words.  I use the direct quotations of Progressive and Modern Era scholars to illustrate the 

linkage between Washington and later public administration theory and practice.  I also use 

numerous references to unquoted documents as support for my assertions.  While I do not list 

every possible example of letters and documents that could be used to support my statements, I 

use enough to give the reader confidence in the findings. 

Five themes emerged dominant during my archival research: ethics, law, education, 

military, and merit.  I found moderate coverage of these themes in the existing literature on 

Washington.  Ethics and law are broad themes that are critical to all aspects of public 

administration, and thus, these themes are relevant to all chapters in this dissertation.  Public 

employees must adhere to ethical behavior and the rule of law when administering their duties.  

Education and military administration are more specific themes and for this reason I have given 

them individual chapters in the dissertation.  Merit selection is a large part of Progressive Era 

philosophy, and it is included in the chapter on Progressivism.  The themes of public-private 

relationships and financial management also emerged during my archival research.  I found very 
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few references to these themes in the modern literature; therefore, I have devoted individual 

chapters to both.  I also found the themes of moderation, efficiency, and unity during my archival 

research.  These are important aspects of Washington’s theory, but since they have previously 

been covered extensively by others, I do not devote assigned chapters to these themes; however, 

I do reference them in other chapters. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

MILITARY ADMINISTRATION 

 

As a youth, George Washington was interested in military history and theory.  He often 

read books on the subject and one of his favorite plays, Cato, was about the Roman Civil War.  

In 1746, when Washington was around the age of fifteen, he seriously considered joining the 

British navy.  It took the stern admonition of his mother to change his mind (Lengel 2005, 11-

12).  Five years later, he inherited his brother’s commission in the Virginia militia and officially 

started his military career (Wilson [1896] 1969, 58).  As an officer in the Virginia militia, 

Washington fought in, and perhaps started, the French and Indian War.  During this time, he rose 

through the ranks to become commander in chief of the forces raised for the defense of Virginia 

(Vestal 1932, 106-8).  In 1758, Washington left the battlefield and began serving in the Virginia 

House of Burgesses.  His time away from battle lasted until he accepted his appointment as 

commander in chief of the Continental Army.15  The final phase of his military service came in 

1798 when President Adams appointed him commander in chief of the American army raised to 

defend the continent from potential attacks by the French (Lengel 2005, 360).  Throughout his 

military career, he had the opportunity to establish institutional precedents for the U.S. military.  

Four of these institutions that still influence the military are civilian control, unity of command, 

professional education, and information operations.  

 

4.1 Civilian Control as an Institution 

“Among the oldest problems of human governance has been the subordination of the 

military to political authority: how a society controls those who possess the ultimate power of 

coercion or physical force.  Since the earliest development of organized military forces in ancient 

times, governments, particularly republican or democratic governments, have been vulnerable to 

either being destroyed, overturned, or subverted by their armies.  All forms of government, from 

the purest democracies to the most savage autocracies, whether they maintain order and gain 
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compliance by consent or by coercion, must find the means to assure the obedience of their 

military - - both to the regime in power and to the overall system of government” (Kohn 1997).     

Civilian control can take various forms.  In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, 

government organizations controlled militaries.  During that time, European kings and their 

respective legislative bodies often struggled to control their nations’ militaries.  In the eighteenth 

and nineteenth centuries, social classes controlled militaries.  For example, European aristocracy 

and bourgeoisie battled to control the military in an effort to promote class interests.  Civilian 

control can also take the form of constitutional law (Huntington [1957] 1985, 80-83).  The U.S. 

Constitution and its amendments separate control of the military among the three branches of 

government.  It makes the president commander in chief, gives Congress the power to declare 

war, and defines the judicial process for prosecuting treason and other crimes possibly 

committed by the military (Kohn 1997). 

Civilian control of the military is a fundamental institution of the American political 

system.  The culture, history, and politics of the United States have created a type of civilian 

control known as “separation” (Huntington [1957] 1985; Janowitz, 1960; Schiff, 1995).  Military 

personnel are prepared to advise civilians and defend the nation, but they are not involved in 

political decision making and are not to interfere with civilian institutions (Schiff 1995, 10).   

While members of the military are allowed to participate in the political process as private 

citizens, they are not allowed to use their military status to influence the process.  Additionally, 

as a collective entity, the military establishment must avoid becoming the dominant institution in 

the American political system (Sondheimer, et al. 2010, 424).  Thus, like most careers in public 

administration, the military professional must separate his or her role as a civil servant from that 

of concerned citizen.  The next section shows how Washington influenced these theories and 

practices. 

 

4.2  Washington’s Precedent for Civilian Control 

In a letter to Connecticut governor Jonathan Trumbull, dated July 18, 1775, Washington 

stated that the right of the Continental Congress to control the army “must be unquestionable.”16  

A few months later, Washington reminded General Charles Lee that his actions should always 

“be consistent with the Orders of Congress” and that when making decisions he should rely upon 
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his own judgment and listen to the counsel of advisors, but this must be done “keeping always in 

view the declar’d Intentions of Congress.”17   

Although the Congress did not require General Washington to furnish regular reports of 

his military actions, he felt that it was his obligation to do so (Thayer 1922, 154).  Frequently, in 

these reports and in his General Orders to the troops, Washington acknowledged the “Authority 

of Congress.”18  And when the Articles of Confederation gave individual states authority on 

matters of manpower and money, Washington started sending an annual Circular to the States 

along with letters to the governors of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Virginia, Connecticut, and 

Rhode Island.  Although Washington maintained his belief in the superiority of civilian authority 

over military forces, the confusion of having to coordinate the fiscal and logistical necessities of 

the military with thirteen separate authorities helped to solidify Washington’s resolve that a 

unified government was the only hope for the survival of America (Ellis 2007, 71). 

While Washington expressed his theory on the role of the military in these letters and 

orders, he was forced to put his theory into action at an event known as the Newburg Conspiracy.  

The conspiracy started near the end of the American Revolutionary War.  With peace 

approaching, the men began to dwell upon their past hardships, present wants, and uncertain 

futures (Matteson, Washington the Colonial and National Statesman 1932, 68).  Many officers 

had spent personal fortunes and their prime of life in unrewarded service to the emerging nation.  

Due to the power of the state legislatures, most soldiers believed the Continental Congress had 

neither the desire nor the means to make good on promises of compensation.  Some even 

insinuated that Washington’s deference to civilian authority restrained him from supporting their 

interests with the necessary zeal (Marshall [1804-07] 1926, IV:2). 

On May 22, 1782, Colonel Lewis Nicola described the men’s grievances in an eight-page 

letter he sent to Washington.  Nicola noted that their “pecuniary rights” had long been neglected 

and he feared that “when our services are no longer wanted, and that the recompence [sic] of all 

our toils, hardships, expence of private fortune, during several of the best years of our lives will 

be, to those who cannot earn a livelihood by manual labor, beggary, & that we who have born 

the heat & labour of the day will be forgot and neglected by such as reap the benefits without 

suffering any of the hardships.”  He hinted at the possible consequences if the Congress did not 

follow through with promises made to veterans such as half pay for life: “God forbid we should 
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ever think of involving that country we have, under your conduct & auspices, rescued from 

oppression, into a new scene of blood & confusion; but it cannot be expected we should forego 

claims on which our future subsistence & that of our families depend.”  Nicola also spoke of the 

weakness of the federation of the thirteen states and offered his opinion of a better form of 

government: “I believe strong arguments might be produced for admitting the title of King, 

which I conceive would be attended with some material advantages.”19  Some historians 

speculate that Nicola, at the behest of others, was not only attempting to persuade Washington to 

lead a rebellion against the current government, but was also suggesting that the general would 

make an ideal monarch (Matteson, Washington the Colonial and National Statesman 1932, 69; 

Thayer 1922, 134).  

Washington promptly and harshly responded to Nicola: “With a mixture of great surprise 

and astonishment have I read with attention the Sentiments you have submitted to my perusal.  

Be assured Sir, no occurrence in the course of the War, has given me more painful sensations 

than your information of there being such ideas existing in the Army as you have expressed, and 

I must view with abhorrence, and reprehend with severety [sic]. . . . Let me conjure you then, if 

you have any regard for your Country, concern for yourself or posterity, or respect for me, to 

banish these thoughts from your Mind, and never communicate, as from yourself, or any one 

else, a sentiment of like Nature.”20  Washington’s reprimand did not bring an end to the 

conspiracy.  In fact, Washington faced insurrection on two fronts.  One front was led by Major 

General Horatio Gates.  Gates had long hoped to supersede Washington as commander in chief 

and was attempting to use discontent among the soldiers to take over the military and potentially 

seize political power (Kohn 1970, 201).  The second front was led, ironically, by members of 

Congress.21  Alexander Hamilton, Gouverneur Morris, and Robert Morris hoped to use the threat 

of an army insurrection to regain the power the Continental Congress had lost to the states as a 

result of the ratification of the Articles of Confederation.  Their plan was to use the possibility of 

a military revolt to force the states to give the Congress more authority to raise revenues at a 

national level (Kohn 1970, 191).  They would use these revenues, they claimed, to satisfy their 

obligations to the military.  To foment the possibility of mutiny, Robert Morris assured Gates 

that public creditors were fully behind him (Kohn 1970, 206).  To hopefully prevent the mutiny 

from actually occurring, Hamilton kept Washington apprised of Gates’ plans (Kohn 1970, 202). 
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The plot reached its zenith in February of 1783 when Gates and his aides anonymously 

circulated their Newburgh Address around camp.  This letter reminded the troops of their 

suffering and sacrifice, told them of the country’s ingratitude, and, in a reference to Washington, 

warned them to “suspect the man who would advise to more moderation and longer forebearance 

[sic]” (Kohn 1970, 207).22  Rumors circulated among the men in camp and among the delegates 

in Philadelphia that if the war continued, the soldiers would cease fighting and settle in the 

western frontier; on the other hand, if England and the United States reached a peace settlement 

the army would not disband until the government complied with their demands.23  Feeling that it 

was time to take action, the conspirators held a secret meeting of all field officers and company 

representatives (Kohn 1970, 206).  Washington temporarily rescued the conspirators “from 

plunging themselves into a gulph [sic] of Civil horror from which there might be no receding” by 

issuing a General Order where he noted his “disapprobation of such disorderly proceedings” and 

requested that the general and field officers and company representatives meet again “to hear the 

report of the Committee of the Army to Congress.”  Washington went on to direct in his order: 

“After  mature deliberation they will devise what further measures ought to be adopted as most 

rational and best calculated to attain the just and important object in view.  The senior officer in 

Rank present will be pleased to preside and report the result of the Deliberations to the 

Commander in Chief.”24 

The men met as directed by Washington.  Major General Gates was the senior officer in 

Rank.  As he opened the proceedings, Washington unexpectedly entered the room and began to 

address the gathering.  He condemned any thoughts of military action against civilian authorities, 

he appealed to their pride by cautioning them that such action would “tarnish the reputation of an 

Army which is celebrated thro’ all Europe, for its fortitude and Patriotism,” and he encouraged 

them to “place a full confidence in the purity of the intentions of Congress.”25  As proof of 

Congress’s good intentions, Washington began to read a letter he had received from a Virginia 

delegate to the Continental Congress.  His eyesight was not as good as it was before the war 

began.  He reached into his vest for his eyeglasses and “murmured that he had grown gray in the 

service to his country, and now found himself going blind” (Kohn 1970, 210).  This gesture 

seemed to validate the sincerity of his words.  Washington displaced the feelings of anger with 

emotions of patriotism.  The officers abandoned their previous schemes and agreed to pursue 

their grievances without threats of violence (Alden 1984, 207).  Washington established the 
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precedent of civilian control of the military, but the goal of the nationalists to establish the 

supremacy of the national government over state governments would have to wait until the 

Constitutional Convention in 1787. 

As demonstrated in appendix B, the lesson of the Newburgh Conspiracy is still taught in 

the military today.  One of the first books soldiers are required to study is the U.S. Army’s Field 

Manual 1.   This document establishes fundamental principles that “all soldiers should 

understand and internalize” (Schoomaker 2005).  The U.S. Army teaches that at Newburgh 

Washington demonstrated and helped establish the military principles of “selfless service and 

willing subordination to civilian authority” (U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command 2005, 

I-5). 

 

4.3 Unity of Command as an Institution 

The American military has taught the principle of unity of command since 1921.  At that 

time, the U.S. War Department published Training Regulations 10-5 outlining nine principles of 

war.  The department based its principles on strategies from ancient Chinese and Greek to 

nineteenth century French and German military theorists (United States Army 2004, 172).  Some 

historians trace the unity of command principle to Napoleon Bonaparte.  Bonaparte is quoted as 

saying, “there should be but one army, acting on one line, and led by one chief” (Vego 2007, 

VIII-13); however, before Bonaparte ever took to the battlefield, Washington emphasized the 

importance of unity of command. 

Unity of command means that members of a military unit operate under the direction of a 

single commander.  This lessens the possibility of conflicting orders being given to the unit, and 

thus, enables the unit to perform as a cohesive group (Joint Chiefs of Staff 2007, IV-1).  Failure 

to establish unity of command has historically resulted in defeat or disaster.  For example, the 

initial success of the Japanese surprise attack on Pearl Harbor was partially due to the lack of a 

single commander for U.S. military forces in the Pacific.  The failure of Army and Navy forces 

to coordinate operations and information made the U.S. forces in Hawaii vulnerable to attack.  

Also, lack of unity of command was the primary reason that allied French, Russian, and Austrian 

armies were defeated by Frederick the Great in the Seven Years’ War (Vego 2007, VIII-14).  

When a unit is performing a mission as part of a U.S.-only operation, maintaining unity of 
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command is relatively easy; however, when a unit becomes involved in multinational operations, 

maintaining unity of command may become more difficult.  Language barriers, incompatibility 

in equipment, and differing goals can lead to organizational structures where units may be split 

under the direction of multiple commanders. 

 

4.4 Washington’s Precedent for Unity of Command 

In 1756, the Virginia Regiment was in charge of protecting colonial Virginians from 

invasions and insurrections (Virginia General Assembly 1727).  The Virginia Regiment 

consisted of militia units and ranging companies. Militias were local groups formed to protect its 

members and neighbors.  As local militaries, each militia had its own leadership and its own 

priorities.  Primarily, each militia unit wanted to serve close to home so as to protect its own 

citizens. 

Ranging companies worked for the colonial government and performed their duties 

throughout the colony.  Primarily, rangers served as scouts and guides for militias, but they also 

had the capability to perform offensive attacks in terrain where militia units were ineffective 

(U.S. Army 2006).  Ranging companies had different leaders than the militia units with which 

they served.  They also had different priorities than the militias.  While militias were mainly 

organized and trained to perform defensive operations, rangers preferred to take the fight to the 

enemy (Marshall [1804-07] 1926, II:1). 

Twenty years before the American Revolutionary War, Washington was serving as the 

commander in chief of forces raised for the defense of Virginia.  At that time, he recognized the 

value of unity.  He told the governor of the state, that due to the lack of unified leadership, 

militias “will go and come when and where they please.”26  He elaborated on this point in a letter 

to the Virginia Speaker of the House of Burgesses: “The difficulty of collecting them in time of 

danger is so prejudicial, that the Enemy have every oppertunity [sic] to plunder, kill, scalp, and 

escape before they appear.  The want of order, regulation, and obedience, prevent any good 

effects, their assistance and force might have.  For every petty person must assume command, 

direct and advise: otherwise he takes huff, thinks his wisdom and merit affronted, and so 

marches off in high contempt of every social Law”27  Overall, these militias and rangers were 
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“slow in coming to their [citizens’] assistance, indifferent about their preservation, unwilling to 

continue, and regardless of everything but their own ease.”28  

In addition to the lack of unity among militias and rangers, Washington had to contend 

with another military organization that had a different set of priorities.  This organization was the 

British military.  Members of the British military explicitly did not take orders from officers in 

the colonial militaries.  In one famous example, a New Jersey storekeeper named John 

Dagworthy held a royal commission as captain.  He was the commander of a small unit at Fort 

Cumberland, Maryland, where Washington planned to station a Virginia regiment.  Prior to 

Washington’s arrival, Dagworthy “boasted that he outranked anyone with a colonial 

commission” (Lengel 2005, 66).  Enraged, Colonel Washington insisted that he would “never 

submit to the command of Captain Dagworthy.”29 

Although the British military consisted of soldiers from both the colonies and England, 

their main priority was to protect the interests of King George II.  England’s concerns were more 

strategic and global than those of the American colonies.  The British Empire was interested in 

showing dominance over its perennial foe France (Alden 1984, 13).  After defeating the French 

in the French and Indian War, the British government issued a proclamation forbidding the 

colonists from expanding into Indian Territory.  The colonists, who were eager to gain access to 

new land on the western frontier, viewed this action as a betrayal which merely replaced one 

obstacle, the French, with another, the Indians (Johnson 1999, 129-30). 

To bring unity to the militaries operating in Virginia, Washington and Governor 

Dinwiddie developed a plan where Washington would serve in a dual role as commander in chief 

of the Virginia Regiment and as an officer in His Majesty’s forces.30   Dinwiddie requested that 

General Shirley, the commander in chief of the British forces in North America, award 

Washington a commission that would signify rank but did not afford any claim to pay.31  General 

Shirley denied the request for the commission; however, he did agree that in the specific case of 

Captain Dagworthy, Colonel Washington was the ranking commander.  Losing his attempt to 

unify all militaries operating in Virginia, Washington continued unifying the units under the 

control of the Virginia colonial government.  His solution was to replace militia units and 

ranging companies with a “regular force” where “the whole would be under one direction.”32  In 
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principle, Governor Dinwiddie agreed with Washington, but believed the practical details would 

make establishing a regular force difficult, and thus, the solution was never implemented.33  

The American Revolutionary War brought the challenge of uniting the military regiments 

of the different colonies.  In addition to restructuring the military, this challenge involved 

changing the mindset of the colonists.  In the words of Benjamin Franklin, the fourteen colonies 

were “not only under different governors, but have different forms of government, different laws, 

different interests, and some of them different religious persuasions and different manners” 

(quoted in Higginbotham 2002, 4).  Suspicion and mistrust was common.  New Englanders 

believed they would shoulder the majority of the financial and military burden of the war 

because Southerners had never carried their share of the load.  And, in most colonies, there were 

disputes over state boundaries.  In one case, militia officers living on the Pennsylvania side of the 

boundary with Connecticut held commissions from Connecticut and refused to obey orders from 

Pennsylvania leaders (Higginbotham 1985, 3).   

Early in the war Washington issued proclamations designed to promote unity among the 

different state regiments.  On July 4, 1775, he proclaimed: “The Continental Congress having 

now taken all the Troops of the several Colonies, which have been raised, or which may be 

hereafter raised for the support and defence of the Liberties of America; into their Pay and 

Service.  They are now the Troops of the UNITED PROVINCES [emphasis in original] of North 

America; and it is hoped that all Distinctions of Colonies will be laid aside; so that one and the 

same Spirit may animate the whole, and the only Contest be, who shall render, on this great and 

trying occasion, the most essential service to the Great and common cause in which we are all 

engaged.”34  He reiterated his call for unity one month later: “The Regiments of the several 

provinces that for the Continental Army, are to be considered no longer in a separate and distinct 

point of view, but as parts of the whole Army of the United provinces.”35  Washington’s 

proclamations served as physical attempts to promote unity among the military members from 

the different colonies.  His capitalization of phrases such as UNITED PROVINCES and his use 

of the term United Colonies in more than fifty other proclamations and letters prior to the signing 

of the Declaration of Independence were symbolic representations of his belief in the importance 

of unifying the military and the nation for a common cause (Higginbotham 1985, 28). 
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As commander in chief, Washington had unity of command over all American fighting 

forces.  Washington understood that in order to maintain “unity of service, it is necessary that all 

orders to particular departments, should be communicated through the commander in Chief in 

the main army, or the commanding general in a separate one.  It is necessary both for their 

information and to prevent a clashing of views and measures, which might otherwise happen.”36 

To enhance unity of command, he ensured that individual commanders had control over the 

different departments within the military.37  One of his first concerns was logistics.  The various 

military units were supplied through multiple local governments (Marshall [1804-07] 1926, II:2).  

As Washington explained to Congress: “There is a vital and enherent [sic] Principle of delay 

incompatible with Military service in transacting Business, through such various and different 

channels.  I esteem it my Duty therefore to represent the Inconvenience that must unavoidably 

ensue from a dependence on a number of Persons for supplies, and submit it to the consideration 

of Congress, whether the public service will not be best promoted by appointing a Commissary 

General for these Purposes.”38   

When the French joined the war, their Secretary of State for War, Prince de Montbarrey, 

ordered that the commander of the French forces, Count de Rochambeau “should always be 

under the command of General Washington”39 (Landers 1931, 71).  There are two interesting 

aspects to this order.  First, it was unusual for an established military power to submit their army 

to the command of a leader of a newly forming nation.  Second, the order specifically placed the 

French Army under the command of General Washington, not the American commander in 

chief.  Both of these aspects demonstrate that not only did the American colonists have respect 

for Washington, but that foreign leaders did as well.  In the summer of 1781, the Governor of 

Virginia tried to persuade Washington to leave his position as commander in chief of the 

Continental Army and return to Virginia in order to protect the state where his property and 

family resided.  Washington’s dedication to Virginia, Mount Vernon, and his family tempted him 

to return to his homeland, but he stayed for one important reason.  In his words, the reason was 

“that no other person has the power to command French Troops.”40  Washington understood the 

importance of unity of command and he feared that if he left his position, the French might not 

afford the same privilege to the next commander in chief.  If he returned to Virginia, he could 

help relieve “temporary evils,” but it was in the best interest of the nation as a whole for him to 

continue leading the Continental Army.41 
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4.5 Professional Education as a Military Institution 

  Perhaps the most famous symbol of professional military education is the United States 

Military Academy in West Point, New York.  Thomas Jefferson established the academy in 

1802.  The original purpose of the academy was to perpetuate military knowledge, instill 

discipline, and emphasize honorable conduct.  In the beginning, the foundation of the curriculum 

was civil engineering.  Academy graduates built much of the nation’s early railway lines, 

bridges, harbors, and roads (United States Military Academy n.d.). 

 The success of the United States Military Academy paved the way for the expansion of 

military education.  The federal government established the Naval Academy in 1845, the Coast 

Guard Academy in 1876, the Merchant Marine Academy in 1943, and the Air Force Academy in 

1954.  Plus, the military services have created post-graduate schools that offer masters and 

doctoral degrees. 

 In addition to formal education, the military actively promotes individual professional 

education.  The Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, Coast Guard, Joint Forces Staff College, 

and Defense Acquisitions University all have professional reading lists designed to improve 

critical thinking skills, teach lessons from the past, and prepare individuals for the future.  

Reading lists are updated and published annually and each list contains about a dozen books.  

Military members are encouraged to read, contemplate, and discuss issues relevant to their 

specialties, to the profession of arms, and to the nation in general (National Defense University 

2011). 

 

4.6 Washington’s Precedent for Professional Education 

Washington conceived that “a knowledge of books is the basis upon which other 

knowledge is to be built.”42  In other words, he believed that men should read to become 

acquainted with the basic principles of a subject before attempting to perform any tasks 

associated with that subject.  For example, before accompanying his brother to Barbados in 

1751, Washington read The Natural History of Barbados by Griffith Hughes.43 And, twenty 

years later, before allowing his step son to travel abroad, Washington insisted that the boy read to 

become familiar with Greek, French, mathematics, and the laws and customs of other 
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countries.44  Washington read for both personal and professional growth.  As a youth he studied 

the Rules of Civility and Decent Behavior to learn how to be a Virginia gentleman.45 He also read 

about farming and surveying (Alden 1984, 5; Callahan 1972, 4; Lengel 2005, 11).  And, he read 

many books about the military.  In fact, reading was an important part of Washington’s military 

education. Some of his favorite books included An Essay on the Art of War by Comte de Turpin 

de Crisse, a book that emphasized the importance of efficient military administration; The Art of 

Making War in Detachment by Louis de Jeney, a book that provided instruction on the art of 

interdicting the enemy; and Treatise of Military Discipline, a book that taught tactics, drill, and 

discipline.  His collection also included Ceasar’s Commentaries, a biography of the soldier-king 

Charles XII of Sweden; A Panegyrick to the Memory of Frederick, Late Duke of Schomberg, an 

account of a seventeenth-century German mercenary general; and several translated works by 

French military masters (Lengel 2005, 78-79). 

 Washington believed that all military members could benefit from reading.  In 1756, 

while serving as commander in chief of Virginia’s military forces, he issued a general order 

exhorting his officers, “Do not forget, that there ought to be a time appropriate to attain [military] 

knowledge; as well as to indulge in pleasure. And as we now have no opportunities to improve 

from example; let us read, for this desirable end.”46  Washington recommended they read 

Humphrey Bland’s A Treatise of Military Discipline: In which is Laid down and Explained The  

Duty of the Officer and Soldier, Thro’ the several Branches of the Service to get “the wished-for 

information.”  He issued a similar order to the soldiers of the American Revolution in which he 

told them “to devote the vacant moments, they may have, to the study of Military authors.”47  It 

was during this time that American authors began writing what they claimed were the first books 

targeted at “officers detached in the field.”48 

To Washington, books could teach military officers more than just tactics and discipline.  

They also provided a basic understanding of citizenship.  The men of the American 

Revolutionary War were fighting for “the rights of Citizens.”49  Gaining a better understanding 

of the ultimate purposes of the war would make the men better soldiers.  Books provided a 

means to connect the soldiers with the virtuous citizens of the nation.50  Washington also used 

books to inspire soldiers.  The night before his famous crossing of the Delaware River, he had 

his officers divide the men of the camp into groups and read Thomas Paine’s The Crisis.   The 

men were encouraged by Paine’s words such as, “These are the times that try men’s souls” and 
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“The summer soldier and sunshine patriot will, in this crisis, shrink from the service of their 

country; but he that stands by it now, deserves the love and thanks of man and woman” 

(Hogeland 2011, 66).  Washington even believed that reading books could help a person recover 

from illness.  In a letter to an ailing James Madison, Washington wrote, “Moderate exercise, and 

books occasionally, with the mind unbent, will be your best restoratives.”51 

  After Washington’s death, government officials continued to make recommendations on 

books they believed to be “instructive and useful to Military Officers.”52  Many of these books 

were written by soldiers from the Revolutionary War.  Times of peace brought concerns about 

military readiness.  “In Time of Peace Prepare for War” was a common slogan in local guard and 

militia armories.  One way to maintain readiness was to read the latest books and journals; and 

thus, military units began to install reading rooms and libraries.53 Inside of one of these rooms, a 

visitor would encounter several “uniformed boys seated leisurely reading the current magazines 

or studying one or two books on new tactics.”54  Times of war also brought concerns about 

military readiness.55  To help prepare men selected for service in World War I, the War 

Department created thirty lessons the men were to read and study prior to entering active service.  

The army sent the books to the men and individual lessons appeared daily in newspapers.56  To 

help maintain readiness in both times of peace and times of war, the military services developed 

professional reading programs.  The Marine Corps developed the first program in 1988 and since 

then the other services have followed (Henry 2012).  These professional reading programs are 

designed to complement materials used in the military education system and they help bridge 

intervals between periods of formal schooling (Clarke 2011). 

 Washington also believed that individual reading should be used to complement formal 

schooling.  In a 1783 letter to the Continental Congress, Washington argued that the United 

States needed a military academy for national security.57  He believed it was important to 

preserve the knowledge and experience gained during the Revolutionary War.  The nation 

needed an institution “for instructing a certain number of young Gentlemen in the Theory of the 

Art of War, particularly in all those branches of service which belong to the Artillery and 

Engineering Departments.”58  Washington entreated Congress to take immediate action.  While 

waiting for the academy to be built, he wanted the Continental Congress to temporarily convert 

existing army posts to schools; however, Congress failed to implement Washington’s 

recommendations (Higginbotham, 112, 37). 
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Thirteen years later, Washington once again implored the Congress to build a military 

academy because no matter how “pacific the general policy of a Nation may be, it ought never to 

be without an adequate stock of Military knowledge for emergencies.”59  He reasoned “that the 

Art of War, is at once comprehensive and complicated; that it demands much previous study; and 

that the possession of it, in its most improved and perfect state, is always of great moment to the 

security of a Nation.  This, therefore, ought to be a serious care of every Government: and for 

this purpose, an Academy, where a regular course of Instruction is given, is an obvious 

expedient, which different Nations have successfully employed.”60  Congress still delayed action. 

In December 1799, two days before Washington’s death, he sent a letter to Alexander 

Hamilton.  The entire content of the letter was devoted to the establishment of a military 

academy.  He said, “The establishment of an Institution of this kind [military], upon a 

respectable and extensive basis, has ever been considered by me as an object of primary 

importance to this Country; and while I was the Chair of Government, I omitted no proper 

opportunity of recommending it in my public speeches, and other ways, to the attention of the 

Legislature.”61  Immediately after receiving this letter, Hamilton worked with Secretary of War 

James McHenry to formulate the organizational details of the academy, and in January 1800, 

President John Adams presented the plan to Congress.62  Congress discussed the issue for two 

years, and finally established the academy in March 1802 (Waugh 1944, 48).   

 

4.7 Information Operations as a Military Institution 

 The protection of information is vital for any organization.  Criminals that gain access to 

the personal data of employees can cause financial, emotional, and even physical harm.  

Criminals that gain access to confidential business information can severely disrupt operations.  

Threats include cyber criminals, disgruntled or dishonest employees, terrorist networks, business 

competitors, foreign governments, and a variety of other local, national, and international 

criminals (United States General Accounting Office March 2004, 2-3).  The military is also 

vulnerable to these threats.  The collection of critical information by any opponent can reduce 

organizational effectiveness and lead to mission failure.  Ultimately, the protection of 

information is vital to our national security (AF/A3Z-CI 2011, 5). 
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Information warfare has been an important part of military conflict for much of recorded 

history.  The Bible speaks of Joshua sending two men to “secretly spy” on the people of Jericho 

in order to determine their ability to defend the city (Jo 2:1-24).  And, in their eras, Carthaginian 

general Hannibal and French military commander Napoleon were masters of the art of 

misinformation (Lonsdale 2004, 2).  Plus, early in World War II, a strong Japanese intelligence 

gathering network and a somewhat dysfunctional American intelligence system contributed to 

the Pearl Harbor tragedy (Prange, Goldstein and Dillon 1991, 70-88). 

The U.S. military has institutionalized the term “information operations” to describe 

efforts to “influence, disrupt, corrupt, or usurp adversarial human or automated decision making 

while protecting our own” (AF/A3Z-CI 2011, 4).  There are three aspects of information 

operations: information protection, information gathering, and influence operations.  Information 

protection begins by identifying what information needs to be protected, deciding who should 

have access to it, and then determining how to protect it.  Information gathering involves 

establishing networks for gathering information on the enemy and identifying what information 

needs to be gathered.  And, influence operations consist of carrying out military deception, 

disseminating propaganda, and conducting counterintelligence (AF/A3O-C 2006, 4).  Military 

directives state that the planning for information operations should begin as early as possible for 

a military campaign (AF/A3Z-CI 2011, 5). 

 

4.8 Washington’s Precedent for Information Operations 

In one of his first acts as a military officer, Major George Washington delivered a letter 

from the governor of Virginia to the commandant of French forces on the Ohio River.  The letter 

declared the area to be part of British territory and ordered the French to leave.  On his two and a 

half month journey to deliver the letter, Washington kept a journal in which he identified key 

pieces of information that might be useful should the Virginian troops be forced into combat 

with the French.  At one point Washington took “a good deal of Notice” of a particular area 

where the river forked.  He determined the area to be “extremely well situated for a Fort, as it has 

the absolute Command of both Rivers.”  In detail, he noted, “The Land at the Point is 20 or 25 

feet above the common Surface of the Water; and a considerable Bottom of flat, well-timbered 

land all around it, very convenient for Building: The Rivers are each a Quarter of a Mile, or 
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more, across, and run here very near at right Angles: Aligany bearing N.E. and Monongahela 

S.E.  The former of these two is a very rapid and swift running Water; the other deep and still, 

without any perceptible Fall.”63  Once he reached the French post, he made note of the enemy’s 

capabilities: “I cou’d get no certain Account of the Number of Men here; but according to the 

best Judgement [sic] I cou’d form, there is an Hundred exclusive of Officers, which are pretty 

many.  I also gave Orders to the People that were with me, to take an Account of the Canoes that 

were haled up, to convey their Forces down in the Spring, which they did, and told 50 of Birch 

Bark, & 170 of Pine; besides many others that were block’d out, in Readiness to make.”64 Two 

years later, while Colonel George Washington was commanding Virginian troops in the French 

and Indian Wars, he stated, “There is nothing more necessary than good intelligence to frustrate 

a designing enemy, and nothing that requires greater pains to obtain.”65  He carried this concern 

for gathering and protecting information with him throughout his military career.   

 One month after being appointed commander in chief of the Continental Army, General 

George Washington paid an unnamed person $333.33 “to induce him to go into the Town of 

Boston, to establish a secret correspondence for the purpose of conveying intelligence of the 

Enemy’s movements & designs.”66  This was the first official record of American military 

information operations.  As Washington’s spy network quickly grew, he ensured that his agents 

operated in a professional manner by clearly defining their responsibilities (Rose 2006).  He gave 

instructions for one agent: 

to remain in the City [New York], to collect all the useful information he can – to do this 

he should mix as much as possible among the officers and refugees, visit the coffee 

houses, and all public places.  He is to pay particular attention to the movements by land 

and water in and about the city especially.  How their transports are secured against 

attempt to destroy them – whether by armed vessels upon the flanks, or by chains, booms, 

or any contrivances to keep off fire rafts.  The number of men destined for the defence of 

the City and environs, endeavoring to designate the particular corps, and where each is 

posted.  To be particular in describing the place where the works cross the island in the 

rear of the City – and how many redoubts are upon the line from river to river, how many 

Cannon in each, and of what weight and whether the redoubts are closed or open next [to] 

the city.  Whether there are any works upon the Island of New York between those near 

the City and the Works at For Knyphausen or Washington, and if any, whereabouts and 

of what kind.  To be very particular to find out whether any works are thrown up on 

Harlem River, near Harlem Town, and whether Horn’s Hook is fortified.  If so, how 

many men are kept at each place, and what number and what sized cannon are in those 
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works.  To enquire whether they have dug pits within and in front of the lines and works 

in general, three or four feet deep, in which sharp pointed stakes are fixed.  These are 

intended to receive and wound men who attempt a surprise at night.  The state of the 

provisions, forage and fuel to be attended to, as also the health and spirits of the Army, 

Navy and City.67 

In addition to using spies to gather information about the enemy, Washington 

implemented measures to protect his confidential information.  He preferred the use of ciphers 

and invisible ink.  His ciphers consisted of converting letters and words to numbers (see 

appendix C).  For example Robert Morris wrote the following message to Washington: 

263 174 500 22 63 603 610 472 500 24 435 240 618 225 550 504 53 539 290 16136 204 

503 174 79 500 613 504 13 419 615 36 556 504 366 104 263 264 291 320 65 9 263 142 

500 230 100 627 22 225 71 6 501 319 . . .68 

This translated to: 

I have, for some time past, anticipated the reflection which you have made, on the 

situation of the Army.  I know that some Money is necessary, and my efforts to obtain it, 

both at home and abroad, have been increasing.  I am now about to purchase a vessel and 

send a person on board of her to the Havanah . . .69 

 By the time of the Revolutionary War, spies had been using invisible ink for several 

centuries.  This created the problem that everyone knew how to read these invisible messages.  A 

typical method involved using lemon juice or some other colorless, organic liquid to write a 

message.  When the page was heated, the writing would darken revealing the written text.  

Fortunately for Washington, John Jay’s brother Sir James Jay, a physician living in London at 

the time, invented an invisible ink that could only be revealed by lightly coating the page with a 

special chemical.  Sir James was willing to help the American cause by giving his formula to 

Washington instead of the British (Rose 2006, 106-10).  Washington immediately devised a 

system for protecting information using the ink.  He instructed that anyone using the ink “should 

occasionally write his information on the blank leaves of a pamphlet; on the first, second & c. 

pages of a common pocket book; on the blank leaves at such end of registers, almanacks [sic], or 

any new publication or book of small value.  He should be determined in the choice of these 

books principally by the goodness of the blank paper, as the ink is not easily legible, unless it is 

on paper of good quality.  Having settled a plan of this kind with his friend, he may forward 

them without risque [risk] of search or the scrutiny of the enemy as this is chiefly directed 
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against paper made up in the form of letters.”  Washington also explained: “Even letters may be 

made more subservient to this communication than has yet practiced.  He may write a familiar 

letter, on domestic affairs, or on some little matters of business to his friend at Satuket or 

elsewhere, interlining with the stain, his secret intelligence or writing on the opposite blank side 

of the letter.  But that his friend may know how to distinguish these from letters addressed solely 

to himself, he may always leave such as contain secret information without date or place (dating 

it with the stain); or fold them up in a particular manner, which may be concerted between the 

parties.  This last appears to be the best mark of the two, and may be the signal of their being 

designed for me.”70 

 Washington’s actions regarding information protection and information gathering can be 

seen as precursors to modern information operations; however, perhaps the strongest link 

between Washington and modern intelligence institutions is in the area of influence operations.  

In 1873, a story appeared in a New Jersey journal about a man named John Honeyman.  In 1898, 

historian William Stryker retold the story in his history of the Battles of Trenton and Princeton.  

Since that time, historians have debated the authenticity of the story, but many believe it to be 

true and have included it in their histories of the American Revolution.  As recently as 2000, 

historian Thomas Fleming reaffirmed the validity of the story.  Perhaps one of the strongest 

endorsements for the story comes from the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).  Their 

history states that the case of Honeyman came at a critical time for America and had a strategic 

impact on politics and morale (Rose 2008, 27-28).  The validity of the story is almost irrelevant 

because it has now become part of CIA legend (P. K. Rose 2008).   

 The interesting part of this story takes place in December of 1776.  This was during the 

time Washington was facing one of his biggest challenges with the American army.  The winter 

was harsh and the troops were ragged and hungry.  Washington, the soldiers, and the Congress 

needed a victory to lift their spirits and hopes.  While patrolling on December 22, some 

American soldiers saw a large man with a cattle whip in his hand.  He said he was searching for 

lost cattle. As the soldiers approached him, he threatened them with the whip.  A scuffle ensued 

but the soldiers eventually subdued the man.  When they took him back to camp they found out 

that his name was John Honeyman.  Honeyman had a reputation as being a staunch loyalist.  He 

was a merchant who sold meat in New Jersey.  Since the British were in charge of the area, and 

since they had a better record of paying for their goods, he sold only to British soldiers and their 



61 

 

allies.  He had stated that he would never do business with the ever-hungry American soldiers.  

When Washington heard that Honeyman was in camp, he insisted on interrogating the man 

personally.  He told Honeyman that if he would recant his loyalty to the Crown, he would spare 

his life.  Honeyman refused and Washington ordered the guards to throw him in the guardhouse 

until the morning when he would be hanged.  That night a haystack outside the guardhouse 

caught on fire and Honeyman escaped by crossing the Delaware River into Trenton.  The next 

day Honeyman met with the Hessian commander in Trenton and told him of his capture and 

escape.  The commander wanted to know what Honeyman had seen at the camp.  Honeyman 

assured him that the American troops were barely surviving.  They lacked clothing, shoes, food, 

and basic equipment.  They were unprepared to make any movements during the freezing winter.  

The commander was delighted at the news and started talking about the upcoming Christmas 

party.  He informed Honeyman there would be a large meat order (P. K. Rose 2008; Fleming 

2000; Allen 2004, 46-49). 

 The day after Christmas, the Hessian soldiers were awakened by Washington and his 

men.  The battle lasted less than an hour.  One hundred and seven Hessians were killed and 900 

taken prisoner.  Four Americans were wounded.  It was not until the Americans signed the peace 

treaty with Britain that Washington admitted he had made Honeyman a secret agent long before 

his capture.  He had ordered Honeyman to stay in New Jersey, pose as a Tory, and befriend the 

British and German soldiers.  In addition to Honeyman providing misinformation about the 

American troops to the Hessian commander, he had provided Washington with a “detailed 

description of the routine in the Trenton garrison, the location of the picket guards, and 

everything else an assaulting force would need to know” (Fleming 2000; Allen 2004, 46-49). 
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CHAPTER 5 

IMPORTANCE OF EDUCATION 

 

 In chapter four I described Washington’s belief that education was beneficial for the 

professional development of military members and for the perpetuation of military knowledge.  

Washington also saw a larger role for education.  Presidential scholar Richard Loss (1989, 471) 

declared that “Washington’s thought on political education is better conceived than the 

educational thought of his more respected contemporaries, Hamilton and Jefferson.”  

Washington held the opinion that a federally supported educational system could teach citizens 

how “to know and value their own rights,” and could convince “those intrusted [sic] with the 

public administration, that every valuable end of Government is best answered by the 

enlightened confidence of the people.” 71  He advocated establishing a national university that 

would teach virtue and character, train future statesmen, replace state particularism with national 

unity, contribute to public and private prosperity, and enhance the nation’s reputation (Loss 

1989, 480-83). 

This chapter is divided into two main sections: Education as an Institution and 

Washington’s Precedent for Education.  The first section has two goals. The first goal is to 

explain the importance of education as an American institution and the second goal is to describe 

the education of public administrators.  The second section begins by chronicling the status of 

American education during the time of George Washington.  The section then provides details on 

Washington’s contributions to education theory and practice.   

 

5.1 Education as an Institution 

 Education is a large institution in the American government.  About 30 percent of total 

state expenditures go to fund education (The National Association of Budget Officers 2010, 5).  

Additionally, about 36 percent of all public servants work in education-related fields (U.S. 

Census Bureau 2010).  With education serving such a large role in American society, citizens 

expect public administrators to manage this institution efficiently and effectively.   Public 
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administration should be evaluated on the quality of education provided by the public education 

system and the quality of training provided to public servants such as teachers. 

 

5.1.1 Educating Citizens 

Modern theory states that institutionalized systems of education build into society certain 

rules which actors internalize as social facts and social realities.  The education system is a tool 

for transforming social roles, advancing knowledge, and creating a society with shared values.  

Schools provide an environment where teachers instill knowledge, skills, attitudes, and virtues in 

their students.  The citizens of a society determine which sets of knowledge, skills, attitudes and 

virtues they extol, and these qualities are institutionalized as the educational curriculum.  

Students then use these qualities to become valued members of their community. Since 

employers, professional associations, and community organizations seek the highest quality 

individuals, these individuals compete to be the best.  As they continually work to improve their 

knowledge, skills, attitudes, and virtues, they raise the standards for these qualities in society.  

Thus, society is improved (Meyer 1977, 56-58). 

Mass education provides the opportunity to create a common culture with common 

values.  When the society is a nation, mass education provides legitimacy to that nation.  

Through mass education, the members of the nation develop shared meanings of concepts like 

citizenship, personhood, and individuality.  Beyond creating this common national culture, mass 

education validates membership in the society.  When society sets standards of behavior and then 

individuals meet these standards, society places a high value on these individuals and individuals 

place a high value on the standards of society.  Additionally, when other societies (i.e. other 

nations) recognize that the nation has developed high standards and that the citizens of that 

nation meet the standards, that nation achieves legitimacy in the community of nations (Meyer 

1977, 66-70). 

While many scholars consider the institutional theory of education to be the product of 

modern thought, America’s founding scholars had similar ideas.  In 1785, as Americans were 

contemplating rewriting the Articles of Confederation, Noah Webster published his Sketches of 

American Policy.  Regarding how education can create a national culture, he wrote: 
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Education or the general diffusion of knowledge among all classes of men, is an article 

that deserves peculiar attention.  Science liberalizes men and removes the most inveterate 

prejudices.  Every prejudice, every dissocial passion is an enemy to a friendly intercourse 

and the fuel of discord.  Nothing can be more illiberal than the prejudices of the southern 

states against New England manners.  They deride our manners and by that derision 

betray the want of manners themselves. However different may be the customs and 

fashions of different states, yet those of the southern are as ridiculous as those of the 

northern.  The fact is, neither one nor the other are the subjects of ridicule and contempt.  

Particular districts have local peculiarities; but custom gives all an equal degree of 

propriety.  It is remarked of the Greeks as a great indelicacy of manners, that they held all 

the world, except themselves, to be barbarians.  The people of Congo think the world to 

be the work of angels; except their own country, which they hold to be the work of the 

supreme architect. The Greenlanders make a mock of Europeans or Kablunets, as they 

call them.  They despise arts and sciences and value themselves on their skill in catching 

fish, which they conceive to be the only useful art.  Just as absurd as these, are the 

prejudices between the states.  Education will gradually eradicate them, and a growing 

intercourse will harmonize the feelings and views of all the citizens (Webster [1785] 

1937, 44-45). 

Webster also addressed the legitimization that education brings to a nation.  He said, 

“Knowledge enlarges the understanding, and at the same time, it gives spring to all the 

intellectual faculties.”  Webster contended that this expanded knowledge is the “best guard 

against the approaches of corruption, the prevalence of religious error, the intrigues of ambition 

and against the open assaults of external foes” (Webster [1785] 1937, 28). 

 Five years after Webster published his treatise on education, Catharine Macaulay Graham 

published Letters on Education with Observations on Religious and Metaphysical Subjects. She 

also recognized the relationship between education and national virtue, and she endorsed the 

growth of government supported education.  She expressed these beliefs in the following two 

paragraphs: 

The moderns are grown so lax in their devotion to the shrine of patriotism, as to bury in 

the ruins of public virtue all good faith and common honesty; a depravity in manners, 

which too plainly manifests that the change of conduct proceeds from the total want of 

principle, rather than from the having formed just ones.  We have indeed made no 

accurate definitions either on the duties of government, or on the duties of a good citizen; 

and individuals, from the prevalent power of custom and precept, are content with 

privations which have no foundation in the common good…. 
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The education of the people, in the most extensive sense of this word, may be said to 

comprehend the most important duties of government.  For as the education of 

individuals is for ever going on, and consists of all the impressions received through the 

organs of sense, from the hour of birth to the hour of death; public education, if well 

adapted to the improvement of man, must comprehend good laws, good examples, good 

customs, a proper use of the arts, and wise instructions conveyed to the mind, by the 

means of language, in the ways of speech and writing (C. M. Graham [1790] 1974, 272-

74). 

Both Webster and Graham sent their treatises to Washington for comment.  To Webster, 

Washington replied, “All possible lights ought, in my opinion, to be thrown on subjects of this 

importance, for it should seem that ignorance, or design, have too great a share in the 

government of public measures.”72  Furthermore, Washington sent encouragement to Webster as 

he attempted to improve “the system of education, so as to reduce it to perfect regularity.”73  To 

Graham, Washington responded: “The anxiety which you express for the welfare of this country 

demands a proper acknowledgement, and tho’ political sentiments, which are contained in your 

letter, merit a more particular reply than the multifarious and important business in which I am 

continually engaged, especially whilst Congress are in session will permit me to make.  I must, 

therefore, Madam, rely upon your goodness to receive this short letter as an acknowledgement of 

your polite attention and beg you to be assured that my not entering at this time more fully into 

the subject of your favor does not proceed from a want of that consideration, with which I have 

the honor.”74 

  While it might be tempting to interpret Washington’s short responses as polite 

dismissals of both treatises, it is best to take Washington at his word that he believed the topic of 

education was of great “importance” and deserved careful “consideration.”  To begin with, 

Washington’s diary shows that Webster was a visitor to Mount Vernon during the time he was 

traveling the country lecturing about his treatise.  Donald Jackson and Dorothy Twohig, editors 

of The Diaries of George Washington, noted that Webster visited Washington in both May and 

November of 1785.  It is likely that Webster left a copy of his treatise during May, and when 

Webster returned in November, the two men probably discussed his treatise and education.75  

Also, Washington would not lightly dismiss any work of Graham’s because of his great respect 

for her.  Upon first meeting Graham, Washington sent a letter to Richard Henry Lee thanking 

him for the introduction to “a Lady . . . whose reputation among the literati is high, and whose 
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principles are so much and justly admired by the friends of liberty and of mankind; it gives me 

pleasure to find that her sentiments respecting the powers of Congress . . . coincide with my 

own.”76  Graham and her husband spent 10 days at Mount Vernon visiting with Mr. and Mrs. 

Washington.  During this time they had the opportunity to discuss many subjects.  The fact that 

she sent him a copy of her treatise a few years after the visit is evidence that education was a 

subject of interest to both.  Considering that her treatise (C. M. Graham [1790] 1974) was more 

than 500 pages long, it is not surprising that Washington did not have the time to read the entire 

book. 

 

5.1.2  Educating Public Administrators 

 Leonard White (1955, 366-78) said the early history of education and training for public 

administrators was almost entirely confined to the military.  He marked the founding of the New 

York Bureau of Municipal Research in 1906 as the point where civilian governmental agencies 

began to take education and training seriously.  Prompted by the reformers and progressives, 

governments began demanding higher standards of character and competence in their workers.  

During this time, idealistic and knowledgeable young college students began to seriously 

consider and embark on careers as public servants.  Universities forged alliances with 

governments to help build a common understanding between citizens and government officials.  

For example, faculty members accepted appointments to government committees while 

government officials lectured at universities. 

 White (1955, 369-76) divided instruction for public service into two phases.  The first 

phase, pre-entry education, develops “the knowledge and qualities of mind” necessary for a 

successful public service career.  Courses focusing on pre-entry education should cover topics 

such as legislative relations, supply, administrative law, political framework, math, economics, 

and natural sciences.  The primary instruments for pre-entry education are universities, colleges, 

and technical schools that offer a broad base of courses.  The second phase, in-service training, is 

designed to provide special skills for improving job performance and preparing the worker for 

future responsibility.  In-service training ranges from on-the-job instruction to specialized 

training schools such as police and fire academies.  In addition to specific job skills, in-service 

training can involve learning modern languages to master the use of scientific terms, studying 
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about the overall structure of the organization, reading about laws and regulations relevant to the 

organization, and becoming acquainted with personnel and methods of operation. 

 White suggested the use of Staff Colleges to bridge the gap between pre-entry education 

and in-service training.  The military has used the Staff College concept since 1881 (U.S. Army 

2012), and White recommended that civilian government agencies adopt the same concept to 

improve work performance and prepare employees for higher positions.  Since the purpose of the 

schooling was to enhance productivity, White (1955, 372-76) believed it would be beneficial for 

the federal government to provide financial support to a Federal Administrative Staff College 

and to allow official time for workers to attend. 

 More recently, scholars have added detail to theory on public administration training.  In 

the tradition of Robert Behn (1995),   Robert Denhardt (2001) asked “Big Questions of Public 

Administration Education.”  He first asked, “Do we seek to educate our students with respect to 

theory or to practice?”  Theory teaches the broad logic that provides a basic understanding of the 

field.  Practice teaches the specific skills necessary to put the logic into action.  He concluded 

that both theory and practice are important.  While White argued that public administration 

educators should teach general knowledge before teaching skills, Denhardt argued that the 

sequence depends upon the situation and the student.  Different  professions and different jobs 

have different mixes of knowledge and skills.  The correct mix depends on the specific 

profession and job.  Additionally, people have differences based on their given abilities, future 

aspirations, and current job positions.  Those working in technical positions have different needs 

than those working at the executive level.  He next asked, “Do we prepare students for their first 

jobs or for those to which they aspire?”  Like the answer to his first question, the answer to this 

question depends upon the student and the situation.  Educational institutions must gain an 

understanding of the different knowledge and skill requirements for different people in different 

parts of different organizations.  Using this knowledge, institutions must develop two program 

paths: one path for those learning their first jobs and one path for those hoping to advance.  

Denhardt also asked, “What are the appropriate delivery mechanisms for MPA courses and 

curricula?”  Denhardt posited that different delivery mechanisms are required for different 

people at different points in their careers.  For example, books, lectures, and research projects are 

good mechanisms for developing knowledge; and case studies, group exercises, and on-the-job 

training are good mechanisms for developing skills. 
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While Denhardt did propose that knowledge and skills should not be taught in a specific 

order, he did suggest that career development followed a sequential process.  Career 

development occurs through a combination of learning and maturation.  Learning encompasses 

both theory (or knowledge) and practice (or skill).  Maturation is the process of gaining 

independence.  The learner moves from a reliance on an externally-based decision-making 

process to a problem-solving capability based on personal impulses.  The development of a 

public administrator occurs in a three-step process, and both learning and maturation occur 

during each step.  The process begins with cognitive development.  Similar to White’s pre-entry 

education phase, during cognitive development “would-be administrator[s]” obtain an awareness 

“about programs, policies, and processes, as well as . . . [an] intellectual understanding of the 

moral and political context within which administrative action occurs” (p. 529).  The next step is 

linguistic (a.k.a. interactive) development.  At this step, students learn the interpersonal skills 

that allow them to interact within the organization.  These skills include communicating, 

motivating, delegating, negotiating, understanding and reading behavioral cues, and engaging in 

relationships of power and authority.  The final step is psychosocial development.  This is the 

time learners develop the intrapersonal skills that provide self-control, self-direction, self-

confidence, and self-esteem.  These skills provide the learners with the ability to reflect on the 

psychological and moral foundations that motivate their actions.   

Donald Schön (1983, 30-69) also emphasized the need for self-reflection during the 

educational process.  To Schön, institutionalized knowledge, created by theory and applied in 

practice, creates a technically rational professional who is adept at solving well-defined 

problems.  Unfortunately, in practice, the majority of problems are undefined with confusing and 

conflicting goals.  Solving uncertain and unstable problems requires the application of art.  Art 

involves intuition, tacit recognition, judgment, and a collection of other indescribable behaviors 

and skills not taught in universities, technical schools, or job training programs.  A professional 

can learn a variety of problem-solving techniques through exposure to multiple work situations, 

case studies, and educational classes; however, the development of artistic ability comes through 

the practice of reflection while experiencing surprise, puzzlement, or confusion when confronted 

with unique and uncertain situations.   The application of knowledge using art is demonstrated by 

a college engineering student who plays quarterback for the football team.  As a scholar, the 

student understands the science behind throwing a football.  It involves distance, velocity, and 
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angles.  However, in a football game, the student does not make conscious calculations before 

throwing the ball.  Instead, he estimates the distance and throws at a certain velocity and angle 

based on intuition. If he under throws or over throws, he quickly reflects on the event and makes 

adjustments on his next throw.  

 

5.2 Washington’s Precedent for Education 

 Educational systems and terminology varied widely throughout the colonies, but broadly 

speaking, for prominent families, the complete educational process consisted of three phases.  

The children of less prominent families could expect to complete fewer phases of the process.  

During the primary phase, children learned the basics of reading and math.  “Basic” could mean 

they learned the alphabet, how to count, and how to write their names, or it could mean they 

learned how to read and do simple math.  Perhaps more importantly, they learned basic living 

skills.  These skills included how to participate in church ceremonies and how to behave in 

public.  In the Southern colonies, primary education would include the skills necessary to live in 

an agrarian economy.  In the New England colonies, primary education would include the skills 

necessary to live in a merchant economy. The primary phase had two tracks: school or 

apprenticeship.  Wealthy families could afford to send their children to private schools or to hire 

private tutors to teach at home.  Sporadically, “free” schools were available to other families.  

“Free” meant that the teachers salaries were paid by church sponsors, private endowments, or 

occasionally, public funds.  “Free” did not include boarding fees or other living allowances for 

students.  Since most areas did not have schools nearby, the costs of sending a child to a “free” 

school could be prohibitive.  Apprenticeships were common for families that could not afford to 

send their children to school.  Typically, a child would live with a mentor for seven years.  The 

mentor would teach basic reading and writing skills as necessary, but would focus on teaching 

the skills required for the specific profession in which the mentor specialized (Monroe 1940; 

Mondale and Patton 2001; Hillesheim and Merrill 1980).   

 Secondary education was usually called grammar school because the students studied 

language.  The teachers focused on Latin and the classics.  While some “free” schools tried to 

offer grammar school curriculums, this type of education was typically only available to the 

wealthy (Monroe 1940, 136-64).  The final phase was seminary or college.  While the term 
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seminary was often used as a synonym for college or university and sometimes used as another 

name for grammar school, it was also used to refer to schools that were similar to preparatory 

schools or junior colleges. Seminaries could be used as links between grammar schools and 

universities or as final schools for children not wealthy enough or not interested enough to attend 

a university.  At the end of the American Revolutionary War there were eight universities in the 

colonies.  Their curriculums focused on theology, but were broad enough to encompass 

mathematics, geography, philosophy, medicine, and eventually law.  The universities were 

funded through a combination of church sponsorships, public funds, private endowments, 

income generating services (such as printing presses and land surveys), and tuition fees.  Life for 

college students was strict.  They lived in dorms, kept busy schedules, and followed rigid moral 

codes.  Most of the colleges were located in the New England colonies with Virginia being the 

Southern-most colony with a college (Monroe 1940, 165-82). 

Attitudes toward education in Colonial America varied by region.  Generally speaking, 

the New England colonies, motivated by the Calvinist belief that everyone should be educated 

enough to read the Bible, provided educational opportunities to the broadest base of citizens 

(Hillesheim and Merrill 1980, 263).  Massachusetts led the way with the use of direct taxation to 

support primary education.  But even in towns that tried to provide free education for children, 

school funding frequently had to be supplemented by tuition fees (Monroe 1940, 110-13).  In the 

Southern colonies, educational opportunities were usually only available to those who could 

afford it (Hillesheim and Merrill 1980, 263).  In a quote regarding education in Virginia, the 

governor announced his policy as being “every man according to his ability instructing his 

children” (Monroe 1940, 53).  His colony had many areas with only private schools and some 

areas with no schools at all.  The “free” schools that existed in the Southern colonies were known 

as seminaries because they were usually supported and operated by churches.  But like the “free” 

schools of New England, seminary budgets were almost always augmented with private 

endowments and tuition fees (Monroe 1940, 59-68).  In the middle colonies, a mixture of both 

the New England and Southern philosophies could be found.  Thus, in all regions, wealth played 

a role in determining how much education a child received. 

 In addition to wealth, other factors such as race and gender had strong impacts on access 

to formal education.  Since male, white, property owners controlled most of colonial society, 

most people presumed that only male, white children needed an education (Mondale and Patton 
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2001, 12).  Even among white males, the majority received only a primary education in the 

rudiments of “reading, writing, reckoning, and religion” along with an apprenticeship to learn a 

profession (Hillesheim and Merrill 1980, 264-76).  Only wealthy, white males could be assured a 

secondary education followed by college. 

 There are very few facts verifying George Washington’s educational path.  Most likely, 

he began his education by studying with a servant-tutor whom his father brought to Virginia 

from England (Ford 1896, 61).   Also, the area around Fredericksburg, Virginia contained at least 

two schoolmasters and it is likely that George also attended one of their schools (Stephenson and 

Dunn 1940, 29).  Washington’s father had sent George’s older brothers to a school in Appleby, 

England to complete their educations, but their father died when George was eleven (Pape 1940).  

His mother, perhaps due to a lack of funding or perhaps because she did not value education as 

much as her husband, kept George in Virginia instead of sending him abroad to study at the same 

school his older brothers had attended (Alden 1984, 4).  For awhile, he lived with his older 

brother Augustine and attended a local school near Wakefield, Virginia (Ford 1896, 63).  While 

there, a Mr. Williams taught him the basics of geometry, trigonometry, and surveying (Grant 

1932, 150).  After a time, he returned to the home of his mother where he again attended a school 

near Fredericksburg.  Evidence suggests that during this time, the teacher, Reverend James 

Marye, introduced Washington to the study of Latin (Ford 1896, 63).  Overall, George attended 

local schools irregularly until he reached fifteen years old (Callahan 1972, 3).  Washington 

supplemented his learning through a self-education program that included copying examples for 

a promissory note, a bill of exchange, a tobacco receipt, a bail bond, a penal bill, a will, a land 

lease, a land patent, and the Rules of Civility and Decent Behavior; practicing the elements of 

surveying, raising tobacco and livestock; and reading books on a variety of subjects (Callahan 

1972, 3; Hart 1932, 17). 77  At the age of sixteen, he began his career as a surveyor.  He studied 

with James Genn, the surveyor of Prince William County.78  The two men were part of a crew 

hired to survey the estates of Lord Fairfax, one of the largest landowners in Virginia (Thayer 

1922, 5).  At the age of seventeen, Washington was certified by the college of William and Mary 

as a land surveyor and was subsequently commissioned as the surveyor of Culpeper County, 

Virginia. 

John Marshall ([1804-07] 1926, II:1) described George Washington’s education as 

“limited to those subjects, in which alone the sons of gentlemen, of moderate fortune, were, at 
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the time, generally instructed.”  As a child of “moderate fortune,” Washington was better 

educated than the average colonist; however, Washington is seldom compared to anything or 

anyone average.  His peers were always the most successful men in their fields, and success 

usually required education, which itself usually required wealth.  Washington’s military peers 

were high ranking officers who received their commissions by being members of wealthy and 

influential families.  Washington’s political peers were congressmen who made their fame as 

lawyers, doctors, and businessmen.  When compared to his peers, Washington lacked some of 

the laurels associated with a formal education. 

Washington achieved success even without completing the formal educational process; 

however, he still recognized the importance of providing educational opportunities to American 

citizens.  He spent money and time ensuring the children of his friends and family had the 

opportunity to pursue higher education.  For example, he offered to pay for the education of 

Nathanael Greene’s son after the general’s death in 1786, and he supported the Marquis de 

Lafayette’s son while he studied in the United States.79  Also, when his nephew George 

Augustine Washington died in 1793, the president of the United States invited his widowed 

niece, Frances Bassett Washington (who was also the blood niece of Martha Washington), and 

Frances’s children (Mary, George Fayette, and Lawrence Augustine) to live at Mount Vernon 

where, among other things, the president could provide for the education of her children.80  As 

for the male children of his relatives, George Washington paid, or at least offered to pay, for the 

tuition, boarding, and other living expenses for many of them to go to college. This list includes 

sending his nephew Bushrod Washington to law school at the College of William and Mary, and 

sending his nephews George Steptoe Washington and Lawrence Washington to attend college at 

the University of Pennsylvania.81  

The first family member to receive George Washington’s assistance in acquiring an 

education was Martha’s son John Parke Custis.  In 1768, George sent the young man to a 

seminary school in Maryland to study with the Reverend Jonathan Boucher.  Custis, as George 

called him, was “a boy of good genius, about 14 yrs. of age, untainted in his morals, and of 

innocent manners.”  In addition to the boarding and tuition expenses, Washington told Boucher 

that he was also providing young Custis with “a boy (well acquainted with House business, 

which may be made as useful as possible in your [Boucher’s] family to keep him out of Idleness) 

and two Horses, to furnish him with the means of getting to Church and elsewhere as you may 
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permit; for he will be put entirely and absolutely under your tuition, and direction to manage as 

you think proper in all respects.”82  After Custis completed his secondary education, George sent 

him to New York to study at King’s College (now Columbia University).83  As George 

Washington described in his will, he spent many thousands of dollars educating the young 

Washington relatives.84 

Washington recognized the benefits of teaching children at home, but he thought that 

schools provided the best atmosphere for learning.  He explained his philosophy to his cousin 

William A. Washington: “The reason which you assign for giving the rudiments of education to 

your sons at home is a weighty and conclusive one; but much will depend upon the 

qualifications, and fitness of the Preceptor you employ, to render it more or less beneficial.  To a 

certain point, tuition under the eye of Parents, or Guardians of Youth, is much to be preferred; 

because, the presumption is, that the propensities and passions, will be watched with more 

solicitude and attention by them, than by their Tutors: but when the direction of these are 

unfolded, and can be counteracted by the discipline of Public Schools, and the precepts of the 

Professors.  Especially too, when the judgment is beginning to form; when pride becomes a 

stimulus; and the knowledge of men, as well as of Books, are to be learnt; I should give the 

preference to a public Seminary.”85  This statement, possibly, gives some insight into 

Washington’s feelings about his own education.  The watchful eyes of his parents ensured that he 

diligently attended to the knowledge found in books.  This statement definitely shows that 

Washington understood that public schools played an important role in the socialization of 

individuals.  In addition to the knowledge found in books, he believed that it was also important 

to obtain the knowledge required to effectively interact with others. 

Washington’s theory on education was like his theory on other matters: balanced and 

practical.  He believed men should be acquainted with both theory and practice.  During the 

Revolutionary War, he described a Captain Gatanger as being “usefully employed” because he 

had a “knowledge of the theory and practice of Artillery.”86  On another occasion, he 

approvingly described a neighbor as a “judicious man; with both theory and practice united.”87  

Washington often used the terms “liberal knowledge” and “liberal education.”  When making his 

proposal for a national university, he reasoned, “True it is, that our Country, much to its honor, 

contains many Seminaries of learning highly respectable and useful; but the funds upon which 

they rest, are too narrow to command the ablest Professors, in the different departments of liberal 
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knowledge, for the Institution contemplated, though they would be excellent auxiliaries.”88  He 

used the term “liberal education” much in the same way that it is defined today by the 

Association of American Colleges and Universities: 

Liberal Education is an approach to learning that empowers individuals and prepares 

them to deal with complexity, diversity, and change.  It provides students with broad 

knowledge of the wider world (e.g. science, culture, and society) as well as in-depth 

study in a specific area of interest.  A liberal education helps students develop a sense of 

social responsibility, as well as strong and transferable intellectual and practical skills 

such as communication, analytical and problem-solving skills, and a demonstrated ability 

to apply knowledge and skills in real-world settings (Association of American Colleges 

and Universities 2012). 

He wanted Martha’s grandson to receive a “liberal education” from a teacher who was “a Master 

of composition . . . a classical scholar, and capable of teaching the French language 

grammatically.”89  In Washington’s words, “The greater the knowledge of his preceptor is, the 

better he would suit.”90  Washington also ensured that in-depth study included the broad 

teachings of a liberal education.  When he learned that the school where his nephews were 

attending had no “Arithmatical and Mathmatical instructor,” he declared this to be “a very great 

defect in the Institution.”  He explained, “To find boys who have been six or seven years at the 

Classics entirely unacquainted with those parts of literature which are to fit them for the ordinary 

purposes of life, incapable of writing legibly; and altogether ignorant in accounts does not in the 

smallest degree, comport with my ideas of useful and essential education.”91   

A liberal education helps prepare public professionals for situations involving 

complexity, diversity, and change.  These are some of the characteristics that create the 

undefined problems identified by Schön.  Washington also demonstrated an understanding of the 

need to incorporate art into decision making.  Like many in today’s military, Washington often 

used the word art to describe the type of leadership required for military operations.  For 

example, when recommending a peacetime militia, he said the nation needed “Officers well 

skilled in Theory and Art of War, who will be ready on any occasion.”92  He also used the word 

art to describe the actions of men who attacked his character or ideas.  In a letter written during 

the ratification of the constitution, Washington told Benjamin Lincoln that parts of New 

Hampshire were “generally unfriendly” toward the proposed government and that “no means 

have been left untried to prejudice them against the System; every art that could inflame the 
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passions or touch the interests of men have been essayed; the ignorant have been told, that 

should the proposed Government obtain, their lands would be taken from them and their property 

disposed of.”93   One example where he clearly uses art to mean an indefinable behavior or skill 

is in a letter approving the appointment of Robert Morris as Minister of Finance during the War.  

Washington wrote, “I have great expectations from the appointment of Mr. Morris, but they are 

not unreasonable ones; for I do not suppose that by Art Magick [sic], he can do more than 

recover us, by degrees, from the labyrinth into which our finance is plunged.”94  His term “Art 

Magick” is an expression showing he believed Morris possessed a financial ability that went 

beyond knowledge and skill.  At the end of the War, he wrote another letter which indicates he 

advocated the use of liberal thought, wisdom, trial and error, and art to solve new, uncertain, and 

complicated problems: “We now stand an Independent People, and have yet to learn political 

Tactics.  We are placed among the Nations of the Earth, and have a character to establish; but 

how we shall acquit ourselves time must discover; the probability, at least I fear it is, that local, 

or state Politics will interfere too much with that more liberal and extensive plan of government 

which wisdom and foresight, freed from the mist of prejudice, would dictate; and that we shall be 

guilty of many blunders in treading this boundless theatre before we shall arrive at any perfection 

in this Art.”95 

Washington wanted a system that provided free education for primary and secondary 

students and that provided universities supported by the federal government.  He envisioned free 

education resulting from endowments created by public-private partnerships.  Consistent with the 

terminology of the time, “free education” meant that endowment money would be used to pay 

the salaries of teachers, but Washington also intended to use the money to pay the expenses of 

children from less fortunate families.   

Washington worked to obtain both public and private funding.  In 1784, he noted his 

approval of the Virginia legislature’s growing support of education:  “Of the importance of 

education our Assemblies, happily, seem fully impressed; they establishing new, and giving 

further endowments to the old Seminaries of learning.”96  Five years later, in a draft copy of an 

address to Congress, Washington again mentioned the need for government support in education:  

“I trust you will not fail to use your best endeavors to improve the education and manners of a 

people; to accelerate the progress of arts and Sciences; to patronize the works of genius; to 

confer rewards for inventions of utility; and to cherish institutions favourable to humanity."97   
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In 1785, Washington referenced the importance of private support of education to 

children.  He assured the trustees of the Alexandria Academy, “It has long been my intention to 

invest, at my death, one thousand pounds current money of this State in the hands of the 

Trustees, the interest only of which to be applied instituting a school in the Town of Alexandria, 

for the purpose of educating orphan children who have no other resource, or the children of such 

indigent parents as are unable to give it.”98  Washington particularly hoped to establish a public 

fund for the education of the children of the soldiers killed during the Revolutionary War.99  He 

planned to put the money owed to him by the state of Virginia for his services during the war 

into a “trust for the use and benefit of the public.”100  In words similar to the ones he used in his 

letter to the trustees of the Alexandria Academy, he explained his plan to the governor of 

Virginia:  “It would be agreeable [to use the trust] as a fund on which to establish two Charity 

schools, one on each river, for the Education and support of the Children of the poor and indigent 

of this Country who cannot afford to give it; particularly the children of those men of this 

description, who have fallen in defence of the rights and liberties of it.  If the plan succeeds, of 

which I have no doubt, I am sure it will be a very productive and increasing fund, and the monies 

thus applied will be a beneficial institution.”101 

In 1788, Washington expressed his philosophy on the relationship between government 

and education. 

I am sorry to hear that the College in your neighborhood is in so declining a state as you 

represent it, and that it is likely to suffer a further injury by the loss of Dr. Nisbet whom 

you are afraid you shall not be able to support in a proper manner on account of the 

scarcity of cash which prevents parents from sending there children hither.  This is one of 

the numerous evils which arise from the want of a general regulating power, for in a 

Country like this where equal liberty is enjoyed, where every man may seek his own 

harvest, which by proper attention will afford him much more than is necessary for his 

consumption, and where there is so ample a field for every mercantile and mechanical 

exertion, if there cannot be money found to answer the common purpose of education, 

not to mention the necessary commercial circulation, it is evident that there is something 

amiss in the ruling political power which requires a steady, regulating and energetic hand 

to correct and control.  That money is not to be had, every man’s experience tells him, 
and the great fall in the price of property is an unequivocal, and melancholy proof of it, 

when, if that property was well secured – faith and justice well preserved – a stable 

government well administered, and confidence restored, the tide of population and wealth 
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would flow to us, from every part of the globe and, with a due sense of the blessing, 

make us the happiest people upon earth.102 

Washington made this statement about six months after the Constitutional Convention.  He 

called education a “common purpose.”  This phrase indicates Washington believed education 

was an institution required to promote the general welfare.  Washington also referenced using the 

government to regulate the economy in order to prevent income inequality.  He believed that if 

properly regulated, the economy would provide every worker “much more than is necessary for 

his consumption,” thus, everyone could have access to an education.  He does not specify which 

mechanism should be used to regulate the economy, but as I will describe in chapters seven and 

eight, Washington believed in the use of taxation to ensure that “justice to one part of the 

community may keep pace with relief to the other.”103   Finally, Washington knew that for any 

government institution, such as education, to be successful, it must be well administered.  As 

described in more detail in the next chapter, being well administered meant being efficient and 

responsible.104 

 Perhaps Washington’s most passionate efforts regarding education involved the 

establishment of a national university.  In addition to a national military academy, Washington 

wanted a national civilian university “where the Youth from all parts of the United States might 

receive the polish of Erudition in the Arts, Sciences and Belle Letters; and where those who were 

disposed to run a political course, might not only be instructed in the theory and principles, but 

(this Seminary being at the Seat of the General Government) where the Legislature wd. be in 

Session half the year, and the Interests and politics of the Nation of course would be discussed, 

they would lay the surest foundation for the practical part also."105  Washington planned for this 

university to meet both of his purposes for education: teaching citizens and teaching public 

administrators.   

Political thinkers from Aristotle to Bernard Berelson to modern day political scientists 

have described the problems with uneducated and informed citizens in a democracy (Loss 1989, 

479; Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee 1954, 308; Gant and Davis 1984).  To overcome these 

problems, Washington wanted education available to the masses.  He wanted to teach citizens to 

know and value their own rights while simultaneously understanding and respecting the laws and 

regulations of the government.106  He also wanted citizens from different parts of the country to 
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come together.  And, he wanted to teach public administrators how to gain the confidence of the 

public.107  By placing the university in the Federal City (Washington D.C.), he believed future 

public servants would gain first hand experience in government administration; and thus, would 

be more capable of establishing a well-administered government.   

Not only would the university bring knowledge to the students, it would also help bring 

harmony to the new nation.  He explained his reasoning to Thomas Jefferson “which, in a few 

words, is to supercede [sic] the necessity of sending the youth of this country abroad, for the 

purpose of education (where too often principles and habits not friendly to republican are 

imbibed, which are not easily discarded) by instituting such an one of our own as will answer the 

end; & by associating them in the same seminary, will contribute to wear off those prejudices, 

and unreasonable jealousies which prevent or weaken friendships and, impair the harmony of the 

Union.”108  Washington believed that harmony was a critical ingredient in gaining public 

confidence.109 

 Washington frequently urged the creation of a national university.  He referenced it in his 

first and last addresses to Congress, he mentioned it frequently to his associates, and he even 

included it in his will. 

That as it has always been a source of serious regret with me, to see the youth of these 

United States sent to foreign Countries for the purpose of Education, often before their 

minds were formed, or they had imbibed any adequate ideas of the happiness of their 

own; contracting, too frequently, not only habits of dissipation and extravagance, but 

principles unfriendly to Republican Government and to the true genuine liberties of 

mankind; which, thereafter are rarely overcome.  For these reasons, it has been my ardent 

wish to see a plan devised on a liberal scale which would have a tendency to spread 

systematic ideas through all parts of this rising Empire, thereby to do away local 

attachments and State prejudices, as far as the nature of things would, or indeed ought to 

admit, from our National Councils.  Looking anxiously forward to the accomplishment of 

so desirable an object as this is (in my estimation) my mind has not been able to 

contemplate any plan more likely to effect the measure than the establishment of a 

University in a central part of the United States, to which the youth of fortune and talents 

from all parts thereof might be sent for the completion of their Education in all the 

branches of polite literature; in arts and Sciences, in acquiring knowledge in the 

principles of Politics and good Government; and (as a matter of infinite Importance in my 

judgment) by associating with each other, and forming friendships in Juvenile years, be 

enabled to free themselves in a proper degree from those local prejudices and habitual 
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jealousies which have just been mentioned; and which, when carried to excess, are never 

failing sources of disquietude to the Public mind, and pregnant of mischievous 

consequences to this Country: Under these impressions, so fully dilated,  

Item.  I give and bequeath in perpetuity the fifty shares which I hold in the Potomac 

Company . . . towards the endowment of a University to be established within the limits 

of the District of Columbia, under the auspices of the General Government, if that 

government should incline to extend a fostering hand towards it; and until such Seminary 

is established, and the funds arising on these shares shall be required for its support, my 

further Will and desire is that the profit accruing therefrom shall, whenever the dividends 

are made, be laid out in purchasing Stock in the Bank of Columbia, or some other Bank, 

at the discretion of my Executors; or by the Treasurer of the United States for the time 

being under the direction of Congress; provided that Honourable body should Patronize 

the measure, and the Dividends proceeding from the purchase of such Stock is to be 

vested in more stock, and so on, until a sum adequate to the accomplishment of the object 

is obtained, of which I have not the smallest doubt, before many years passes away; even 

if no aid or encouragement is given by Legislative authority, or from any other source. 

Item.  The hundred shares which I held in the James River Company, I have given and 

now confirm in perpetuity to, and for the use and benefit of Liberty-Hall Academy, in the 

County of Rockbridge, in the Commonwealth of Virginia.110 

Washington achieved some results from his plan, but not exactly the ones he expected.  His 

shares in the Potomac Company became worthless after it failed in 1828; thus, there was never 

any money to establish his national university.111  On the other hand, his investment in Liberty 

Hall Academy did grow.  The academy was founded in 1749 as Augusta Academy.  In the 

patriotism of 1776, the trustees changed the name of the school to Liberty Hall and then Liberty 

Hall Academy in 1793.  In 1796, Washington donated $20,000 worth of James River Company 

stock, and at that time the trustees renamed the school Washington Academy.112  In 1813, they 

renamed the school Washington College, and in 1870 after the death of Robert E. Lee (a former 

president of the college), they changed the name to Washington and Lee University.  

Washington’s endowment still contributes to the University’s operating budget today 

(Washington and Lee University n.d.). 
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CHAPTER SIX 

PROGRESSIVISM 

 

Traditionally, scholars look to the Reform and Progressive Eras to find the intellectual 

roots of modern public administration.  Dwight Waldo (1948, 3) referred to the events of the 

Progressive Era as providing the base for “the form and content of American literature on public 

administration.”  Camilla Stivers (1995, 523) asserted, “To the extent that we have constructed 

any past at all, it seems clear that we trace the emergence of the field of public administration to 

the efforts of municipal reformers to replace the waste, fraud, and abuse of an earlier day with 

efficient management practices.”  Richard Stillman II (1998, 162) ascribed the origins of public 

administration to “a synthesis of administrative innovations that stretched back . . . [from] 

George William Curtis and the first Civil Service Commission” to Louis Brownlow and the 

Executive Act of 1939.   

In reality American public administration has two beginnings.  The scholarly study of 

administration began during the Progressive Era.  The benchmark of this beginning is the 

founding of the New York Bureau of Municipal Research (F. C. Mosher 1982, 57-79).  The 

practice of American public administration began with the establishment of the American 

government during the Revolutionary Era.  While the majority of public administration 

historians have focused on the scholarly beginnings, some have looked at the practical 

beginnings (L. D. White 1926, 219-26; L. D. White 1948; Van Riper 1983).  According to 

Frederick Mosher (1982, 80), both of these eras “left lingering contributions and legacies, many 

of which are still operative today.” 

While it is important to recognize the contributions of both eras to modern public 

administration, it is also important to identify congruencies between the theories and practices of 

the Revolutionary Era, the Progressive Era, and the Modern Era (Rohr 1986, 5).  In this chapter I 

link the ideas of the progressive reformers to the philosophies of Washington.  I begin by 

defining Progressivism.  Next, I show how progressive thought has it roots in the practices of 

Washington.  And finally, I focus on Washington’s greatest contribution to the reform 

movement, merit selection. 
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6.1 Progressivism as an Institution 

Progressivism grew out of the reform movements of the latter part of the nineteenth 

century.  Reformers sought, through government action, changes in the civil service system, 

working conditions, voting rights, wildlife conservation, and consumer protection (Thelen 1969, 

335).  One of the first progressive achievements was the Pendleton Civil Service Reform Act of 

1883.  The Pendleton Act officially implemented the merit system as a means of selecting 

workers for federal employment and it created the Civil Service Commission to function as a 

buffer between federal employees and partisan politics (Berman, et al. 2006, 13-15).  The 

transformation to a more proactive government culminated with the New Deal legislation of the 

1930s.  Government programs such as the Works Progress Administration were designed to 

stimulate the economy and bring the nation out of the depression by providing federal 

employment to millions of unemployed workers.  In the time span between the Pendleton Act 

and the New Deal, progressives fought for women’s right to vote, the establishment of national 

parks, protection against large corporations and monopolies, and to end various other social 

evils.  This “proactive government” paradigm continued through the 1960s until events such as 

the Vietnam War, Watergate, and the Reagan Revolution turned public opinion against big 

government (Osborne and Gaebler 1992, 322; Stillman II 1995; Sherwood 1997).  

Progressivism gave rise to the managerial approach to public administration.  The 

managerial approach sought to evaluate government performance through the values of economy 

and efficiency.  According to this philosophy, the best government organizations provided the 

most services at the least cost (Rosenbloom [1983] 2004, 446). 

The core ideology of Progressivism was positive statism (Gendzel 2001, 333).  

Progressives believed that a democratic government could be used in positive ways to make 

“progress” toward the collective good (L. Walker 1989, 512).  Progressives rejected previous 

reliance on natural forces, abstract principles, and the market’s invisible hand in favor of a 

reliance on conscious shared effort (Gendzel 2001, 337).  As a result, the concept of community 

or social cohesion was very important to the progressives.  They blended “their state-centered 

modernizing impulses with a kind of romantic nostalgia for the nation’s small-town past, which 

they retrospectively conceptualized as a bygone era of caring, homogeneous, face-to-face 

communities” (Gendzel 2001, 336). 
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Beyond this core belief, progressives differed on issues “such as prohibition, labor, 

immigration, trusts, imperialism, and war” (Gendzel 2001, 332).  In more recent times, scholars 

have differed in their descriptions of progressive thinkers.  The historical, political science, and 

public administration literature describes some progressives who admired the efficiency of big 

corporations and some who detested corporate greed; some progressives who fought to expand 

voting rights and some who preferred an electorate of white or educated voters; and some 

progressives who spoke the language of social engineering and some who spoke the language of 

moralistic uplift (Rodgers 1982, 122). 

Some authors have attempted to describe Progressivism by emphasizing its dichotomous 

views.  Herbert Croly (1909) portrayed Progressivism as a blend of the antagonistic ideas of 

Alexander Hamilton and Thomas Jefferson.  Progressives favored Hamilton’s theory that the 

central government could be used to promote the national interest and they favored Jefferson’s 

faith in the goodwill of individual Americans.  Hamilton wanted to use a strong federal 

government to solve society’s problems.  Jefferson wanted to use a limited government to protect 

individual rights.  Glen Gendzel (2001, 337) summarized Croly’s position as “using Hamiltonian 

means toward Jeffersonian ends.”  In other words, Gendzel characterized Progressivism as using 

the national government to protect individuals and strengthen communities. 

One of America’s most symbolic representatives of Progressivism, Theodore Roosevelt, 

also used the contrast between Hamilton and Jefferson to explain the ideology of the movement 

(Gendzel 2001, 339).  Roosevelt described his own political view as “Hamiltonian in [his] belief 

in a strong and efficient National Government and Jeffersonian in [his] belief in the people as the 

ultimate authority, and in the welfare of the people as the end of Government.”  According to 

Roosevelt ([1920] 2006), “the mighty industrial overlords of the country” had abused their power 

and it was now government’s responsibility “to protect labor, to subordinate the big corporation 

to the public welfare, and to shackle cunning and fraud.”  

Gendzel (2001, 339) noted that Roosevelt and the nation’s other iconic progressive 

president, Woodrow Wilson, differed in their views of Progressivism.   For example, Roosevelt, 

the former Republican, used the federal courts to fight corrupt corporations.  As Roosevelt 

([1920] 2006) explained: “When I took the Presidency, it was a common and bitter saying that a 

big man, a rich man, could not be put in jail.  We put many big and rich men in jail.”  On the 
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other hand, Wilson, the Democrat, hoped to curtail corporate greed by using the Federal Trade 

Commission to encourage competition and stop unfair trade practices (Clements and Wilson 

1994).  Ultimately, as progressives, both men agreed the problem required government action. 

The clashing opinions of progressive scholars and practitioners had an effect on public 

administration theory of the early twentieth century.  As administrators synthesized these views 

into coherent action, five critical doctrines emerged: 1) the politics-administration dichotomy, 2) 

the faith in scientific management, 3) the desire for economy and efficiency, 4) the preference 

for top-down hierarchy, and 5) the reliance on expert public administrators (Stillman II 1991, 

104-40).  As explained by Rosenbloom (2008), the progressives originally conceived the 

politics-administration dichotomy as a way of separating the impartial administrator from the 

partisan world of politics.  In Wilson’s (1887, 209-10) description, administration was “a field of 

business” that was separate from the “hurry and strife of politics.”  Or, in Goodnow’s ([1900] 

2004, 35) assessment, politics was “the expression of the will of the state” and administration 

was “the execution of that will.”  Since politics involves emotions and values, separating 

administration from politics allowed scholars to claim that public administration was a science 

that could be studied rationally and objectively.  Administrators developed principles such as 

unity of command that practitioners could follow to create a better government (Stillman II 1991, 

108).  Since public agencies were not profit seekers, better government was defined by the goals 

of economy and efficiency.  The New York Bureau of Municipal Research incorporated 

Frederick Taylor’s Scientific Management into public administration, believing that these goals 

“could be achieved through creating a sound system, based on scientific study and investigation” 

(Stillman II 1991, 109).  Public administrators also preferred to use the same organizational 

structure that was successful in most large corporations:  a top-down hierarchy led by a single 

executive.  This structure supports both unity of command and efficiency.  Luther Gulick ([1937] 

2004, 94) stated, “A workman subject to orders from several superiors will be confused, 

inefficient, and irresponsible; a workman subject to orders from but one superior may be 

methodical, efficient, and responsible.”  And finally, public administration doctrine from the 

Progressive Era included the belief that neither kings nor philosophers were acceptable 

administrators for the government.  Instead, progressives wanted to appoint administrators based 

on merit and the ability to get results.  They wanted administrators “who were not simply experts 

or bureaucrats but people who were much broader in background and vision” (Stillman II 1991, 
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111).  These administrators needed to combine an ethical conscience with a problem-solving 

ability. 

 

6.2 Washington’s Precedent for Progressivism 

George Washington was clearly a proponent of positive statism.  He supported a 

proactive government.  As commander in chief during the Revolutionary War, he urged the 

Continental Congress to immediately develop “a plan that will give more energy to 

Government.”113  To Washington, giving “more energy to Government” meant empowering the 

Congress to take a more active role in supporting the Continental Army.  At the time, individual 

states supplied troops for the Army and provided officers for command.  Washington believed it 

was “necessary to give Congress . . . sufficient powers to direct common forces . . . [and] to raise 

an Army for the War.”114  After the war, he explained that a government consisting of “able and 

honest representatives” could resolve “national questions” and lead the country to prosperity.115  

He believed the new national government needed the “power to check . . . the arts of self-

interested, designing, disaffected, & desperate characters.”116  In a letter to Alexander Hamilton, 

he confided, "The Men who oppose a strong and energetic government are, in my opinion, 

narrow minded politicians, or are under the influence of local views."117  Washington was not 

merely trying to steal power from state and local governments, but rather trying to build a sense 

of social cohesion by strengthening national character.  He noted, “The want of energy in the 

federal government; the pulling of one State, and parts of States against another; And the 

Commotion among the Eastern people, have sunk our national character much below par; and 

have brought our politics and credit to the brink of a precipice.”118 

Ultimately, Washington wanted to use the power of the federal government to enhance 

the collective good.  Prior to serving as the first president of the United States, he explained his 

vision for the new federal government: “justice and the public good” would be the “sole objects” 

of his administration.119  And, early in his presidential administration Washington wrote, “The 

aggregate happiness of the society, which is best promoted by the practice of a virtuous policy, 

is, or ought to be, the end of all government; such, I am happy in telling you, appears to be the 

object of our legislative regulation.”120  Washington’s concept of “aggregate happiness” went 

beyond Jefferson’s pursuit of “individual happiness” and Hamilton’s affinity for a strong 
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national government.  Washington’s thinking reflected the potential positive effects a democratic 

government could yield (Bradley 1945, 485). 

Washington believed that the public good was achieved through unity, equity, and 

justice.  Before the establishment of the federal government, Washington argued that one of the 

“general purposes of Government [emphasis in original]” was “to bind us together.”121  

Similarly, he argued that we must pay attention to the establishment of “the Sovereign Power” so 

that “we can be better Cemented.”122  Once united, Washington believed it was important “that 

justice in one part of the community may keep pace with relief to the other.”123  Equity was a 

principle that he believed “generally” if not “universally” guided decision making in 

government.124  Whether it concerned treatment of American citizens, negotiations with 

European nations, or treaties with Native American tribes, Washington deemed that all 

transactions “ought to be governed by the immutable principles of equity.”125  A principle similar 

to equity was justice.  He often used the two terms in tandem.126  Equity referred to treating 

everyone equally and justice referred to treating everyone fairly.  A government based on equity 

and justice could maintain unity.  For Washington, the government achieved justice through 

laws.  He considered justice to be the foundation of good government and sound administration.  

Below are a list of quotations that express his sentiments: 

"due administration of justice is the firmest pillar of good government;"127  

"the administration of justice is the strongest cement of good government . . . [and] is 

essential to the happiness of our Country, and to the stability of our political system;"128  

"Regarding the due administration of Justice as the corner stone of good Government, I 

have considered the first arrangement of the judicial department as essential to the 

happiness of our Country, and to the stability of its political system."129   

Through unity, equity, and justice America could achieve the public good.  Washington 

defined the collective good as peace and prosperity.  He explained his philosophy in letters to the 

citizens of various cities.  To the citizens of Burlington County, New Jersey, Washington said 

“that the true interest and the happiness of its [the government’s] Citizens depend upon 

remaining in a state of peace.”130  He told the citizens of Richmond, Virginia that our “national 

character is well calculated to support, in the administration of our affairs, a spirit constantly 

favorable to the great object of peace.”131  And, in a similar letter to citizens of Hartford, 

Connecticut, he praised their “love of order and peace” and their zeal “for the public good.”132  
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He believed that all citizens should “unite in keeping our Country in a state of peace.” 133  

Washington sought peace through both his domestic and foreign policies.  In response to 

domestic insurrections in western states and territories, Washington issued a proclamation 

charging and requiring “all courts, magistrates, and other officers whom it may concern, 

according to their respective duties, to exert powers in them severally vested to prevent and 

suppress all such unlawful assemblages and proceedings, and to bring to condign punishment 

those who may have been guilty thereof, as they regard the due authority of Government and the 

peace and welfare of the United States.”134  And, near the end of his second presidential term, he 

explained his foreign policy to the American ambassador to France.   

My conduct in public and private life, as it relates to the important struggle in which the 

latter nation is engaged, has been uniform from the commencement of it, and may be 

summed up in a few words; that I have wished well the French revolution; that I have 

always given it as my decided opinion that no Nation had a right to intermeddle in the 

internal concerns of another; that every one had a right to form and adopt whatever 

government they liked best to live under themselves. And that if this country could, 

consistently with its engagements, maintain a strict neutrality and thereby preserve peace, 

it was bound to do so by motives of policy, interest, and every other consideration, that 

ought to actuate a people situated and circumstances as we are; already deep in debt, and 

in a convalescent state, from the struggle we have engaged in ourselves.135 

Prosperity was also an important component of the public good.  He noted the 

relationship between prosperity and happiness in his first inaugural address:  “There is no truth 

more thoroughly established, than that there exists in the oeconomy and course of nature, an 

indissoluble union between . . . the solid rewards of public prosperity and felicity.”136   

Washington referenced prosperity in at least 175 letters and speeches.137  He used phrases such 

as “universal prosperity,” “public prosperity,” “national prosperity,” “uninterrupted prosperity,” 

and “temporal prosperity.”138  He envisioned government administrators creating prosperity for 

both the nation and its citizens.  For example, after receiving a positive report on the finances of 

Pennsylvania, he told the comptroller general of that state, “The prosperity of any part of the 

Union gives me a singular pleasure.”139  And, in his “Eighth Annual Address to Congress,” he 

proposed establishing a “National University [because] a flourishing state of the Arts and 

Sciences, contributes to National prosperity and reputation.”140  He reiterated his belief that 

positive statism leads to prosperity in a letter to senators Elijah Paine and Isaac Tichenor:  “I 

enjoy great happiness in the testimony you have presented and in other proofs exhibited from 
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various parts of our country, that the operations of the general government have justified the 

hopes of our citizens at its formation, which is recognised [sic] as the era of national prosperity.  

The voluntary acknowledgments of my fellow citizens persuades me to believe, that my agency 

has contributed to produce this effect.”141 

Washington understood that a prosperous nation required prosperous citizens.  When 

making policies, it was his “first care to promote” the “prosperity” of his “Fellow Citizens.”142  

He wrote to Thomas Paine, “I rejoice in the information of your personal prosperity; and as no 

one can feel a greater interest in the happiness of mankind than I do, that it is the first wish of my 

heart, that the enlightened policy of the present age may diffuse to all men those blessings, to 

which they are entitled, and lay the foundation of happiness for future generations.”143  In the 

closing line of a letter to the governor of Massachusetts, Washington wrote, “If it shall please 

God to prolong a life already far advanced into the vale of years, no attending felicity can equal 

that which I shall feel in seeing the administration of our government operating to preserve the 

Independence, prosperity, and welfare of the American People.”144 

While the progressives figuratively combined the philosophies of Hamilton and 

Jefferson, Washington literally combined the two.  By selecting Hamilton as the secretary of the 

treasury and Jefferson as the secretary of state, Washington was intentionally seeking ideological 

balance in the policies of his administration (Miller Center 2011).  In his own words, “A 

difference of opinion on political points is not to be imputed to Freemen as a fault since it is to be 

presumed that they are all actuated by an equally laudable and sacred regard for the liberties of 

their Country.”145   This philosophy allowed Washington to combine the best ideas from both 

men.  Like the progressives, Washington favored Hamilton’s efforts to build a strong and 

efficient government and Jefferson’s efforts to provide for the welfare of citizens. 

According to Hamilton, government should not only reflect the attitudes and interests of 

the governed, but should influence them as well (Caldwell 1988, 11).  This required a strong and 

centralized federal system.  Hamilton believed that the federal government should control the 

economy through active involvement in industry and banking.  To gain this control, he favored 

implementing tariffs on trade, assuming state debts from the Revolutionary War, increasing the 

national debt ceiling, building a strong military, and creating a federal bank (R. D. White 2000, 

189; Caldwell 1988, 74).  Washington supported each of these efforts.  Tariffs and taxes not only 
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generated income to build a strong federal government, but also gave the government a means of 

controlling industry because taxes affected the relative prices of goods and gave the government 

the power to control profitability of particular markets.  For example, a tax on alcohol decreased 

the incentive to produce and consume whiskey.  Import tariffs gave the government control over 

industry by altering the competitiveness of domestically produced goods against imported goods 

(Weimer and Vining 2005, 218-33).  In his “Plan of American Finance,” Washington proposed 

taxing the sale of domestic produce and the importation of foreign goods. The revenues from 

these taxes would be used to pay debts and to form a strong military.146  Washington understood 

the need to use debt to keep the government and the nation viable.147  He supported Hamilton’s 

plan for the federal government to assume the debts of the states and he authorized Hamilton to 

raise the credit limit of the United States when necessary.148  The assumption of state debt gave 

the federal government both symbolic superiority over the states and literal control of their 

economies.  A strong national military also provided both symbolic and literal signs of federal 

superiority. 

Hamilton’s greatest effort to build a strong federal government and to control the national 

economy was perhaps the creation of the national bank.  It was also one of the ideas that 

Jefferson vigorously opposed.  For Hamilton, the national bank was critical for the success of the 

federal government.  For Jefferson, “a national bank represented a significant intrusion on state 

sovereignty” (R. D. White 2000, 189).  Though Washington sought opinions from both Hamilton 

and Jefferson, and carefully debated the pros and cons of the national bank, he ultimately sided 

with Hamilton on this particular issue.149 

In general, Jefferson favored limited government.  His philosophy is often described as 

“government that governs best governs least” (R. D. White 2000, 187; Thomas Jefferson 

Foundation n.d.). This is exemplified by his quest for freedom.  To Jefferson, freedom meant 

individual freedom.  Big government infringed upon the rights of individuals, and therefore, the 

size and power of government must be controlled.  An exception to this belief was the pursuit of 

public welfare.  Jefferson defined public welfare as the pursuit of equality.  Whereas freedom 

was an individual principle, equality involved maintaining equity in the aggregate society.  Too 

much freedom could lead to inequality, but too much effort placed on maintaining equality could 

impair freedom.  Jefferson’s philosophical compromise was the limited use of government to 

achieve equality (Caldwell 1988, 106-7).  His approved uses of government included education 
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and transportation (Caldwell 1988, 113).  Like Jefferson, Washington believed that the 

government could improve the public welfare by supporting education and transportation.  

Washington realized that public education could help citizens understand and value the balance 

required to maintain a democracy.  In his first annual address, Washington told the members of 

the Senate: 

Nor am I less persuaded, that you will agree with me in opinion, that there is nothing 

which better deserves your patronage than the promotion of Science and Literature.  

Knowledge is in every country the surest basis of public happiness.  In one in which the 

measures of Government receive their impression so immediately from the sense of the 

Community as in ours it is proportionally essential.  To the security of a free Constitution 

it contributes in various ways:  By convincing those who are intrusted with the public 

administration, that every valuable end of Government is best answered by the 

enlightened confidence of the people: and by teaching the people themselves to know and 

to value their own rights; to discern and provide against invasions of them; to distinguish 

between oppression and the necessary exercise of lawful authority; between burthens 

proceeding from a disregard to their convenience and those resulting from the inevitable 

exigencies of Society; to discriminate the spirit of Liberty from that of licentiousness, 

cherishing the first, avoiding the last, and uniting a speedy, but temperate vigilance 

against encroachments, with an inviolable respect to the Laws.150
 

In this statement, Washington identified individual freedoms with such terms as “own 

rights” and “spirit of Liberty.”  He identified the laws required to maintain equality as “necessary 

exercise of lawful authority” and “inevitable exigencies of Society.”  He also cautioned against 

the unnecessary use of government with such terms as “oppression” and “burthens proceeding 

from a disregard to their convenience.”  

Washington also believed that using the government to improve the transportation system 

would increase the public welfare.  He argued that improving inland navigation would give 

farmers easy access to markets, and thus, result in lower prices for consumers.151  An improved 

transportation system enhanced equity by allowing a greater number of citizens access to cheaper 

commodities and it promoted national security and self sufficiency by encouraging the growth of 

farming and manufacturing.152  Washington also believed that improving transportation would 

increase unity by connecting the different regions of the nation.153  He encouraged the legislature 

to “have liberality and public spirit enough to improve [transportation routes].”154  He supported 

executive and congressional actions for conducting surveys of land and rivers that could be 
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potentially used for transportation, for passing a treaty with Spain giving the United States access 

to the Mississippi River, for improving old roads and making new ones, and for building 

bridges.155 

Like the progressives, Washington integrated Scientific Management principles into 

government service.  According to Leonard White (1948, 102-5), Washington “attached great 

importance to system and plan” and “Washington insisted that decisions be based on fact and not 

opinion.”  Washington demonstrated these traits in all phases of his public service career.  In a 

letter to Colonel Timothy Pickering during the Revolutionary War, Washington calls for the 

application of system and order to military administration.  Since most of this letter reflects 

similarities in the philosophies of George Washington and Frederick Taylor, I have included the 

letter in its entirety in appendix D.  I compare the letter with Taylor’s philosophy in the next 

paragraph. 

In his famous monograph explaining the principles of Scientific Management, Frederick 

Taylor (1911) argued that in an organization “system must be first.”  Washington’s mission in 

this letter was to “introduce system and order into the Army.”  Taylor’s goal for Scientific 

Management was to identify the presence of “inefficiency in almost all of our daily acts.”  

Washington was concerned with preventing “a great part of the waste and loss” occurring within 

the military.  Taylor believed that the system would develop “first-class men.”  Washington 

believed that the system would correct “carelessness in the Soldiery” and “inattention in 

Officers.”  Taylor also wanted to eliminate the practice of soldiering, “that is, deliberately 

working slowly so as to avoid doing a full day's work.”  Washington wanted to “discourage” 

workers that “receive high wages” but “appear to work little.”  Finally, it is interesting to note 

Washington’s concern that “justice may be done to the public.”  Taylor developed his system “to 

secure the maximum prosperity" for private businesses.  He defined prosperity “to mean not only 

large dividends for the company or owner, but the development of every branch of the business 

to its highest state of excellence, so that the prosperity may be permanent.”  For Washington, 

“maximum prosperity” in public administration meant doing justice to the public.  This involved 

the economic use of public funds and the proper accountability of public property. 

Both the progressives and Washington wanted to bring economy and efficiency to 

government.  During the Revolutionary War, economy was a “necessary and desirable” practice. 
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Washington identified two factors contributing to economy: necessity and habit.156  Limited 

finances enforced “the necessity of economy in … public expenditures;” however, ethics 

demanded that public servants use economy even in times of abundant finances.157  Washington 

also understood that economy required more than just buying the cheapest available products.  

He conceived that “attempting to save a few dollars in the pay and emoluments [might] involve 

the public in expences of much more serious nature and the whole Army in disorder and 

confusion from a want of knowledge or inattention.”158  Economy required using the least 

amount of money necessary to meet all the needs of an efficient and effective government.  

Washington frequently referenced the need for more efficiency in the government.159  

After the Constitutional Convention, while the states where debating ratification of the 

Constitution of 1787, Washington asserted that “the want of an efficient General Government in 

this country is universally felt and acknowledge.”160  He believed that the new constitution 

would create “a more efficient general government” so that “the zealous advocates for and 

patriotic sufferers in the acquisition of American independence . . . [would] enjoy the fruits of 

their labours.”161  Shortly after becoming president of the United States, Washington proclaimed 

that the new “equal and efficient Government” promised to “promote the happiness of a 

people.”162 

Like the progressives, Washington believed that a top-down hierarchy provided the best 

structure to achieve economy, efficiency, and effectiveness in government.  Naturally, as a 

military commander, he trusted the principle of unity of command.  As early as 1756, when he 

was a colonel in the Virginia Militia, Washington touted the “advantage of having the militia . . . 

under one command.”163  And, during the Revolutionary War, he established a top-down chain of 

command that began with the commander in chief and ran through the commanding generals of 

each military department.164  As president of the Constitutional Convention, Washington 

supported “a strong, independent, and energetic executive” (Phelps 1993, 103).  And, as the first 

president of the United States, he structured the executive branch with the president at the top of 

the hierarchy and his appointed secretaries as the single leaders of each of the departments. 

In the period between Washington’s administration and the Progressive Era, politics had 

become a major influence on government administration.  More specifically, political corruption 

had encumbered government operations.  The progressives tried to improve public 
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administration by separating it from partisan politics.  Washington also tried to keep 

administration separate from partisan political battles.  Washington warned that political parties 

would “enfeeble the Public administration” because they evoke a spirit of mischief which 

“agitates the Community with ill founded jealousies and false alarms, kindles the animosity of 

one part against another, foments occasionally riot and insurrection . . . [and] opens the door to 

foreign influence and corruption.”165  Since there was no established party system at the time, 

Washington had no need to reform policy.  Instead, he sought to strengthen public administration 

through the integrity of administrators.  He sought to fill the government with workers who had 

demonstrated ethical conduct and he let merit principles guide his selection of political 

nominees. 

 

6.3 Merit System 

Washington preceded progressive thinkers in the belief that political appointments should 

be made based on merit and the ability to get results.  Washington developed his standard for 

appointments while serving as commander in chief during the Revolutionary War.  He stated his 

philosophy in a letter to the Continental Congress. 

Among the complicated causes of complaint in this army, none seems to have taken 

deeper root, nor to have given more general dissatisfaction than the lavish distribution of 

rank.  No error can be more pernicious, than that of dealing out rank too prodigal a hand.  

The inconveniences of it are manifest: It lessens the value and splendor of it, in some 

measure degrades it into contempt, breeds jealousies and animosities, and takes away one 

of the most powerful incitements to emulation. 

To avoid this evil, in future, it is proposed, that such of the staff as are intitled [sic] to it 

and ought to be commissioned should be taken from the line.  For instance, the Adjutant, 

Quarter Master and Pay Master of each regiment to be chosen from the regiment, they are 

to serve in; the two first from the subalterns, the other from the subalterns or captains, 

according to the fitness of the person.166 

As a general, Washington was unable to convince the Continental Congress to give up its 

patronage-based appointment system (Phelps 1993, 144); however, upon being elected president, 

he implemented his merit-based selection process. 
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Remembering his experiences during the war, Washington was “perfectly convinced . . . 

that, if injudicious or unpopular measures should be taken by the Executive under the New 

Government with regards to appointments, the Government itself would be in the utmost danger 

of being utterly subverted by those measures.”  In an effort to avoid jealousies and animosities, 

he identified three criteria for selection: “the fitness of characters to fill offices,” “the distribution 

of appointments in as equal a proportion as might be to persons belonging to the different States 

in the Union,” and “the comparative claims from the former merits and sufferings in service of 

the different candidates.”167   His primary criterion was fitness of character, which he defined as 

having competent abilities and being of worthy character.168  Competent abilities meant that the 

successful applicant must have the required training and experience for the desired position.  

Worthy character meant that the successful candidate must have the demeanor to command from 

others the level of respect commensurate with the position.  When assessing the abilities of 

applicants for the position of Surveyor General, Washington noted that the job “requires skill to 

arrange, instruct, inspect and report correctly, the conduct of others” and that “the office is 

important and respectable; of course the incumbent besides his scientific abilities, should possess 

a celebrity of character that would justify the appointment.”169  The Pendleton Act of 1883 

formally institutionalized the concept of competent abilities by requiring “open, competitive 

examinations for testing the fitness of applicants for the public service.”170  

His second criterion for making appointments was equal distribution among the states.171  

For Washington, the equal distribution of appointments was an extension of the “equal 

Representation of the People in the Legislature.”172  Equal representation was a premise that 

influenced much of Washington’s decision making.  The more citizens felt they were being 

represented in the government, the more they would support it.  As the president of the 

Constitutional Convention, his most outspoken objection to the draft constitution was “the 

smallness of proportion of Representatives” (Rohr 1986, 44).   On the last day of the convention, 

he supported lowering the maximum number of constituents one member of the House could 

represent from forty thousand to thirty thousand.  According to Washington, this enhanced 

“security for the rights & interests of the people” (Madison 1787).  Equal distribution also 

signified fairness.  Like representativeness, fairness invoked loyalty.  In 1779, Washington 

advocated for a military supply system that included a Clothier General, a sub or state clothier, 

and a regimental clothier.  To prevent “an unequal distribution of clothing either to the 
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Regiments or Officers,” the Clothier General would distribute uniforms equally among the state 

clothiers who would in turn distribute them equally among the regimental clothiers who would 

then make an equable distribution among the soldiers.173  Whether it was the equal distribution of 

appointments or clothing, Washington understood the relationship between fairness and 

government support.  Washington’s practice of equality was institutionalized by the Pendleton 

Act: “appointments to the public service aforesaid in the departments of Washington shall be 

apportioned among the several States and Territories and the District of Columbia.”174   

The third criterion Washington used to distinguish between applicants was prior service 

to the nation.  When candidates were rated equally on the first two criteria, Washington showed a 

“preference to those who have fought and bled for their country.”175  In a letter to Theodorick 

Bland, Washington expressed his feelings about how a grateful nation should reward its veterans: 

This Army is of near 8 years standing; 6 of which they have spent in the field, without 

any other shelter from the inclemency of the Seasons than Tents, or such Houses as they 

could build for themselves, without expense to the public: They have encountered 

Hunger, Cold, and nakedness.  They have fought many Battles, and bled freely.  They 

have lived without pay, and in consequence of it, Officers as well as Men, Have been 

obliged to subsist upon their Rations: they have often, very often been reduced to the 

necessity of eating Salt Pork or Beef not for a day or a week only but for months together 

without Vegetables of any kind or money to buy them; or a cloth to wipe on.  Many of 

them, to do better and to dress as Officers, have contracted heavy Debts, or spent their 

Patrimonies; the first see the doors of Goals opening to receive them whilst those of the 

latter are shut against them.  Is there no discrimination then, no extra exertion to be made 

in favour of men under these circumstances in the hour of their Military dissolution?176 

At the time he wrote this letter, he was specifically arguing for Congress to pay monetary 

debts owed to soldiers, but he could have equally applied the same argument to government 

appointments.  In addition to military duty, Washington recognized other types of national 

service.  He considered men who had previously held elected offices as preferred candidates.  

Holding an elected office attested to the esteem in which neighbors held the applicant.  This was 

a useful tool for selecting applicants from the different parts of the nation.  In describing 

Washington’s theory on making appointments, Progressive Era historian Carl Fish (1905, 9) 

said, “To have previously held an elective office was considered the best recommendation.”   
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At the end of the American Civil War, Congress institutionalized Washington’s practice 

of rewarding prior service.  The first Veterans Preference Act stated, “Persons honorably 

discharged from the military or naval service by reasons of disability resulting from wounds or 

sickness incurred in the line of duty shall be preferred for appointment to civil offices, provided 

they are found to possess the business capacity necessary for the proper discharge of duties of 

such offices.”177  In 1919, Congress dropped the disability requirement, and thereby, extended 

the preference to include all honorably discharged veterans.   

Washington also contributed to the merit system’s concept of depoliticization of public 

service.  Depoliticization is the attempt to separate partisan politics from administration.  He 

developed his three criteria for appointees because he wanted to maintain the ability “to act in a 

manner which is befitting an impartial and disinterested Magistrate.”178  In other words, he 

wanted to remove any undue influence that might lead to coercion or corruption. He wanted his 

appointees to know that they received their positions because of merit, and therefore, they owed 

Washington no favors.  Additionally, Washington’s warning that political parties would 

“enfeeble the Public administration” was an attempt to depoliticize public service.   

Like Washington, government reformers at the end of the nineteenth century warned the 

public that political parties had the potential to become corrupt (Cary 1899, 279-93).  The 

Pendleton Act included provisions aimed at depoliticizing public service by alleviating political 

corruption and coercion (Rosenbloom 1989, 191).  Article five stated, “no person in the public 

service is . . .  under any obligation to contribute to any fund, or to render any political service, 

and that he will not be removed or otherwise prejudiced for refusing to do so,” and article six 

said, “no person . . . has any right to use his official authority or influence to coerce the political 

action of any person or body.”179  Public administration scholars during the Progressive Era 

adopted the concept of depoliticization as the politics-administration dichotomy.   
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

 

 George Washington was traveling through Philadelphia on November 27, 1798.  That 

evening the former president of the United States had dinner with his old friend Robert Morris.180  

The two men had dined together many times.  There friendship extended at least as far back as 

the Revolutionary War.  At that time, the members of the Continental Congress had selected 

Morris to serve as the Superintendent of Finance because they perceived him to be the one man 

in the country with the business credibility to manage the entire finances of the revolution.  

Washington and Morris had worked closely to solve the many problems associated with 

supplying the Continental Army.  During the war, Morris visited Washington in the field, 

Washington visited Morris at the Continental Congress, and they corresponded frequently with 

letters (Sumner 1892; Oberholtzer 1903). 

 The only outwardly unusual thing about the dinner on November 27 was the location.  

They dined at the Prune Street Jail.  Morris, the Financier of the American Revolution and once 

the wealthiest man in America, had been imprisoned for failing to pay his debts (Mann 2002, 

98).  While Morris may have been the most extreme example of a riches to rags story, his story 

was common for the time.  Debt affected early Americans from every region, class, and 

occupation (Mann 2002, 3). 

 The problem was the economy.  In part, it was too good.  For most of the eighteenth 

century, North America enjoyed economic growth and prosperity.  Commercialization and the 

emerging industrial revolution were creating opportunities for fishermen in the Atlantic, dock 

workers in New York, produce farmers in Pennsylvania, tobacco growers in Virginia, loggers in 

northern New England, and fur traders along the western frontier.  To take advantage of these 

opportunities, men invested in their futures.  Investing meant borrowing money to finance 

current operations until future profits materialized.  The economy was so good that men without 

any money could borrow enough to become small shopkeepers, traders, or farmers.  Men with 

money could borrow more money to invest in land or to finance the dreams of other men (Mann 

2002, 35-36).  Unfortunately, even in good economies, bad things can happen.   
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In economic terms, one of these bad things was the Revolutionary War.  While the war 

initially stimulated the economy by creating a market for farmers and manufacturers, the long-

term effects were negative because of the increase in public and private debt, the disruption to 

foreign trade, and the decrease in the value of paper money.  America’s vast land and abundant 

resources provided big opportunities, but in the cash-poor economy of the time, a single crop 

failure, pirate attack, warehouse fire, dishonest partner, or bad decision could instantly ruin the 

hopes of even the hardest working men (Mann 2002, 169-70).  Big opportunities paved the way 

for even bigger misfortunes. 

 

7.1 Financial Management as an Institution 

 Many people who remember the 1992 presidential race associate Bill Clinton’s campaign 

with the slogan, “It’s the economy, stupid!”  This phrase, created by Clinton’s campaign 

strategist James Carville, was a reminder that the economy has a noticeable impact on the daily 

lives of Americans (Popkin 1994; Henninger 2009). It was also a reminder that voters judge the 

effectiveness of a president by the recent state of the economy (Alvarez and Nagler 1995).  Ten 

years later, a different Clinton-era administrator claimed, “It’s still the economy, stupid” (Begala 

2002).  And after another ten years, politicians are still repeating the phrase (Clinton 2011; 

Hollings 2012).  Historically other issues (foreign policy, social change, and the environment) 

have taken their turns as the most important problem facing America; however, the economy 

consistently ranks at or near the top of the list (T. W. Smith 1980; Wlezien 2005).  When the 

economy is good, presidents must ensure that it stays that way.  When the economy is bad, 

presidents need to know how to turn it around. 

 John Pfiffner (1967, 349-62) identified three components to good economic management: 

accountability, fiscal policy, and budgeting.  Accountability is provided mainly through 

recordkeeping and auditing.  By demanding accurate and current records, executives can 

maintain control over their subordinate agencies (L. D. White 1955, 276).  Since government 

organizations are ultimately accountable to the public, they usually require and tolerate a greater 

amount of recordkeeping than private businesses (Pfiffner 1967, 353).  Auditing involves 

examining the records of organizations.  While well-run organizations perform internal audits to 

ensure the accuracy of their accounts, true accountability involves the auditing of accounts by an 
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outside organization (Pfiffner 1967, 358).  In the federal government, the legislative branch uses 

audits to control the use of appropriations by executive agencies (L. D. White 1955, 289). 

 Fiscal policy involves finding revenue sources to meet spending needs.  In the 

government, demand for more and better services (such as more police and upgraded equipment) 

drives spending needs.  On the other hand, fear of political revulsion works to keep tax rates low.  

Politicians and administrators must balance these competing forces (L. D. White 1955, 262-66).  

Since government revenues are not only linked to tax rates but also to the tax base, it is popular 

for politicians to advocate for increasing government revenues through expanding the economy.  

Some politicians even adhere to the philosophy that decreasing tax rates increases economic 

growth to the point of raising overall government revenues (Pfiffner 1967, 370-73).  Another, but 

perhaps more controversial, way of finding a balance between revenues and expenditures is 

through the use of debt (Ippolito 1993).  Opponents “assert that governmental debt is a form of 

intergenerational transfer by which we place a heavy burden on our children for our excesses” 

(Rabin 1993).  They feel that money paid on interest is wasted and that raising additional income 

is better than going into debt.  Proponents claim that money borrowed for human infrastructure 

(i.e., education, health programs) or capital investments (i.e., buildings, highways) is actually 

beneficial to future generations.  Additionally, they claim that many humanitarian programs lack 

wealthy lobbies, and therefore, would never be funded without the use of debt (Rabin 1993).   

Both the legislative and executive branches share responsibility for fiscal policy.  The 

Constitution (art. 1, sec. 8) gives the Congress the power to collect and spend money, but the 

president usually sets fiscal priorities through his addresses to the Congress and his speeches to 

the public (Pfiffner 1967, 371). 

 Budgeting is the process which provides control, coordination, and transparency of fiscal 

policy (Willoughby [1918] 2004).  The budgeting process has three steps:  estimation, 

authorization, and execution.  Executive agencies provide budget estimates to Congress in hopes 

of securing money for operations.  The generation of a budget estimate requires agencies to 

evaluate and justify operating costs and program effectiveness.  Additionally, efficient 

organizations use the budget estimate as a coordination tool.  For example, they can identify and 

eliminate redundant programs and missions.  Authorization is a political procedure through 

which Congress approves agency budgets.  Higher level executives must often face legislators 

whose political agendas may or may not favor their agency’s mission.  Legislators must choose 
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which budget proposals provide the best use of public funds.  Once Congress approves a budget, 

the execution phase begins.  During this phase, agencies spend money for the purposes 

authorized by Congress (Pfiffner 1967, 360-61).  Overall, the budget provides a public record of 

past operations, present conditions, and future proposals (Willoughby [1918] 2004, 46). 

 

7.2 Washington’s Precedent for Financial Management 

 Perhaps one of the most disparaging assessments of Washington’s financial capabilities 

came from Thomas Jefferson.  He described Washington as being “unversed in financial projects 

and calculations and budgets” and reliant upon Alexander Hamilton for all matters regarding the 

federal budget (Caldwell 1988, 214).  Since White (1955, 224) implied that finance is the 

foundation of administration, Jefferson’s characterization could be the reason that most public 

administration scholars look to Hamilton rather than Washington as the founding father of public 

administration.   

 Evidence at least partially disputes Jefferson’s assessment of Washington.  First of all, 

even though Washington had known Hamilton since the Revolutionary War, prior to selecting 

Hamilton as his secretary of treasury, Washington was neither reliant upon nor even aware of 

Hamilton’s abilities in financial matters.  In 1781, as the Continental Congress was looking into 

appointing a Superintendent of Finance, John Sullivan of New Hampshire asked Washington his 

opinion of Hamilton.  Washington replied, “How far Colo. Hamilton, of whom you ask my 

opinion as a financier, has turned his thoughts to that particular study I am unable to ansr [sic] 

because I never entered upon a discussion on this point with him; but this I can venture to 

advance from a thorough knowledge of him, that there are few men to be found, of his age, who 

has a more general knowledge than he possesses, and none whose Soul is more firmly engaged 

in the cause, or who exceeds him in probity and Sterling virtue.”181  Washington stated that he 

had “a thorough knowledge” of Hamilton, and yet, they never discussed public finance.  

Hamilton had served as Washington’s aide-de-camp from March 1, 1777 to February 16, 1781, 

and at the time, Washington faced many decisions involving financial procedures, revenues, and 

expenditures; budget estimation, authorization, and execution; and account record keeping and 

auditing.  During this period, Washington never felt the need to rely on Hamilton for financial 

advice.  
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 On a similar occasion in 1789, Washington was looking to fill the position of secretary of 

the treasury.  His first choice was Robert Morris.  According to the memoirs of George 

Washington Parke Custis, the president traveled to Philadelphia to offer Mr. Morris the position.  

Morris declined, however, he suggested an alternative candidate: 

“But my dear general, you will be no loser by my declining the secretaryship of the 
treasury, for I can recommend to you a far cleverer fellow than I am for your minister of 

finance, in the person of your former aid-de-camp, Colonel Hamilton.”  The president 

was amazed, and continued, “I always knew Colonel Hamilton to be a man of superior 
talents, but never supposed that he had any knowledge of finance.”  To which Morris 
replied, “He knows everything sir; to a mind like his nothing comes amiss.”  (Custis and 

Lee 1861, 349-50). 

Washington was unaware of Hamilton’s financial talents because Washington had no 

need of assistance in financial matters. As far back as his childhood, Washington demonstrated 

an interest and aptitude for finance.  His school copy book from 1745 contains twenty-four pages 

of notes and exercises on how to calculate simple and compound interest, how to determine the 

value of investments, and how to estimate profits on goods sold (see appendix E).  He started 

keeping his first ledger book in September of 1747.  Since he was only fifteen years old at the 

time, he mainly used the ledger to track his transactions with friends and relatives, but it also 

shows some of his early business dealings.  Washington tracked debits on the left-side pages and 

credits on the right-side pages (Cloyd 1979, 88).  He used this method of recordkeeping 

throughout his life (see appendix F).  He was so precise in his recordkeeping that he kept 

separate accounts for his private business, his personal expenditures, and his wife’s finances 

(Library of Congress n.d.). 

Washington’s private business ventures included rental property, agricultural production, 

milling, fisheries, and land investment.  He kept a clear, concise, and accurate account of his 

business receipts and expenditures, and his accounts always balanced.  Even though much of his 

time was consumed with public business, the majority of the entries in the ledgers for his private 

businesses are in his own handwriting; and thus, this provides evidence that he did not rely upon 

any of his managers or assistants to manage his financial affairs (Library of Congress n.d.).  In a 

1760 diary entry he noted that “the weather being too bad to travel in an open Carriage, which 

together with Mrs. Washington’s Indisposition, confind [sic] me to the House and gave me an 

opportunity of Posting my Books and putting them in good order.”182 



101 

 

He started keeping public accounts in 1758 when he served as Paymaster of the Virginia 

Regiment (Cloyd 1979, 88).  In June of 1775 he started keeping his accounts for the Continental 

Army.  When the Continental Congress commissioned Washington as general and commander in 

chief of the United Colonies, they offered him a salary of $500 a month plus expenses (Callahan 

1972, 17).  Washington responded, “As to pay, Sir, I beg leave to Assure the Congress that as no 

pecuniary consideration could have tempted me to accept this Arduous employment (at the 

expense of my domestt. ease and happiness) I do not wish to make any proffit [sic] from it:  I 

will keep an exact Account of my expences; those I doubt not they will discharge and that is all I 

desire.”183  He was indeed exact.  He tracked everything from haircuts to a horse-drawn carriage 

to spies (see appendix G).  At the end of the war, his expenses totaled $160,074 (Library of 

Congress n.d.).  Compared to the salary of $48,000 he would have received for his eight years of 

service, this figure may seem high; however, considering that Washington also paid the traveling 

and living expenses of his headquarters staff and guards, the amount is modest.  To validate his 

expenses, Washington kept receipts, vouchers, and notes.  At the end of the war, James Milligan, 

the Comptroller General of the United States Treasury, audited Washington’s accounts.  He 

found that Washington was accurate in his calculations to the amount of less than one dollar.  

The fact that Washington was a detailed accountant is secondary to the precedent he was 

establishing that financial accountability was an important aspect of administration. 

When Washington became president of the United States, he used recordkeeping as a 

way to control his executive departments.  Offices such as Foreign Affairs, the War Department, 

and the Post Office had existed under the Articles of Confederation.  When Washington took 

over as the leader of the government under the Constitution of 1787, he requested that the heads 

of all existing agencies send to him “a clear account of the Department” they each led.184  For 

example, he asked Postmaster General Ebenezer Hazard “for specific information, in writing, 

relative to the past and present state of the Post Office.”  He told Hazard that he wanted to know 

“the general state of the establishment – of the annual expenses of conducting the whole 

business, for every year, since you have been the head of it – and of the annual income, for every 

year, during that same period – by which the exact deficiency, or profits of the Post Office, 

yearly, will be seen at a single glance.”  Washington ended the letter by stating, “I presume the 

Department has been managed in so a methodical a manner that there can be little trouble or 

delay in making the necessary Reports and Abstracts.”185  It took Hazard almost three weeks to 
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compile the requested information and send it to the new president.  In his report, Hazard noted 

that the revenues for the Post Office had declined from a profit of $12,373 in 1785 to a loss of 

$3208 in 1788.  He explained that expenses had increased due to congressional mandates 

requiring the Post Office to deliver mail by stagecoaches rather than horses with riders and 

directing the Post Office to deliver mail to new parts of the country.  Washington was not 

satisfied with this response and requested “in detail, the receipts and expenditures of the Post 

Office for two years (Viz.) from January 1st, 1784 to January 1st, 1785, and from January 1st, 

1788 to January 1st, 1789.”  He wanted these receipts because they could show “what offices 

have been productive” and how expenditures differed between the two time periods.”186  After 

receiving Hazard’s follow-up reply, Washington determined that overall the Post Office had 

been profitable.  This determination led him to ask Hazard if the profit was deposited in the 

Treasury of the United States or if it was used by the Post Office.187  The records in the 

Washington collection give no indication of Hazard’s reply, but on September 25, 1789, 

Washington nominated Samuel Osgood as Hazard’s replacement.188  The fact that Hazard was 

not retained as the Postmaster General indicates that Washington was not satisfied with his 

recordkeeping.189 

Another incident early in Washington’s administration also demonstrates how he used 

recordkeeping to maintain control over executive agencies.  On May 9, 1789, Washington asked 

Secretary of War Henry Knox to provide a summary report on negotiations with the Cherokee 

Indians.190  Upon receiving the information, Washington suggested to Congress that it consider 

the possibility of forming a committee to negotiate a more amicable treaty with the Southern 

Indians.191  In anticipation of treaty negotiations, Knox, who knew Washington’s preference for 

detailed accounting, prepared an estimate of the costs:  $11,081 for rations, $3,000 to pay the 

Commissioners, $1,000 for stores and necessities, $2,000 for messengers and interpreters, $5,318 

for gifts to present to the Creeks and Cherokees, and $2,000 for transportation (see appendix 

H).192  The expenses totaled $24,399 and Knox rounded up to request $25,000.  On August 22, 

1789, Washington and Knox presented their estimate to the Senate (Elkins and McKitrick 1993, 

56).  The Senate approved the negotiations and authorized a budget of $20,000.193  This example 

not only demonstrates how Washington used accounting to monitor the activities of his executive 

agencies, but it is also the first time the Federal Congress used its budgeting authority to control 

the activities of the executive branch. 
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In addition to his concern about government accountability, Washington studied about 

fiscal policy and budgets throughout his life.  An inventory of Washington’s possessions 

indicates that he read books with titles such as An Enquiry into the Principles of Taxation, A 

Treatise on the Principles of Commerce between Nations, Rural Oeconomy, Principles of Trade 

Compared, History of the Administration of the Finances of the French Republic, The Wealth of 

Nations by Adam Smith, and Statystics by Sir John Sinclair (Nash 1810).  As a private 

businessman, Washington was aware of fiscal principles involving revenues and expenditures.  

During the Revolutionary War, a distant cousin named Lund Washington managed George’s 

private affairs.  In an early letter to Lund, George provided some insights into his business 

model: 

I well know where the difficulty of accomplishing these things will lie.  Overseers are 

already engaged (upon shares) to look after my business.  Remote advantages to me, 

however manifest and beneficial, are nothing to them; and to engage standing Wages, 

when I do not know that anything I have, or can raise, will command Cash, is attended 

with hazard; for which reason I hardly know what more to say than to discover my 

wishes.  The same reason, although it may in appearance have the same tendency in 

respect to you, shall not be the same in its operation.  For I will engage for the year 

coming, and the year following, that if these troubles, and my absence continues, that 

your Wages shall be standing and certain, at the highest amount than any one year’s Crop 
has produced to you yet.  I do not offer this as any temptation to induce you to go on 

more chearfully [sic] in prosecuting these schemes of mine.  I should do injustice to you, 

were I not to acknowledge that your conduct has ever appeared to me, above everything 

sordid; but I offer it in consideration of the charge you have upon your hands, and my 

entire dependence upon your fidelity and industry. 

It is the greatest, indeed it is the only comfortable reflexion [sic] I enjoy on this score, to 

think that my business is in the hands of a person in whose integrity I have not a doubt, 

and on whose care I can rely.  Was it not for this, I should feel very unhappy on Account 

of the situation of my affairs; but I am persuaded you will do for me as you would for 

yourself, and more than this I cannot expect. 

Let the Hospitality of the House, with respect to the poor, be kept up; Let no one go 

hungry away.  If any of these kind of People should be in want of Corn, supply their 

necessities, provided it does not encourage them in idleness; and I have no objection to 

your giving my money in Charity, to the Amount of forty or fifty Pounds a Year, when 

you think it well bestowed.  What I mean by having no objection, is, that it is my desire 

that it should be done.  You are to consider that neither myself or Wife are in the way to 

do these good offices.  In all other respects, I recommend it to you, and have no doubts, 
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of your observing the greatest Oeconomy and frugality; as I suppose you know that I do 

not get a farthing for my services here more than my Expenses; It becomes necessary, 

therefore, for me to be saving at home.194 

Throughout the war, Lund wrote to George weekly about events occurring on the plantation and 

with the minute details of his purchases and sales, the kinds and quantities of produce, the 

occupations of the laborers, and the progress of the business.195 

 Washington also understood the fiscal principle of debt in his business ventures.  When 

two men enticed John Parke Custis into a shady business deal, George Washington offered him 

this advice: 

As a friend and one who has your welfare at heart, let me entreat you to consider the 

consequences of paying compound Interest.  Your having 24 years to pay Mr. Robert 

Alexander, without his having it in his power to call upon you for any part of the 

principal or Interest, is in my judgment an unfortunate circumstance for you; a Dun, now 

and then might serve as a Monitor, to remind you of the evil tendency of paying 

compound Interest, and the fatal consequence which may result from letting a matter of 

this sort Sleep without it; you may be plunged into a most enormous debt without 

thinking of it, or giving that timely attention, which the importance of it requires.  I 

presume you are not unacquainted with the fact of £12,000 at compound Interest 

amounting to upwards £48,000 in twenty four years.  Reason therefore must convince 

you that unless you avert the evil by a deposit of the like Sum in the loan Office, and 

there hold it sacred to the purpose of accumulating Interest in the proportion you pay, that 

you will have abundant cause to repent it.  No Virginia Estate (except a very few under 

the best management) can stand simple Interest, how then can they bear compound 

Interest?  You may be led away with Ideal profits; you may figure great matters to 

yourself to arise from this, that, or tother [sic] Scheme, but depend upon it they will only 

exist in the imagination, and that year after year will produce nothing but disappointment 

and new hopes; these will waste time, whilst your Interest is accumulating and the period 

approaching when you will be called upon to be prepared perhaps to advance 4 times the 

original purchase Money.  Remember therefore, that as a friend, I call upon you with my 

advice to shun this rock by depositing the Sum you are to pay Alexander, in the loan 

Office; let it be considered Alexander’s Money, and Sacred to that use and that only, for 
if you should be of opinion that pay day being a great way off will give you time enough 

to provide for it and consequently to apply your present Cash to other uses it does not 

require the gift of prophecy to predict the Sale of the purchased Estate or some other pay 

for it.196 
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Despite his warning to Custis, Washington was both a lender and borrower of cash.  Since he 

was often short on liquid assets, his lending was usually in small amounts and often seemed to be 

more for the purpose of charity than to make a profit.  When Mathew Carey inquired about a 

loan to help with the expenses of his new magazine The American Museum, Washington replied, 

“Your application to me for the loan of £100 is an evidence of your unacquaintedness with my 

inability to lend money.  To be candid, my expenditures are never behind my income.”197  On 

another occasion, Doctor Charles L. Carter repaid a six-year old $200 loan and included $26 

interest.  Washington returned the interest saying “it was not for pecuniary motives I advanced 

the money.  If the loan of that small sum has been attended with any pecuniary advantages to 

yourself, my object in lending of it will have been fully answered.”198   And, on an occasion in 

which he did intend to charge interest, the borrower was never able to repay the loan and 

Washington eventually had to take over the man’s land (which was conveniently adjacent to 

Mount Vernon) as payment.199   

Washington borrowed money to purchase equipment for his businesses and to pay current 

expenses.  In the years before the Revolutionary War, Washington did most of his buying and 

selling through Robert Cary and Company.  The company exported his tobacco and other 

produce and they imported goods for his business use and household consumption.  He had the 

equivalent of a revolving charge account with Cary.200  They charged him 5 percent interest on 

debit balances and paid him 4 percent interest on his credit balances (Alden 1984, 97).  

Washington also occasionally took out loans to pay his expenses.  One such occasion occurred in 

1789 as he was preparing to travel to New York to accept his new position as president of the 

United States.  In a letter to the lender (appendix I), he explained the anguish this caused him.  

He said that his current “want of money” caused him “to do what [he] never expected to be 

reduced to the necessity of doing, that is, to borrow Money upon Interest.”201  While Washington 

accepted the usefulness of debt, he perceived it only as a short-term solution.  His desire to pay 

off debt quickly applied not only to his personal affairs but also to his philosophy of public debt. 

 Financing the Revolutionary War was a difficult challenge for the Continental Congress.  

The person feeling most of the burden was George Washington.  As he described in a circular 

letter to the states, “It is impossible there can be any order or oeconomy or system in our 

finances. . . . we find ourselves unprepared without troops, without Magazines, and with little 

time to provide them. . . . The prices of every thing, Men, Provisions & ca are raised to a height 
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to which the Revenues of no Government, much less ours, would suffice.”202  His recommended 

solution to the problem was “Loans and Taxes.”203  The states were already collecting taxes, and 

Washington believed that even if the states granted the Continental Congress the power to tax, 

not much additional revenue could be gained.  The colonies lacked both the stock of national 

wealth and the network of commerce to serve as a foundation for tax revenue.204  He also 

believed that the wealthy men of the colonies had extended as much credit to the revolutionary 

cause as they could afford.  The only new source of income left was foreign loans.205  The 

Congress appointed Lieutenant Colonel John Laurens to go on a mission to France to secure a 

new loan.  Prior to his departure, Washington provided Laurens with eleven talking points to 

help persuade the French.  In these talking points, Washington acknowledged the lack of a tax 

base, divulged the depletion of sources of domestic credit, admitted to past errors in the 

administration of finances, recognized the depreciation of Colonial currency, and described the 

sufferings of the Continental Army.  He also pointed out that financial support was more 

important than military support.  He concluded by emphasizing the positives of supporting the 

budding nation: “That no nation will have it more in its power to repay what it borrows than this.  

Our debts are hitherto small.  The vast and valuable tracts of unlocated lands, the variety of 

fertility of climates and soils; the advantages of every kind, which we possess for commerce, 

insure to this country a rapid advancement in population and prosperity and a certainty, its 

independence being established, of redeeming in a short term of years, the comparatively 

inconsiderable debts it may have occasion to contract.”206 

Washington’s experiences as a private businessman and as a military commander helped 

him develop his theories and practices for the financial administration of the federal government. 

As a businessman, he knew the necessity of keeping expenditures low.  As the commander in 

chief, he knew the contentiousness of raising public revenues.  A third factor also influenced his 

philosophy on financial management:  the belief that the purpose of government was to promote 

the aggregate happiness of the citizens of the United States.  Together, these factors gave 

Washington a progressive view of public expenditures.  In various addresses to Congress, he 

announced his spending preferences.  Roughly in order, his priorities were paying off the 

national debt, funding the military, paying federal salaries, supporting public education, and 

building national infrastructure.207  Washington knew that expenditures required revenues and 

revenues required taxes.  He also knew “that no taxes can be devised which are not more or less 
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inconvenient and unpleasant; that the intrinsic embarrassment inseperable [sic] from the 

selection of the proper objects (which is always a choice of difficulties) ought to be a decisive 

motive for a candid construction of the Conduct of the Government in making it, and for a spirit 

of acquiesence [sic] in the measures for obtaining Revenue which the public exigencies may at 

any time dictate.”208  It is important to note that Washington based his theory of taxation on the 

circumstances at a given time and not on a specific ideology that dictated a philosophy of 

taxation without regard to current circumstances.  Some taxes Washington considered to be 

appropriate were imposts on imports, taxes on produce, fees on civil processes, and “duties on 

Spirituous liquors.”209  One tax of which Washington did not approve was the tax on the 

transportation of public prints.  As Washington stated, “There is no resource so firm for the 

Government of the United States, as the affections of the people guided by an enlightened policy; 

and to this primary good, nothing can conduce more, than a faithful representation of public 

proceedings, diffused, without restraint, throughout the United States.”210   And, as a matter of 

administrative practice, Washington opposed the use of commutables as a means of paying 

taxes.211   

Washington also believed that strengthening the economy was one of the best ways to 

increase government revenues.  He told the governor of Virginia, “To promote industry and 

oeconomy, and to encourage manufactures, is certainly consistent with that sound policy which 

ought to actuate every State.”212   And, in a letter to Lafayette, Washington pointed out that 

plentiful crops, high grain prices, and extensive imports have increased the public treasury.213  

Washington theorized that the government had two major roles in commerce.  One was to pass 

legislation that would facilitate the free flow of trade and the other was to make regulations that 

would protect consumers from corrupt businesses.  He explained this philosophy to Thomas 

Jefferson:  “Commerce, it has its advantages and disadvantages, but which of them 

preponderates is not the question.  From Trade our Citizens will not be restrained, and therefore 

it behoves [behooves] us to place it in the most convenient channels, under proper regulations.  

Freed as much as possible, from those vices which luxury, the consequence of wealth and power, 

naturally introduce.”214 

When Washington took office as president of the United States, the federal and state 

governments were already in debt due to the Revolutionary War.  In theory, Washington opposed 

debt.  He believed, “Posterity may have cause to regret” if the present generation does not 
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extinguish the debt rapidly in times of prosperity.215  In practice, Washington knew that debt was 

necessary.  It was necessary to win the Revolutionary War, and it was necessary for the survival 

of the new government.  Combining his theory and practice reveals that Washington saw debt as 

a short-term solution to current problems.  While the purchases made with the debt, such as 

winning the war and stabilizing the government, were an investment in the future of America, 

the debt itself was a burden on future generations.  Debt was a tool that, if properly used, could 

help bring about prosperity.  He supported maintaining and using a line of credit when necessary. 

And, in fact, he viewed public credit as a sign of national honor and prosperity.216  In his 

philosophy, if nations, banks, or individuals were willing to lend money to the United States, 

they were confident in the ability of the nation to repay.  To Washington, necessary meant that 

the expense would promote the general welfare and debt was the only funding available.  

Necessary liabilities could be something as big as a future war, something as critical as paying 

foreign officers for their support during the last war, or something as ordinary as an unforeseen 

expense.217  Even though he perceived having a line of credit as a positive, his top fiscal priority 

was always to “exonerate” any actual debt.218  As with most of Washington’s viewpoints, he 

recognized the validity of both sides of the debt debate.  Like modern opponents of debt, he 

believed it to be a burden on future generations, but like modern proponents of debt, he saw it as 

the only way to fund some programs that would benefit the nation as a whole. 

 Washington stated his theory on budgeting less explicitly than those on accountability 

and fiscal policy; however, evidence shows that in practice he used the budgeting steps of 

estimation, authorization, and execution.  For example, when making a determination on the 

propriety of buying a particular tract of farmland, he wanted to know the land’s production 

capability and operating expenses.  He instructed Lund Washington, “To do this with any degree 

of accuracy, you must estimate the quantity of improved and improvable meadow; the nature of 

it, the quantity of Hay the first will yield; and the expence which will attend the cutting and 

making of it.  How much of the latter can be added, and the cost of doing it; these things with a 

proper valuation of the other parts of the Tract, will shew [sic] you whether I shall be safe in 

giving the price asked.”219  After getting the estimate, George authorized Lund to execute the 

purchase and begin using it as a rental property.220 

 As commander in chief, Washington had to work with Congress on fiscal policy.  Early 

in the war, he sent Congress an itemized estimate of the costs to run the army for four months.  
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He included items such as salaries, transportation, blankets, arms, commissary needs, 

quartermaster demands, and hospital expenses (see appendix J).221  A week later, Washington 

reminded the Congress that the army could not function without funding and he told them to 

anticipate paying about $275,000 each month.222  Two weeks after this reminder, Congress 

referred Washington’s estimate to a committee of three.223  The next day the Congress authorized 

“the pay master general of the army at Cambridge . . . to draw his bills upon the president of the 

Congress . . . for any sum of money which may be deposited in his hands, not exceeding, in any 

one month, the monthly expences of the army; and that such bills, countersigned by the General 

or Commander in chief of the said army, be accepted and paid.”224  After receiving notification 

of congressional authorization, Washington established guidelines to ensure the proper execution 

of the program.  He directed James Warren, the paymaster general, “to request the Captains to be 

very correct in making up their accts not only because they are to Swear to them, but because I 

must for my own justification have all the extensions, and additions tryed [sic].  Should any of 

them prove wrong, they will not only give themselves a good deal of trouble and delay for 

nothing, but me also.”225  Washington also instructed the Continental Congress to appoint “fit 

and proper persons to settle the Accounts of this Army.”226  He insisted that the proper 

administration of the program required “time, care, and attention,” and that the “longer it is left 

undone, the more intricate they will be; the more liable to error, and difficult to explain and 

rectify, and also the Persons, in whose hands they are, if disposed to take undue advantages will 

be less subject to detection.”227 

 The secretary of war’s mission to negotiate a treaty with the Cherokee Indians is an 

example of how Washington used the budgeting process to execute an individual program during 

the first year of the federal government. Washington and Knox developed a budget estimate, they 

presented the estimate to Congress, Congress authorized the Executive Branch to proceed with 

the plan, and finally Washington ordered Knox to execute the mission.  Shortly after Washington 

and Knox presented their estimate for the mission to Congress, the House of Representatives 

decided that it was necessary to have an estimate of all executive expenses for the remainder of 

the year.  The House “Ordered, That the Secretary of the Treasury do report to this House an 

estimate of the sums requisite to be appropriated during the present session of Congress towards 

defraying the expenses of the civil list, and of the Department of War, to the end of the present 

year; and for satisfying such warrants as have been drawn by the late Board of Treasury, and 
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which may not heretofore have been paid.228  Hamilton complied with the order, and at the end 

of the first session of the First Congress, the House of Representatives passed a resolution 

ordering the secretary of the treasury “to apply to the Supreme Executives of the several States, 

for statements of their public debts; of the funds provided for the payment, in whole or in part, of 

the principal and interest thereof; and of the amount of the loan-office certificates, or other public 

securities of the United States, in the State Treasuries respectively; and that he report to the 

House such of the said documents as he may obtain, at the next session of Congress.”229  When 

Hamilton presented his report on public debt at the beginning of the second session of the First 

Congress, he also presented an estimate of the operating costs of the federal government for the 

coming year. 230  There is very little written correspondence between President Washington and 

Secretary Hamilton regarding this report, and therefore, it is difficult to determine if Hamilton 

made the decision to present a budget estimate on his own or if Washington directed him to 

make the presentation. Some public administration historians (L. D. White 1948, 36; Van Riper 

1983, 479) have concluded that Washington allowed Hamilton to operate the treasury without 

presidential supervision, but Caldwell (1988, 214) correctly pointed out that the historical record 

is unclear as to the amount of control that Hamilton exercised over the executive budget.  It is 

probable that since Washington was still busy organizing other branches of the federal 

government by making appointments and forming the judiciary system, he did leave much of the 

operations of the Treasury Department to Hamilton. It is also probable that much of the 

coordination regarding finances occurred in person, and therefore, no written records exist.  

Evidence supporting Washington’s involvement in Hamilton’s actions includes a Washington 

diary entry and a Washington speech to Congress. Washington noted reading Hamilton’s report 

in his diary on January 2, 1790, but did not include any additional commentary.  And, in an 

address to Congress a couple of days before Hamilton presented his information, Washington 

referenced having “directed the proper Officers to lay before you such papers and estimates” 

regarding the operations of the government.231  Congress used the estimates Hamilton provided 

on expenses to authorize appropriations funding the activities of the executive departments for 

the entire year.232  Washington completed the budgeting process by empowering Hamilton to 

take the measures authorized by Congress.233  The Budget and Accounting Act formalized this 

process in 1921. 
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The captious characterization that Washington was unversed in matters of finance and 

reliant upon Alexander Hamilton to manage the economy needs to be amended with the 

statement, “so was Thomas Jefferson and so was the rest of America.”  Alexander Hamilton was 

one of the very few Americans who understood the complex nature of banking and international 

finance.  The respected financier Robert Morris called Hamilton “a far cleverer fellow than” 

himself (Custis and Lee 1861, 350) and said that Hamilton was “the one man in the United 

States” with the ability to manage the financial affairs of the new nation (Morse 1876, 278). 

James Madison said that of all the potential candidates for secretary of treasury, Hamilton was 

“best qualified for that species of business” (Chernow 2004, 287-88).  Also, the members of 

Congress were relieved when Washington appointed Hamilton as treasury secretary because they 

knew he understood the theories of finance which they had been struggling to comprehend 

(Lodge [1883] 2012, 85-6).  Washington deserves credit for finding and appointing the most 

qualified candidate to the important position of treasury secretary, but he also deserves credit for 

having at least a basic understanding of finance.  He knew the importance of finance in building 

the new nation.  He had lived through the financial struggles of the Revolutionary War, through 

the devaluation of currency and through the unpaid foreign debts (Culbertson 1911, 64).  

Additionally, Washington understood finance and leadership well enough that he made the final 

decisions regarding all financial as well as other policies of his administration.  He took his role 

as president seriously and carefully guarded his authority; even going as far to chastise 

subordinates who acted without his approval (Phelps 1993, 146).  He sought advice from people 

he respected, but ultimately he made the final decision.  For example, when Congress passed 

Hamilton’s controversial bill establishing the Bank of the United States, Washington sought 

opinions from Hamilton, Knox, Jefferson, Madison, and Virginia Governor Edmund Randolph 

before signing it into law (Alden 1984, 246).  

Like any president, Washington relied on the talents of his cabinet members.  He relied 

on Hamilton to run the Department of Treasury just as he relied on Jefferson to run the 

Department of State and Knox to run the Department of War.  While Washington’s views may 

have aligned more often with those of Hamilton than those of Jefferson, Washington made up his 

own mind.  He listened to the opinions of others, and then made decisions based on facts and 

what was best for the nation (L. D. White 1948, 100).  In his own words, “I shall, however, in all 

events, have the satisfaction to reflect that I entered upon my administration unconfined by a 
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single engagement, uninfluenced by any ties of blood or friendship, and with the best intentions 

and fullest determination to nominate to office those persons only, who, upon every 

consideration, were the most deserving, and who would probably execute their several functions 

to the interest and credit of the American Union.”234  In all departments of the executive branch, 

Washington appointed civil servants he could trust to do their job and to do what was in the best 

interest of the United States.  Washington trusted his appointees, but he was the final authority 

on the policies of his administration.  This applied even to Hamilton and the Department of 

Treasury. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTORS 

 

Both private industry and public organizations serve important roles in the success of a 

nation.  Adam Smith (1776, 1) argued that the private sector supplies a nation “with all the 

necessaries and conveniencies of life which it annually consumes” and ultimately provides for 

the prosperity of a nation.  Today, most economists, political scientists, and public administrators 

agree that government promotes the common good by providing the goods and services that the 

private sector is unable or unwilling to provide (Olson 1965, 98).  Beyond these simple 

explanations of the roles of the private and public sectors, the relationship between the two 

becomes complicated. 

In 1926, Leonard White acknowledged that both public and private organizations 

participate in public welfare; however, he went on to explain that scholars have been unable to 

define the obligations of each participant.  “Opinions vary all the way from those who believe 

that private associations should withdraw as rapidly as possible, leaving the whole responsibility 

to the state, to those who believe that creative and constructive work can never be done by public 

authorities, but must always be the special function of unofficial agencies” (L. D. White 1926, 

47).  By 1967, “the lines between public and private . . . [had] become increasingly blurred” 

(Brewster 1967, 95), and by 2003, the lines were almost meaningless (Frederickson and Smith 

2003, 222). 

 This chapter begins by describing the relationship between the public and private sectors.  

Next, it provides general information on Washington’s thoughts about this relationship.  The 

chapter concludes with examples of public-private relationships that Washington encountered 

during his public service career.  These examples include trading with the Indians; navigating the 

Potomac River; building Washington, D.C.; and contracting for the Revolutionary War, 

lighthouses, and ships. 
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8.1 Public and Private Institutions  

The relationship between the public and private sectors is complicated.  Theorists and 

practitioners have tried to simplify the relationship by reducing it to a singular element.  One 

school of thought focuses on the free market and the other on market failures.  Proponents of 

reducing the size of government assume that the private sector is dominant in the relationship 

because free-market principles provide the best mechanism for growing and sustaining the 

economy.  Advocates of privatization would like to reduce the role of government in the 

economy by transferring as many public sector activities to the private sector as possible (Eggers 

1997).  Transfers to the private sector range from complete deregulation to partial deregulation to 

quasi-public corporations to government contracting (Wise 1990).  Opponents of mass 

privatization have argued that failures in the private market such as pollution and income 

inequality have harmed the public (Weimer and Vining 2005, 71-112).  These proponents of 

traditional government assume that the public sector is dominant because market failures in the 

private sector create voids of goods and services that require government intervention.  They 

have recommended the use of public policy tools ranging from the regulation of  private sector 

economic activity and management practices to an infusion of public capital into the economy to 

the partial or complete ownership of privately held firms (Salamon and Lund 1989; Moulton and 

Wise 2010, 350). 

New institutional economics (NIE) offers some help in resolving potential conflicts 

between the two schools of thought.  When markets fail, and intervention is required, 

governments have choices on the type of solutions they implement.  Governments can make 

products or provide services themselves, they can buy the product or service from someone 

already making the product or providing the service, or they can contract out to have someone 

else make the product or provide the service. Governments can also select from different types of 

organizations when carrying out these make or buy decisions.  They can partner with for-profit 

businesses, not-for-profit organizations, or other government agencies. NIE uses comparative 

transaction costs to determine how the government should provide goods and services.  

Transaction costs involve not only production costs, but any associated costs such as levels of 

distrust and risk, amount of control, and generation of goodwill (Weimer and Vining 2005, 295-

308; Uzzi and Lancaster 2004, 340; North 1990, 28). 
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According to Elinor Ostrom (2008), the relationship between the public and private 

sectors is very close.  She observed, “Institutions are rarely either private or public” (p. 14).  In 

fact, she goes as far as to contend:  “A competitive market – the epitome of private institutions – 

is itself a public good.  Once a competitive market is provided, individuals can enter and exit 

freely whether or not they contribute to the cost of providing and maintaining the market.  No 

market can exist for long without underlying public institutions to support it” (p. 15).  

Ultimately, she concluded that “public and private institutions frequently are intermeshed and 

depend on one another, rather than existing in isolated worlds” (p. 15).  It is the extremes of a 

completely unregulated private economy or of a government-dominated public economy that are 

to be avoided.  And so, whether a proponent of privatization advocates that a publicly performed 

activity should be transitioned into a regulated private or contracted activity, or whether a 

proponent of traditional government advocates that a privately performed activity be partially 

regulated or supported by government funds, in the end the result is the same: a move toward the 

center of the ideological spectrum.  It is in this center where we will find the philosophical 

thoughts of George Washington. Over 100 years before public administration academics 

described the public and private relationship, Washington brought a sophisticated and balanced 

view to the mixing of government and business.   

 

8.2 Washington’s Precedent for Public-Private Partnerships 

In chapter seven, I mentioned a letter Washington wrote to the governor of Virginia in 

1786.  Washington said, “To promote industry and oeconomy, and to encourage manufactures, is 

certainly consistent with that sound policy which ought to actuate every State.”235  This 

statement demonstrates his center-of-the-ideological-spectrum philosophy.  Washington was not 

promoting public sector control of industry nor was he advocating letting the private sector 

operate independently of government.  He envisioned a partnership, though admittedly, he had 

difficulty defining the relationship.  In a 1789 letter to the Virginia governor, Washington 

encouraged “introducing and establishing the Woolen Manufactory in the State of Virginia.”236  

He stated that he was unsure of the level of involvement the state should have with private 

manufacturing, but he believed that through some type of partnership, “a spirit of industry might 
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be promoted, a great diminution might be made in the annual expences of individual families, 

and the Public would eventually be exceedingly benefitted.”237 

Also in chapter seven, I referenced a letter Washington wrote to Thomas Jefferson in 

which he explained his philosophy on the relationship between the public and private sectors.238  

Washington wrote, “Commerce, it has its advantages and disadvantages.”  This statement reveals 

Washington’s understanding that the private sector is useful in promoting the general welfare; 

however, there are times when the private market fails.  In the letter Washington continued, 

“From Trade our Citizens will not be restrained, and therefore, it behoves [behooves] us to place 

it in the most convenient channels, under proper regulations.”  This statement shows that 

Washington was avoiding the extremes of a government-dominated public economy and an 

unregulated private economy.  He was advocating a mixture of government regulation and free-

market principles. 

His efforts to promote public and private partnerships started before the Revolutionary 

War.  While America was still a British colony, he encouraged regulating the trade industry with 

the Indians in order to prevent corruption and promote prosperity.  In a 1758 letter to the acting 

Governor of Virginia, Washington expressed his opinion “that a trade with the Indians should be 

upon such terms, and transacted by men of such principles, as would at the same time turn out to 

the reciprocal advantage of the colony and the Indians, and which would effectually remove 

those bad impressions, that the Indians received from the conduct of a set of rascally fellows, 

divested of all faith and honor, and give us such an early opportunity of establishing an interest 

with them, as would be productive of the most beneficial consequences, by getting a large share 

of the Fur trade, not only of the Ohio Indians, but, in time, of the numerous nations possessing 

the back countries westward of it.  And to prevent this advantageous commerce from suffering in 

its infancy, by the sinister views of designing, selfish men of the different provinces, I humbly 

conceive it absolutely necessary that commissioners from each of the colonies be appointed to 

regulate the mode of that trade…”239  To help foster this trade, a friend told Washington of a plan 

to open “the Inland Navigation of Potomack by private Subscription.”240  Washington was 

interested in the plan and expressed his thoughts in a reply to his friend (see appendix K).  

Washington saw both a public and a private benefit to the project.  If the Potomac became the 

channel of commerce between Great Britain and the expanding western territory of the United 

States, Virginia and Maryland would become important centers of trade.  This would boost their 
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economies and create jobs for their citizens.  He envisioned two types of private profiteers.  One 

type would prosper through interest charged on large loans made to fund the project and the 

other type would benefit from tolls and fees paid by users of the canal.  In spite of the obvious 

public benefit, Washington was skeptical as to the likelihood of government support.  He 

believed that interests of the citizens were too divided and the finances of the colony too weak.  

While counties adjacent to the Potomac would receive direct benefits from the project, the 

benefits to the other counties would be indirect and less obvious to the citizens.  They would 

interpret “a Tax upon the whole” as benefitting only a few. 

Putting aside his skepticism about government support of the project, Washington soon 

began lobbying the Virginia legislature to consider Potomac navigation as a public and private 

partnership (Phelps 1993, 74).  Washington knew that the Virginia government could not afford 

to construct the canal alone, but he believed the project was possible with the additional help of 

the state of Maryland and private investors.  For Washington, the costs were small compared to 

the economic benefits of making the “Potomack the Channel of Commerce between Great 

Britain” and the expanding colonies.241  After two years of lobbying, Washington convinced the 

Virginia House of Burgesses to pass an act empowering trustees to raise money “for the purpose 

of opening and extending the Navigation of the Potomack from the Tide Water to Fort 

Cumberland.”242  The plan involved using private funds to pay for the canal and public funds to 

pay for connecting roads (Flexner 1969, 75).   

The Revolutionary War halted further planning on the canal project, but when the war 

ended, the project members elected Washington as the first president of the Potomac 

Company.243  To bolster support for the project, Washington began to promote its political 

importance more than its commercial advantages.244  He thought the canal could enhance 

westward expansion and promote nationalism.  Washington recommended that Congress 

distribute western lands to veterans.  These men were loyal Americans that would “plant a brave, 

a hardy and respectable Race of People, as our advanced Post, [and] who would be always ready 

and willing (in case of hostilities) to combat the Savages.”245  The canal would link the 

merchants and traders of the colonies with the resources and pioneers of the West, and thus, unite 

the Americans with a common interest.  The expanding domestic and foreign trade would require 

a strong national government to regulate and monitor. Washington believed that as Americans 

experienced prosperity due to trade, they would grow in their loyalty to the government. The 
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canal project never reached Washington’s expectations, but it does reveal his vision for the 

public and private sectors to work together for the benefit of the nation (Phelps 1993, 79). 

One of the most complicated and important public-private partnerships involved the 

building of the Federal City.  Article 2, section 8 of the U.S. Constitution gave Congress the 

power “To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District (not 

exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular States, and the Acceptance of 

Congress, become the Seat of the Government of the United States.”  Men from the North 

wanted to place the seat of government in Philadelphia or New York.  These cities were well 

established, had already served as temporary capitals, and with the construction of a few 

buildings, could easily have been converted into permanent capitals.  Men from the South, 

including George Washington, favored a site along the Potomac between Virginia and Maryland.  

Southerners contended that the Potomac provided centrality.  While this location was currently 

neither the geographic nor population center of the United States, they argued that it was the 

most convenient in terms of speed and convenience of travel. More importantly, they believed 

that as the United States continued to expand westward, the northern part of the Potomac would 

become the geographic center.  This idea coincided nicely with Washington’s plans to make the 

Potomac River the transportation route to the West.  Resolution on the capital’s location came 

from Alexander Hamilton.  Since taking office as treasury secretary, Hamilton had been urging 

the federal government to assume the debts the states had incurred during the Revolutionary 

War.  The assumption plan was controversial because some states, mainly in the North, had 

heavy debts, and some states, such as Virginia, had paid off their debts (Alden 1984, 243-44).  

Thus, men from the North favored assumption while men from the South did not.  To get support 

from the South, Hamilton proposed locating the seat of government in Virginia.  His compromise 

was successful.  Congress passed both An Act Making Provision for the Debt of the United 

States and An Act for Establishing the Temporary and Permanent Seat of the Government of the 

United States.246 

The seat of government act required that the federal capital “be located . . . on the river 

Potomac, at some place between the mouths of the Eastern Branch and Conococheaque.”  To 

find an exact location, the act authorized the president of the United States to appoint three 

commissioners to survey the area and define the district.  Congress authorized the commissioners 

“to purchase or accept such quantity of land . . . as the President shall deem proper.”  



119 

 

Unfortunately, the act did not appropriate any funds for the project.  If the landowners did not 

donate the land, the president was to obtain grants of money to purchase it (Grant 1932, 160).  

Washington had another plan for getting money to build the city:  real estate speculation.  The 

last part of the act gave the president and the commissioners ten years to complete the project.  It 

set the first Monday in December of 1800 as the move-in date.247 

In appointing the commissioners, Washington deviated from his principles of merit 

selection.  Most egregiously, he ignored the qualities of representativeness and disinterestedness.  

He wanted commissioners from the local area with a personal interest in the success of the 

project.  Washington’s first appointee was Daniel Carroll of Maryland.  Carroll and his family 

were large landowners in an area known as Carrollton.  Carroll was a stockholder in 

Washington’s Potomac Company and owned a rock quarry business that provided the 

government with building stone.  Locating the capital on the Potomac could increase his land 

value and stock, and the construction of the buildings in capital would ensure customers for his 

quarry (especially since Washington wanted to avoid wood because of the potential for fire).248  

Washington’s second selection for the commission was Thomas Johnson of Maryland.  Johnson 

had served as Maryland’s first governor after the signing of the Declaration of Independence and 

was currently the president of the Potomac Company.  As governor, Johnson oversaw 

construction of Maryland’s State House and as a board member for the Potomac Company, he 

successfully convinced the Maryland legislature to support efforts to build canals and roads 

along the river.  The final member of the commission was David Stuart of Virginia.  Stuart was 

married to Eleanor Calvert Custis Stuart.  Eleanor was connected to two prominent Virginia 

families.  She was born into the Calvert family and she became a Custis when she married John 

Parke Custis.  John was the son of Martha Washington and her first husband.  John died of 

illness during the Revolutionary War while serving as George Washington’s aide-de-camp.  Two 

of John and Eleanor’s four children lived with Martha and George, and thus the Washingtons and 

the Stuarts were very close.  Stuart not only represented the Washington and Custis families’ 

interests in the construction project, but also served as the president’s insider on the commission 

(di Giacomantonio 1991). 

The commissioners found a suitable building site located between Alexandria in Virginia 

and Georgetown in Maryland.  They decided to name this location the City of Washington (J. B. 

Osborne 1901, 198).  The states of Virginia and Maryland agreed to transfer jurisdiction of the 
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land to the federal government.  The two states also gave almost $200,000 to help fund the 

project (Grant 1932, 160).  George Washington met with the landowners in the territory 

identified by the commissioners and convinced them to cede five thousand acres to the United 

States government.  The city planners divided the land into lots.  The landowners retained every 

other lot and the government paid for the remaining lots.  Thus, the landowners benefitted not 

only from the money they received, but also by the fact that their remaining lots would increase 

in value as the new city came to life.249  The government benefitted by having to pay for only 

half the land (Elkins and McKitrick 1993, 173).  Washington planned to raise additional cash by 

selling some of the lots owned by the government.250 

Lot sales did not go well.  In the first sale, only thirty-six of ten thousand lots sold.  This 

yielded a mere $2,000.  The second and third sales fared equally as poor.  To stimulate interest, 

Washington encouraged James Greenleaf, John Nicholson, and Robert Morris to form a private 

syndicate to purchase several thousand lots on credit. 251  Since these wealthy men were willing 

to invest in the project, Washington believed other men would also invest in the lots.252  As the 

lots increased in value, the syndicate would sell lots to repay their debt.  Unfortunately, this plan 

also failed to generate interest.  Greenleaf, Nicholson, and Morris were unable to pay the terms 

of their credit, and by the fall of 1797 all three men were in debtor’s prison (Elkins and 

McKitrick 1993, 175-79). 

With the land acquired, the next step involved planning the city.  Had Congress selected 

New York or Philadelphia as the permanent seat of government, planning would have involved 

little more than designing and building a presidential residence (Elkins and McKitrick 1993, 

174).  By selecting the location on the Potomac, the planning involved building an entire city.  

Usually, city planning theory emphasizes the need for a commercial base in the development of 

new cities (Gerschenkron 1963; Galantay 1975, 2).  In his planning for the Federal City, 

Washington told the city commissioners that “on commerce, more than on any other cause, the 

city must depend for its growth and importance.”253  His city planner and architect, Major Pierre 

L’Enfant, had a different philosophy.  He wisely observed, “the capital city’s nourishments, 

unlike that of other cities would come out of its public buildings rather than out of trade centers” 

(quoted in Galantay 1975, 6).  L’Enfant’s philosophy turned out to be more aligned with theory 

on building capital cities.  This theory states that the pay rate of government workers in capital 

cities is usually higher than the national average; therefore, capital cities are expensive places to 



121 

 

live, and thus, are usually a poor location for private industry.  Instead, these cities normally 

flourish off of a partnership between government activities and related services such as higher 

education, banking, research, and tourism. These related services are performed by a 

combination of unregulated private, regulated private, quasi-public, and contracted organizations 

(Galantay 1975, 6). 

The problems with funding caused problems with planning and building.  Eventually the 

Federal Congress loaned the Commissioners $500,000 to help complete the project.  It is 

interesting that Congress called this a loan and not an appropriation.254  Though the states of 

Virginia and Maryland had donated money and private citizens had used their land to help fund 

construction of the Federal City, the federal government was still reluctant to share in “the 

expense of such purchases and buildings.”255  Finally, near the end of the ten-year deadline, 

Congress appropriated $100,000 for the purpose of completing the project.256   

The construction of the City of Washington demonstrated the complex nature of the 

public-private relationship.  It involved multiple levels of government and a variety of private 

citizens.  It also demonstrated Washington’s willingness to try a variety of partnership types in 

order to accomplish the mission of building the new seat of the federal government. As in the 

Potomac Navigation project, Washington realized that the building of the Federal City required 

both public and private participation.    

One aspect of the public and private relationship that Washington frequently encountered 

was contracting.   While serving as commander in chief during the Revolutionary War, 

contracting was a top priority.   He wrote of its importance to one of his top commanders:  “I 

need not impress upon you, who are so well acquainted with the matter, the vast Utility of the 

Contracts to the Public at large, the great advantages which must eventually result to the Army 

from being subsisted in that mode, and the necessity of putting the execution of it on just footing.  

These are objects of such interesting and momentuous [sic] consequence to the service, that I 

shall spare no trouble or pains on my part, to have the business adjusted and executed.”257 

Washington’s practices during the war provide a precursory model for contracting theory.  

The National Association of State Purchasing Officials has divided contracting into four 

activities: preparation, specification, competition, and inspection (Klay and Grizzle 2010).  In 

preparation, the purchaser identifies which goods and services will be needed and when they will 
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be needed.  Errors in this stage of the process could result in incorrect items being purchased or 

delays in receiving the goods or services.  During specification, the purchaser gives potential 

contractors a more detailed description of the required items.  These specifications could include 

instructions identifying specific brands or giving special delivery requirements.  Competition is 

used to avoid favoritism, high prices, and litigation.  Competitive negotiation allows buyers to 

work with several prospective suppliers to contract the best deal attainable.  And finally, 

according to modern contracting principles, government officials should inspect and evaluate 

goods and services prior to rendering payment.  This step allows purchasers to ensure the 

merchandise received is exactly what was ordered. 

During the war, Washington used contractors for food, equipment, ammunition, and 

transportation.  In addition to their demands for supplies, Washington’s field commanders 

frequently provided him with detailed estimates of their needs.  Washington combined this 

information with his knowledge of troop movements so that he could tell Congress what was 

needed, how much of it was needed, where it needed to be sent, and when it needed to arrive.258  

In addition to his itemized list of provisions, Washington provided specific instructions as to how 

the contract was to be executed: 259 

“two quarts [of salt] to every hundred Rations…” 

“the fresh Meat to be delivered at the Weight when killed . . . [because] the public now 

lose an immensity by taking live Cattle at estimated weights…” 

“[rum] may be offered in the following proportions: 1/5 spirits, 2/5 West India, 2/5 good 

Country Rum to be of sufficient proof.”   

Washington left most of the negotiating and securing of bids to Robert Morris, the 

Superintendent of Finance of the United States (Rappleye 2010); however, when Washington did 

become involved, he was certain to ask for the “lowest price” the contractor could offer.260  

Washington also insisted that Congress appoint “an Inspector of provisions, to prevent disputes 

between the Contractor and Commissary.”261  Unfortunately, due to shortages during the war, 

Washington often had the problem that it was better for him to accept inferior goods and services 

than to refuse them because refusal would leave his troops without any food or provisions.  But, 

rather than pay full price for items that did not meet the specifications of the contract, he 

developed contracts where the government could accept the inferior goods and services at a 

lower price.262 
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As president of the United States, he continued to use contracts.  One of the first federal 

government tasks to involve contracting was the building of lighthouses.263  The lighthouse 

contracting processes began when Congress passed An Act for the Establishment and Support of 

Lighthouses, Beacons, Buoys, and Public Piers.264  The act said that the federal government 

would pay all maintenance and repair expenses on lighthouses if the individual states would cede 

them to the United States.  The act also required the secretary of the treasury, with presidential 

approval, to provide contracts for the building, rebuilding, and repair of lighthouses.  The 

secretary and the president followed appropriate contracting principles.  Hamilton identified the 

requirements by providing the president with an estimate of expenses for all existing lighthouses 

and of locations where the government should build new lighthouses.265 Using these estimates 

they were able to identify what they needed to specify in the contracts and then place the 

contracts out for bid.266  In addition to the contract supervision provided by the president and the 

Department of Treasury, states also supplied oversight.  Connecticut had a Superintendent of 

Lighthouses and Virginia had a Lighthouse Commission.267  There was nothing unusual about 

the contracting process; however, the contracting relationships were interesting.  The federal 

government was involved by providing the funding and overseeing the contracts; the state 

governments were involved by providing the land, overseeing construction and maintenance, and 

finding the contractors; and private citizens were involved by doing the contracting work.  In 

modern times, these types of relationships still exist in areas such as disaster management and 

healthcare (Kettl 1981; Landy 2008; Weissert and Scheller 2008).  Additionally, some lighthouse 

keepers were civilian contractors and others were government employees.  Again, it is common 

today, especially in the military, to have this type of relationship where government workers and 

civilian contractors perform the same jobs.   

Another government function that involved contracting was ship building.  The 

contracting of ship building helped establish a tradition that is still followed today.  Congress 

believed that ship building was vital to growing the economy of the United States because 

having a fleet of ships would give America control of trade and create markets for American 

goods.268  One of the first opportunities the federal government had to become involved in ship 

building was the need for revenue cutters.   In 1790, Washington and Hamilton determined the 

federal government needed boats or cutters for the transportation and protection of revenues.269  

They decided to team each revenue collector with a boat captain.  Next, they decided to put each 
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team in charge of procuring their own contracts and overseeing construction of their individual 

cutters.270  Having the prospective commander of a new ship oversee its construction was an 

effective way to ensure the ship was built according to contract specifications because the 

commander needed the ship to operate at its full capability in order for him to accomplish his 

mission.  This procedure is now a U.S. Navy tradition.  According to title 32 § 700.880 of the 

Code of Federal Regulations (2011): 

 

(a)  . . . .  The prospective commanding officer shall:  

(1) Procure from the commander of the naval shipyard or the supervisor of 

shipbuilding the general arrangement plans of the ship, and all pertinent 

information relative to the general condition of the ship and the work being 

undertaken on the hull, machinery and equipment, upon reporting for duty;  

(2) Inspect the ship as soon after reporting for duty as practicable, and 

frequently thereafter, in order to keep him or herself informed of the state of 

her preparation for service. If, during the course of these inspections he or she 

notes an unsafe or potentially unsafe condition, he or she shall report such fact 

to the commander of the naval shipyard or the supervisor of shipbuilding and 

to his or her superior for resolution;  

(3) Keep him or herself informed as to the progress of the work being done, 

including tests of equipment, and make such recommendations to the 

commander of the naval shipyard or the supervisor of shipbuilding as he or her 

she deems appropriate;  

(4) Ensure that requisitions are submitted for articles to outfit the ship which 

are not otherwise being provided;  

(5) Prepare the organization of the ship;  

(6) Train the nucleus crew to effectively and efficiently take charge of and 

operate the ship upon commissioning; and  

(7) Make such reports as may be required by higher authority, and include 

therein a statement of any deficiency in material or personnel.  

(b) If the prospective commanding officer does not consider the ship in proper 

condition to be commissioned at the time the commander of the naval shipyard or 

the supervisor of shipbuilding signifies his intention of transferring the ship to the 

prospective commanding officer, he or she shall report that conclusion with his 

reasons therefor, in writing, to the commander of the naval shipyard or the 

supervisor of shipbuilding and to the appropriate higher authority.  
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Later in Washington’s presidency, he became involved in the building of ships for the 

creation of a navy.  One concept that came out of these contracts was the dividing of the work 

among several states.  Washington and Secretary of War Knox proposed building ships in South 

Carolina, Virginia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, New York, and Massachusetts.271  The two men 

believed that in this situation, economy was important, but it was not the driving principle.  They 

reasoned that since “the government is the government of the whole people, & not of a part only, 

it is just & wise to proportion its benefits as nearly as may be to those places or States which pay 

the greatest amount to its support.  It is conceived the saving of a few thousand dollars in the 

expenses will be no object compared with the satisfaction a just distribution would afford.”272  

The dispersal of contracts to multiple states in order to promote wider economic growth is 

accepted theory and practice in the modern era (Mehay and Solnick 1990; NAVSEA 2011). 

In 1796, James McHenry replaced Knox as secretary of war.  In a private letter to the 

new secretary, Washington expressed his thoughts on ship building in terms of a make or buy 

decision for the government:  “Whether it will be best to purchase a Ship ready built, if one for 

the purpose can be had . . .; whether to contract for the building and equipping of one . . . if entire 

confidence can be placed in the Undertaker; or whether to furnish the materials (in which case all 

that can be spared from our own Frigates ought, unquestionably, to be applied) and pay for the 

building; depends upon enquiries not within my power at this time and place to make; and must, 

therefore, be a matter of investigation, and consultation among yourselves; especially with the 

secretary of the treasury, on the means.”273 

 The letters to Knox and McHenry demonstrate that Washington understood that 

transaction costs involved more than just production costs.  In the letter to Knox, Washington 

recognized there were also costs involving the broader economic impacts to the various states 

and, more importantly to Washington, costs involving the unity of the nation.  In the letter to 

McHenry, Washington realized that the government had options in deciding how to build ships: 

buy, contract, or make.  The choice would depend upon the comparative costs involved.  He 

admitted that he did not have all of the information to determine such costs and recommended 

that his executive leaders investigate and consult before making a decision. 

In his last annual address to Congress, Washington provided some of his final thoughts 

on the relationship between the public and private sectors: 
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To an active external Commerce, the protection of a Naval force is indispensable.  This is 

manifest with regard to Wars in which a State itself is a party.  But besides this, it is in 

our own experience, that the most sincere Neutrality is not a sufficient guard against the 

depredations of Nations at War.  To secure respect to a Neutral Flag, requires a Naval 

force, organized, and ready to vindicate it, from insult or aggression.  This may even 

prevent the necessity of going to War, by discouraging belligerent Powers from 

committing such violations of the rights of the Neutral party, as may first or last, leave no 

other option.  From the best information I have been able to obtain, it would seem as if 

our trade to the mediterranean [sic], without a protecting force, will always be insecure, 

and our Citizens exposed to the calamities from which number of them have but just been 

relieved. 

These considerations invite the United States, to look to the means, and to set about the 

gradual creation of a Navy . . . Will it not then be adviseable [sic], to begin without delay, 

to provide, and lay up the materials for the building and equipping of Ships of War; and 

to proceed in the Work by degrees, in proportion as our resources shall render it 

practicable without inconvenience; so that a future War of Europe, may not find our 

Commerce in the same unprotected state, in which it was found by the present. 

Congress have repeatedly, and not without success, directed their attention to the 

encouragement of Manufactures.  The object is of too much consequence, not to insure a 

continuance of their efforts, in every way which shall appear eligible.  As a general rule, 

Manufactures on public account are inexpedient.  But where the state of things in a 

Country, leaves little hope that certain branches of Manufacture will, for a great length of 

time obtain; when these are of a nature essential to the furnishing and equipping of the 

public force in time of War, are not establishments for procuring them on public account, 

to the extent of the ordinary demand for the public service [emphasis in original], 

recommended by strong considerations of National policy, as an exception to the general 

rule? . . .  Establishments of this sort, commensurate only with the calls of public service 

in time of peace, will, in time of War, easily be extended in proportion to the exigencies 

of the Government; and may even perhaps be made to yield a surplus for the supply of 

our Citizens at large; so as to mitigate the privations from the interruption of their trade.  

If adopted, the plan ought to exclude all those branches which are already, or likely soon 

to be established in the Country; in order that there may be no danger of interference with 

pursuits of individual industry. 

It will not be doubted, that with reference either to individual, or National Welfare, 

Agriculture is of primary importance.  In proportion as Nations advance in population, 

and other circumstances of maturity, this truth becomes more apparent; and renders the 

cultivation of the Soil more and more, and object of public patronage.  Institutions for 

promoting it, grow up, supported by the public purse: and to what object can it be 

dedicated with greater propriety?  Among the means which have been employed to this 
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end, none have been attended with greater success than the establishment of Boards, 

composed of proper characters, charged with collecting and diffusing information, and 

enabled by premiums, and small pecuniary aids, to encourage and assist a spirit of 

discovery and improvement.  This species of establishment contributes doubly to the 

increase of improvement; by stimulating to enterprise and experiment, and by drawing to 

a common centre, the results everywhere of individual skill and observation; and 

spreading them thence over the whole Nation.  Experience accordingly has shewn, that 

they are very cheap Instruments, of immense National benefits. . . . 

The situation in which I now stand, for the last time, in the midst of the Representatives 

of the People of the United States, naturally recalls the period when the Administration of 

the present form of Government commenced; and I cannot omit the occasion, to 

congratulate you and my Country, on the success of the experiment; nor to repeat my 

fervent supplications to the Supreme Ruler of the Universe, and Sovereign Arbiter of 

Nations, that his Providential care may still be extended to the United States; that the 

virtue and happiness of the People, may be preserved; and that the Government, which 

they have instituted, for the protection of the liberties, may be perpetual.274 

Washington’s statements in these four paragraphs foreshadow the thoughts of President 

Eisenhower’s famous farewell speech in which he described the military-industrial complex. 

Eisenhower observed: 

Throughout America’s adventure in free government, our basic purposes have been to 
keep the peace; to foster progress in human achievement, and to enhance liberty, dignity 

and integrity among people and among nations.  To strive for less would be unworthy of 

a free and religious people.  Any failure traceable to arrogance, or our lack of 

comprehension or readiness to sacrifice would inflict upon us grievous hurt both at home 

and abroad. . . . 

Crises there will continue to be.  In meeting them, whether foreign or domestic, great or 

small, there is a recurring temptation to feel that some spectacular and costly action could 

become the miraculous solution to all current difficulties.  A huge increase in new 

elements of our defense; development of unrealistic programs to cure every ill in 

agriculture; a dramatic expansion in basic and applied research – these and many other 

possibilities, each possibly promising in itself, may be suggested as the only way to the 

road we wish to travel. 

But each proposal must be weighed in the light of broader considerations: the need to 

maintain balance in and among national programs – balance between the public and 

private economy, balance between cost and hoped for advantage – balance between the 

clearly necessary and the comfortably desirable; balance between our essential 

requirements as a nation and the duties imposed by the nation upon the individual; 
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balance between actions of the moment and the national welfare of the future.  Good 

judgment seeks balance and progress; lack of it eventually finds imbalance and 

frustration. . . . 

A vital element in keeping the peace is our military establishment.  Our arms must be 

mighty, ready for instant action, so that no potential aggressor may be tempted to risk his 

own destruction. . . . 

Until the latest of our world conflicts, the United States had no armaments industry.  

American makers of plowshares could, with time and as required, make swords as well.  

But now we can no longer risk emergency improvisations of national defense; we have 

been compelled to create a permanent armaments industry of vast proportions.  Added to 

this, three and a half million men and women directly engaged in the defense 

establishment.  We annually spend on military security more than the net income of all 

United States corporations. 

This conjunction of an immense military establishment and a large arms industry is new 

in the American experience.  The total influence – economic, political, even spiritual – is 

felt in every city, every State house, every office of the Federal government.  We 

recognize the imperative need for this development.  Yet we must not fail to comprehend 

its grave implications.  Our toil, resources and livelihood are all involved; so is the very 

structure of our society. 

In the councils of government, we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted 

influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial complex.  The potential 

for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist. 

We must never let the weight of this combination endanger our liberties or democratic 

processes.  We should take nothing for granted.  Only an alert and knowledgeable 

citizenry can compel the proper meshing of the huge industrial and military machinery of 

defense with our peaceful methods and goals, so that security and liberty may prosper 

together. (Eisenhower [1961] 2008). 

The greatest connection in the two speeches is the descriptions of the military-industrial 

relationship.  Washington called for private industry to convert some of their production to 

military equipment during peacetime because he believed that stocking up on these items during 

peacetime might prevent these manufacturers from having to convert all of their production to 

military needs during wartime.  However, in his statement, he acknowledged that private 

manufacturing for public purposes was normally “inexpedient” but at times necessary.  Given the 

experiences of Washington thus far described in this paper, he most likely believed it to be 

“inexpedient” in at least two aspects.  First was cost.  Most of the purchases of the federal 
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government were made through credit and Washington believed in avoiding debt.  Also, the 

struggles he had experienced with funding such projects as the Federal City made him cautious 

of spending government money.  The second aspect was influence.  Washington preferred a 

balanced relationship between the public and private sectors.  He did not want the government to 

become too intrusive on the private lives of citizens, nor did he want to give any particular 

segment of the private sector too much influence over the government.  

 Eisenhower recognized the impacts of the military-industrial relationship to be 

“economic, political, even spiritual.” The economic impacts were both positive and negative.  On 

the positive side, the relationship helped bring prosperity to areas where defense contractors 

located.  On the negative side was cost.  Eisenhower was concerned with the large federal budget 

that was continually increasing due to military spending as part of the Cold War.  The political 

problem caused by the relationship was the “unwarranted influence” of the military 

establishment on the government.  Some analysts have posited that Eisenhower feared that the 

growing relationship between the military and private industry threatened not only civilian 

control of the Department of Defense, but of the Congress as well (McGill 1963; Campbell and 

Jamieson 2008, 325).  Washington, too, was always cautious to ensure that the civilian part of 

government maintained control of the military.  Political writers have been reluctant to interpret 

Eisenhower’s meaning of the spiritual impacts of the relationship; however, one scholar (Fallows 

2002) commented that it referred to the corruption of individuals.  Specifically, this applies to 

military members with aspirations of a second career as a defense contractor and politicians 

receiving contributions from the defense industry (Bowman and Montagne 2011; Griffin 1992).  

Washington, who was an opponent of partisanship and corruption, would probably agree with 

Eisenhower’s concern about the spiritual impacts.  

 A second comparison between the two speeches involves the relationship between the 

federal government and the agricultural industry.  Washington seemed to approve of the 

government institutions that had promoted and supported agriculture through the “collecting and 

diffusing” of information, providing of “small pecuniary aids,” and assisting in a “spirit of 

discovery and improvement.”  Eisenhower seemed to disapprove of the “development of 

unrealistic programs to cure every ill in agriculture” and “a dramatic expansion in basic and 

applied research;” however, both men qualified their statements.  Washington referred only to 

“small pecuniary aids” and Eisenhower admitted that each of the programs had individual merit 
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but taken as a whole the government would need to find a “balance between cost and hoped for 

advantage” and “between the clearly necessary and the comfortably desirable.” Eisenhower’s 

calls for balance and economy are reminiscent of Washington’s views discussed throughout this 

dissertation. 

 Eisenhower’s farewell address is similar to at least two of Washington’s addresses: his 

farewell address to the nation and his last address to Congress.  The similarities are explainable 

and most likely intentional since, by his own admission, Eisenhower admired and studied 

Washington (Griffin 1992, 476).  In his book At Ease, Eisenhower wrote: 

Washington was my hero. . . .  The qualities that excited my admiration were 

Washington’s stamina and patience in adversity, first, and then his indomitable courage, 
daring, and capacity for self sacrifice. 

The beauty of his character always impressed me.  While the cherry tree story may be 

pure legend, his Farewell Address, his counsel to his countrymen on the occasions such 

as his speech at Newburgh to the rebellious officers of his Army, exemplified the human 

qualities I frankly idolized (quoted in Griffin 1992, 475).  

In summary, Washington believed in balancing privatization and traditional government.  

At times he supported regulating private industry to prevent corruption.  He also supported 

passing legislation that allowed the free market to operate with as little interference as possible.  

Overall, he saw partnerships between government and private industry as a natural function of 

the economy.  As a private citizen, he encouraged forming a partnership to expand navigation on 

the Potomac River.  As a government official, he used partnerships to build lighthouses, ships, 

and the Federal City.  In addition to the qualities mentioned by Eisenhower, Washington had the 

ability to rise above partisan ideology and see all sides of an issue.  This allowed him to make 

decisions based on what best promoted the general welfare. 
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CHAPTER NINE 

CONCLUSION 

 

I have divided this final chapter into four sections.  In the first section, I describe 

Washington’s general theory of public administration.  In the second section, I summarize the 

findings in chapters four through eight.  In the third section, I discuss limitations and future 

research.  And in the fourth section, I offer some concluding thoughts.  

 

9.1 Washington’s General Theory of Public Administration 

As I mentioned in chapters one and three, ethics underscored every aspect of 

Washington’s administrative philosophy.  In fact, his view of public service is a combination of 

virtue ethics and utilitarianism.  Virtue ethics assesses the rightness of actions in terms of the 

states of character from which they are issued (Cullity 1999, 278).  Utilitarianism seeks to 

maximize the greatest amount of good for the greatest number of people (Driver 2009). 

 

9.1.1 Virtue Ethics 

Virtue ethics “entails the pursuit of morally inclusive excellence, a community that 

values these virtues, a reliance on more than simple rules for guidance, and role models or moral 

exemplars to disseminate these virtues” (Shanahan and Hyman 2003, 198).  Public servants who 

act using virtue ethics demonstrate six character traits (Shanahan and Hyman 2003, 204-205).  

Washington possessed all six of these traits and he tried to instill them in others that worked for 

the federal government. 

The first trait is empathy.  Empathic people possess compassion for others and seek 

harmony in the workplace (Shanahan and Hyman 2003, 204).  In a letter to one of his generals 

who was fighting the British around Canada and the Indian Nations, Washington demonstrated 

his compassion: “Consider yourselves, as marching, not through an Enemy’s Country; but that of 

our Friends and Brethren . . . I also give it in Charge to you to avoid all Disrespect to or 
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Contempt of the Religion of the Country and its Ceremonies.  Prudence, Policy, and a true 

Christian Spirit, will lead us to look with Compassion upon their Errors without insulting them.  

While we are contending for our own Liberty, we should be very cautious of violating the Rights 

of Conscience in others.”275  He demonstrated his desire for harmony when his secretary of state 

and secretary of treasury became confrontational with each other.  Washington tried to maintain 

peace between the two by encouraging the men to make “liberal allowances” for each others 

ideas and to exercise “mutual forbearance” in their animosity (Alden 1984, 251).  It was empathy 

for his fellow Americans that persuaded Washington to serve as commander in chief, as 

president of the United States, and as the unifier of the nation.  

The second trait is a Protestant work ethic (PWE).  People with a strong PWE are 

entrepreneurial, courageous, self-reliant, responsible, competitive, and believe in equal 

opportunity for all (Shanahan and Hyman 2003, 204).  Washington’s adventures in land 

speculation and the Potomac Company are compelling examples of his entrepreneurial nature, 

and his staunch advocacy of merit principles is an example of his belief in equal opportunity.  

Washington showed his courage, self-reliance, responsibility, and competitiveness during the 

French and Indian Wars.  John Marshall ([1804-07] 1926, II:1) tells the story of an expedition to 

Fort Du Quesne that occurred in the summer of 1755.  Colonel Washington was assigned as an 

aide-de-camp to General Braddock.  The military physician traveling with the group declared 

that Washington’s life would be endangered if he continued to travel with the army.  When they 

reached a small camp, “He obeyed, with reluctance, the positive orders of the general to remain 

at this camp, under protection of a small guard, until the arrival of Colonel Dunbar; having first 

received a promise that means should be used to bring him up with the army before it reached 

fort Du Quesne.”  Three weeks later, Washington rejoined the regiment.  The next day, the battle 

commenced.  According to reports, the action was quick and before long, Colonel Washington 

was the only aid remaining alive or unwounded.  The whole duty of carrying out General 

Braddock’s orders rested on Washington.  “Under these difficult circumstances he manifested 

that coolness, that self-possession, that fearlessness of danger which ever distinguished him, and 

which are so necessary to the character of a consummate soldier.  Two horses were killed under 

him, and four balls passed through his coat; but, to the astonishment of all, he escaped unhurt, - 

while every other officer on horseback was either killed or wounded.” 
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The third trait is piety.  Pious people exhibit guilt when they fail to meet their reference 

group’s standards (Shanahan and Hyman 2003, 205).  Washington appealed to the piety of his 

soldiers in a general order he issued after inspecting a military camp.  “In passing thro’ the camp 

the General observed with pain that there is a shameful waste of forage, the high price of this 

article and the difficulty procuring it, if no other reasons existed ought to induce all possible care 

and oeconomy.  The forage masters are therefore strictly enjoined to use every practicable 

method to prevent the hay being trampled upon, or otherwise unnecessarily wasted.  The officers 

commanding brigades and regiments will see that this is done.”276 

The fourth trait is respect.  Respect is illustrated by a willingness to entertain dissenting 

viewpoints (Shanahan and Hyman 2003, 205).  Washington not only entertained dissenting 

viewpoints, but sought them out.  Three events from his public service career emphasize this 

point.  In 1778, General Nathanael Greene provided Washington with a grim assessment that 

challenged two of the fundamental assumptions that had up to this point shaped American 

thinking about the conduct of the Revolutionary War.  First, he told Washington that a group of 

virtuous volunteers could not defeat an army of professional soldiers, and second, he said that the 

protracted war favored the British, not the American, side because Britain had longer purse 

strings.  Traditionally, European military leaders did not solicit input from subordinates, 

especially negative inputs; however, Washington was a new leader establishing a new type of 

system (Lengel 2005, 66).  This new system respected the voice of all Americans.  The second 

event was the Constitutional Convention.  Before the start of the convention, Washington 

carefully analyzed the three major proposals expected to be presented.  Like he did before 

making most of his decisions, Washington wanted to understand all sides of the debate.  The 

third event was the selection of Hamilton and Jefferson to his cabinet.  While the opposing views 

of these men caused conflict, Washington valued multiple opinions so much that he wanted both 

men to remain on his staff for as long as he could keep them around. 

The fifth trait is reliability.  “Reliable people are characterized by ability, articulateness, 

prudence, responsibility, and trustworthiness” (Shanahan and Hyman 2003, 205).  The fact that 

Washington was selected as a delegate to the Continental Congress, the first commander in chief, 

president of the Constitutional Convention, and the first president of the United States indicates 

that his peers believed in his reliability.  The fact that he always accepted these positions proves 

his reliability. 
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The sixth trait is incorruptibility.  Incorruptible leaders are characterized by honor, 

honesty, and integrity (Shanahan and Hyman 2003, 205).  When advising President John Adams 

on the selection of a commander in chief, Washington said: “There is one thing though, on which 

I can give a decided opinion; and as it is of the utmost importance to the Public, to the Army, and 

to the Officer Commanding it, be him whom he will, I will take the liberty of suggesting it now 

[emphasis in original]; it is, that the greatest circumspection be used in appointing the General 

Staff.  If this Corps is not composed of respectable characters; knowledge of the duties of their 

respective Departments; able, active, and firm; and of incorruptible integrity, and prudence; and 

withal such as the Commander in Chief can place entire confidence in, his plans and movements 

if not defeated altogether, may be so embarrassed and retarded as to amount nearly to the same 

thing; and this almost with impunity on their part.”277 

 

9.1.2 Utilitarianism 

Utilitarianism is the view that the right action is always the action most conducive to the 

good (Ewing 1948, 102).  Thus, it promotes the belief that right action on the part of 

governments and individuals should promote happiness (or pleasure) and eliminate unhappiness 

(or pain) (Driver 2009).  Washington’s belief about the purpose of government is clearly 

utilitarian.  As I described in the chapter on Progressivism, Washington wanted to use the power 

of the federal government to enhance the collective good.  Consistent with his virtue ethics 

beliefs, Washington defined the collective good as unity, equity, and justice. 

The doctrine of utilitarianism is compatible with the concept of duty of sacrifice.  Under 

certain circumstances performing the right action “may involve the sacrifice of one’s own good 

and even the incurring of great suffering one’s self for the greater good of others” (Ewing 1948, 

107).  In chapter one, I quoted from one of Washington’s circular letters to the states in which he 

listed four things he conceived to be essential to the well being of the United States.  Part of the 

fourth item was for citizens “to sacrifice their individual advantages to the interest of the 

Community.”278  As President Eisenhower noted, self-sacrifice was a large part of Washington’s 

character. Each time he accepted a position of public service, he sacrificed his private ventures 

and personal life at Mount Vernon.  This is probably best exemplified by the great sacrifice he 
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and his men made during the Revolutionary War.  They often served without full pay and were 

frequently short on food and provisions. 

Another concept associated with utilitarianism is that the rightness of an act depends 

“solely on its conduciveness to good without committing one to any particular theory as to what 

things are good” (Ewing 1948, 100).  While the theories of noted Revolutionary Era thinkers 

such as Hamilton, Jefferson, and Madison were based on ideologies of size, form, and control of 

government (Caldwell 1988; Elkins and McKitrick 1993; L. D. White 1948); Washington made 

his decisions based on seeking the aggregate happiness of society.  For example, Washington did 

not embrace a specific approach to public administration.  He used the ideas from the 

managerial, political, and legal approaches.  By not blindly submitting to a rigid set of 

ideological beliefs, Washington was able to compromise on individual issues in order to promote 

the general welfare.  These compromises are seen in his balanced approaches to the politics-

administration dichotomy and public-private partnerships. 

 

9.2 Summary of Chapters Four through Eight 

In the previous section I described Washington’s general theory on public administration.  

In chapters four through eight, I focused on specific aspects of his theory.  These aspects were 

military administration, education, Progressivism, financial management, and public-private 

relationships.  I kept four criteria in mind when writing these chapters.  I now use these four 

criteria to evaluate and summarize these chapters.  First, I considered the importance of the 

concepts discussed in each chapter.  I evaluated importance based on the amount of debate or 

discussion occurring among current scholars and practitioners.  The concepts for each chapter are 

listed in the tables in appendix A.  Second, I estimated the contribution Washington made to each 

concept.  This estimation included both the volume of his contribution and the importance of his 

contribution.  If he made multiple small contributions or made one important contribution to a 

concept, I rated his contribution as high.  Third, I determined how much of Washington’s 

contributions are remembered today.  I titled this criterion “institutional memory.”  I based my 

determination on stories, myths, or lessons in current institutions that directly link Washington to 

a concept.  And fourth, I determined how much of Washington’s contributions have gone 

unrecognized.  This criterion is basically the opposite of institutional memory.  If Washington 
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made a large contribution to a concept and institutions recognize and remember most of his 

contributions, I rated “unrecognized contributions” as low.   

Three of the chapters involved well-established institutions:  military, education, and 

finance.  These institutions are taught at universities, found within government, and have many 

practicing professionals.  It was easier to ascertain importance, contribution, institutional 

memory, and unrecognized contributions for these chapters because I had multiple sources such 

as military doctrine, college textbooks, and organizational histories.  Although Progressivism is 

not an institution in the same sense as military, education, and finance, a large body of 

progressive literature was written during the late 19th and early 20th centuries.  I was able to use 

this literature to evaluate the chapter on Progressivism.  The chapter on public/private 

partnerships proved to be the most difficult to evaluate.  Public/private partnerships is more of an 

idea than an institution.  Institutions such as the military and financial management are 

concerned with particular aspects of public/private partnerships, but no single institution exists 

that can be used to easily trace contributions or institutional memory. 

I used a scale of low, medium, or high to rate the concepts and criteria.  After evaluating 

each concept, I then conducted an overall evaluation for each chapter (see appendix L).  The 

concepts in each chapter are all currently important to public administration and I rated 

Washington’s contribution as high in all chapters except the one on public/private partnerships.  

As described in the previous paragraph, there is no well-establish institution that provides a 

useful database of information to compare with the ideas of Washington.  Based on the 

information that is available in other institutions, Washington did make some contributions, and 

therefore, I estimate his contribution as medium.  

The military has a high institutional memory regarding Washington.  Two examples are 

the lesson of Newburgh and the story of John Honeyman.   However, there are still some aspects 

of Washington’s contributions to concepts such as unity of command and professional education 

that have gone unrecognized.  There is very little institutional memory of Washington in 

education.  Washington and Lee University traces its history back to Washington, but the efforts 

he made to establish a public educational system and to build a university for training public 

administrators have largely been overlooked.  I evaluated the institutional memory within 

education as low and his unrecognized contributions as medium.  I evaluate both institutional 
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memory and unrecognized contributions in Progressivism as medium because during the 

Progressive Era, many scholars and practitioners traced the roots of their thoughts back to 

Washington; however, since that era, many of his contributions have been forgotten.  Like 

education, financial management does not recognize the contributions of Washington.  While his 

contributions were not as extensive as his ones to the military, his precedent on accountability 

and budgeting deserve at least a medium level of recognition.  Finally, I rated institutional 

memory and unrecognized contributions as medium for public/private partnerships.  There are 

many lessons to be learned from Washington’s tribulations with the Potomac Canal Company, 

contractors during the Revolutionary War, and the building of the Federal City.  Although 

Washington’s thoughts and actions reflected some ideas of modern theory, he experienced 

several failures in his public/private endeavors.  The remainder of this section provides a 

narrative summarization of my findings from chapters four through eight. 

 

9.2.1 Military Administration 

The strongest relationship between Washington and present institutions is seen in the area 

of national security.  This is not unusual considering the military and military style organizations 

place more value on history and tradition than most civilian organizations.  The army still 

teaches about civilian control of the military using Washington’s actions at Newburgh as an 

example.  The CIA traces their history back to Washington’s attempts to obtain and protect 

critical information. 

Although he did not originate the concepts of civilian control, unity of command, 

professional education, and information operations, he certainly advanced the concepts.  While 

many nations had adopted the idea of civilian control of the military before the founding of the 

United States, there was no assurance that the new nation emerging on the American continent 

would do the same.  Through his deference to the Congress while serving as commander in chief 

of the Continental Army, Washington clearly indicated the direction he wanted the nation to 

move.  Likewise, unity of command was not a new concept; however, the fear of monarchy and 

exuberance for democracy caused many colonists to push for committee-style leadership in both 

civilian and military organizations.  Washington realized that having multiple leaders created 

conflict and confusion.  He first learned this lesson while trying to coordinate the multiple 
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militaries in the colony of Virginia.  Subsequently, while leading the American army, he 

solidified this lesson when forced to coordinate with the governors of thirteen colonies.  

Washington realized that Americans could only achieve their goals through unity.  He pushed for 

unity of command in the military, and later, as president of the Constitutional Convention, he 

pushed for a unified chief executive. 

Past fears also caused colonists to discourage a professional military.  Yet, Washington 

clearly guided the military in this direction.  He sought merit promotions and schools that would 

maintain military knowledge and experience.  One original idea that Washington developed was 

professional education through personal reading.  Most likely, Washington’s own penchant for 

reading and the high literacy rate in the colonies combined to make this a viable idea.  While 

current military reading programs do not acknowledge the precedent set by Washington, 

evidence shows the growth of professional reading from Washington to the post-Revolutionary 

War period through the World Wars until today. 

Finally, militaries have known the value of information and the need to protect it for 

centuries.  Washington professionalized information warfare through his organization of spies 

and his standardization of operating procedures.  Additionally, his use of advanced chemicals to 

enhance information security was a precursor to the technological advancements present in 

modern information systems.  Overall, Washington’s extensive contributions to military 

administration make him a progenitor of public administration theory. 

 

9.2.2 Importance of Education 

Education scholars do not trace the roots of their institutions to George Washington.  

While he did not make the contributions to education of a Horace Mann or a John Dewey, 

Washington did serve as a role model in some aspects.  First of all, he understood the important 

role education could play in teaching common values to citizens.  To Washington, the shared 

virtues taught through mass education could eliminate local prejudices and help unite the nation.  

Today, one of the goals of education is to create common values and a shared culture in order to 

teach students how to live in a society with citizens of varied backgrounds.  Washington also 

promoted publicly-funded education.  He wanted as many people as possible to have access to 
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knowledge because he believed that an educated citizenry was necessary for a successful 

democracy. 

Washington had a distinct theory on the education of public servants.  Like modern 

education theorists, he wanted public employees proficient in both theory and practice.  He 

believed that in a world of uncertainty, administrators needed the ability to apply “art magick” to 

decision making.  This ability required a liberal education that combined the practical with the 

theoretical. He wanted public servants to be educated with citizens because he believed that 

public servants needed to understand the needs of citizens and citizens needed to understand how 

government worked.  He tried to achieve this through the establishment of a national university 

in Washington, D.C., but he was unable to obtain this goal. He did, however, manage to support 

and promote an institution that became the foundation for Washington and Lee University. 

 

9.2.3 Progressivism 

Second only to the military, progressive thought contains the highest level of institutional 

memory linked to George Washington.  Progressivism was based on the idea of positive statism; 

the use of government to bring about the aggregate happiness of society.  Washington too 

believed that an energetic government could be used to achieve the common good.    

Progressivism was a mixture of seemingly opposing views.  It blended Hamilton’s 

preference for big government with Jefferson’s desire for individual freedoms.  As president of 

the United States, Washington also tried to blend the ideas of his two brilliant secretaries.  In 

fact, it was Washington’s ability to see the validity in both sides of an argument that gave him 

his moderate viewpoint.  And this moderate viewpoint is what gave him the ability to unite the 

nation. 

Another feature of Progressivism was scientific management.  Progressives sought to 

incorporate system and order, economy and efficiency, and unity of command into government. 

Also, in an attempt to become more scientific, progressives tried to remove the task of 

administration from the emotions and uncertainty of politics. This dissertation provided many 

examples where Washington promoted these same values during his public service career.   
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Perhaps the most recognized link between Washington and the Progressive Era was the 

merit system.  Two of Washington’s criteria for selecting public servants, fitness of character and 

equal distribution, were captured by the progressives in the Pendleton Act.  His other criterion, 

merit of claim, was reflected in the Veterans Preference Act.   

 

9.2.4 Financial Management 

Washington understood financial administration better than most Americans.  As a child, 

he studied the basics of calculating interest and converting currency.  As an adult, he read 

economic theorists such as Adam Smith.  As a businessman, he put his knowledge of 

accountability, budgeting, and fiscal policy into practice.  And, as a government leader, he 

applied his knowledge of finance to the administration of public funds. 

His detailed expense accounts serve as a role model for government accountability.  

Washington believed that the role of government was to promote the general welfare.  As a 

steward of government money, his expense accounts and receipts provided transparency into his 

spending.  He extended his expectation of accountability to his subordinates by demanding 

reports on operations and profitability.  Accountability of government spending is demanded by 

citizens today.  Public servants can look to Washington for an example to emulate. 

He also helped to originate the federal budgeting process.  As the first president of the 

United States, he and the secretary of the treasury submitted the first budget estimate to 

Congress.  After Congress authorized appropriations for the budget, Washington then 

empowered his executive agencies to execute their spending plans. 

Washington saw debt as playing a large role in the growth of the new nation.  He knew 

the nation possessed vast resources but lacked cash.  He believed that it was necessary to borrow 

money using the resources as collateral, but he insisted that the debts be paid as quickly as 

possible.  He recognized that debt was a burden on future generations.  One aspect of modern 

debt theory that Washington did not recognize was the use of long-term debt to pay for capital 

expenditures.  While future generations would be responsible for some of the debt, they would 

also receive most of the benefits of these expenditures. 
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Finally, regarding financial management, Washington was familiar with the elements of 

fiscal policy.  He understood the competing forces involved with raising revenues through taxes 

and the expenses associated with government spending.  Fundamentally, these competing forces 

represented the differing views between big and small government.  Rather than siding with one 

side or the other, Washington sought balance.  He wanted to raise enough revenues to provide 

energy to the federal government, but he did not want to increase taxes to the point of creating a 

burden on the public.  This balance had to be achieved through control of government agencies 

and control of government spending.  He also sought to raise revenues by increasing the tax base.  

Washington encouraged government support of industry and manufacturing.  Overall, 

Washington knew enough about financial administration to make informed decisions when 

evaluating the competing philosophies of his advisors. 

 

9.2.5 Relationship between Public and Private Sectors 

Public-private partnerships played a large role in Washington’s public service career.  As 

both a private citizen and as an elected official, he tried to use both public and private funds to 

support the Potomac Canal Project.  He relied heavily upon contracting during the Revolutionary 

War, and he used public-private partnerships in the building of the Federal City.   

While Washington was aware of contracting theory, practical considerations sometimes 

interfered with his use of theory.  During the Revolutionary War, the need for expediency and 

the severe lack of food, supplies, and ammunition caused Washington to occasionally ignore 

principles such as competitive bidding and inspections before accepting delivery.  Yet, in spite of 

these diversions from theory, Washington indicated a direction for the use of contractors in the 

federal government.  The methods he used in the contracting of lighthouse maintenance are still 

used today.  For example, healthcare contracts involve teams of federal, state, and civilian 

workers and the military uses contract workers to perform the same duties as uniformed 

personnel.  The military also still follows his tradition of having a ship’s first captain oversee the 

final construction of his or her new ship, and the federal government still divides large military 

contracts (such as the building of ships and aircraft) among several states in order to gain broader 

support for the policy and to spread the economic benefits. 



142 

 

Finally, regarding public and private relationships, Washington’s farewell address was a 

precursor to President Eisenhower’s farewell address.    By his own admission, Eisenhower 

idolized the counsel Washington provided in his farewell speech to his countrymen.  

Eisenhower’s speech reflected some of the same themes as Washington’s, including the military-

industrial complex and government support of agriculture.  

Overall, Washington sought a balance between an energetic federal government and the 

free market.  He advocated for regulations that would protect the public from rascally fellows but 

he also sought policies that were advantageous to commerce.  He saw a difference in the roles of 

the private and public sectors.  The private sector could bring about individual happiness, but the 

public sector was needed to ensure the common good.   

 

9.3 Limitations and Future Research 

 Since the purpose of my dissertation was to discover Washington’s theory of American 

public administration, I had to explore a wide variety of topics.  Therefore, this dissertation 

presents a broad view of his contributions to theory and practice.  Future research should 

examine each of these contributions in greater detail to gain a greater understanding of 

Washington’s role in public administration.  The evidence presented in this paper could be 

further supplemented with information from other archives (such as the Hamilton and Jefferson 

collections) and with more accounts from newspapers and journals from the time.  This 

additional information would provide greater context to Washington’s contributions. 

 Another way to add context would be to trace the origins of Washington’s ideas.  In this 

dissertation, I traced ideas found in public administration’s institutions from the Modern and 

Progressive Eras back to Washington; however, in most cases, Washington did not originate 

these ideas.  A look at the people, philosophies, and events that influenced Washington’s 

thoughts would provide even more insight into our present-day institutions.  Like many thinkers 

during the Revolutionary Era, Washington was influenced by the enlightenment.  Specifically, 

many of Washington’s theories and practices appear to reflect the philosophies of the Scottish 

philosopher Francis Hutcheson. 
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9.4 Conclusion 

In chapter two of this dissertation, I described public administration’s identity crisis.  

Gaining a better understanding of its past will help public administration resolve its crisis.  

Washington taught public servants to not focus on our differences but on the common good.  

Rather than trying to find the dividing line between politics and administration, Washington used 

merit principles to instill an attitude of disinterestness, moderation, and ethics into all of 

government.  Rather than trying to prove the superiority of either the public or private sector, 

Washington recognized that both sectors contributed to the general welfare.  And, rather than 

trying to select a single approach to public administration, Washington used the best features 

from all approaches. 

Public administration’s institutions have a history.  Knowing this history gives 

administrators a strategic perspective on problems and solutions.  For example, the military 

views its professional reading program as a recent development, and therefore, does not value it 

as much as it does an institution with a recognized history such as civilian control.   Knowing 

this history also gives administrators role models and examples to follow.  Public servants today 

are faced with many issues similar to the ones that Washington and his peers faced:  the role of 

the federal government in public education; the balance between taxes, spending, and debt; and a 

proactive versus a limited government. 

In the beginning of this dissertation, I asked the question, what was George Washington’s 

theory of American public administration?  The best answer is that he believed public 

administrators should promote the common good.  Promoting the common good requires 

balance.  He did not become blindly devoted to any specific line of thought, and therefore, was 

always able to keep his ultimate goal (the common good) in sight.  Washington’s balanced 

approach involved incorporating managerial, legal, and political aspects into his theory.  His 

combination of virtue ethics and utilitarianism demonstrates that he believed ethical people were 

necessary for successful public administration.  His adherence to the Constitution of the United 

States demonstrates that rule of law was necessary for successful public administration.  His 

values of representativeness and accountability, his acceptance of pluralism and compromise, 

and his desire for an energetic government demonstrate that he believed administration needed a 

strong political system to be successful.  
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As the first administrator of the federal government, Washington left his mark on public 

administration’s institutions.  It is important to recognize his mark.  Our institutions are not the 

product of one person or one philosophy, but rather reflect a balance of multiple lines of thought.  

To completely understand our institutions we need to examine them from diverse perspectives.  

Additionally, recognizing the historical development of an institution provides a greater sense of 

identity with that institution.  This is a technique employed most often by the military.  When the 

military links an institution such as civilian control to the great deeds of a predecessor such as 

Washington, current military members are more likely to understand, identify with, and support 

that institution.  If civilian organizations embraced the importance of historical precedent, public 

administration could begin to solve its identity crisis. 

By presenting this information on the theories and practices of George Washington, I 

have tried to fill a gap in the existing public administration literature.  Washington helped 

originate institutions such as the federal budgeting process and the military’s professional 

reading program, he serves as a role model for such institutions as civilian control of the military 

and government accountability, and he indicated the direction of such institutions as merit 

selection and public education.  George Washington was clearly a progenitor of public 

administration theory and practice. 
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APPENDIX A 

CODES, CATEGORIES, CONCEPTS, CHAPTERS 

 

 

Table A.1 Codes, Categories, and Concepts from Chapter Four: Military Administration 

Codes/Categories Public 

Administration 

Concepts Washington’s Words 
Public Administration 

Theory 

Consistent with orders of Congress 
Authority of Congress 
Moderation 
Forbearance 

Ethics 
Law 

Civilian Control 

Counsel of Advisors 
Mature deliberation 
Go and come when they please 
Difficulty collecting them 
Want of order, regulation, and obedience 
Every petty person must assume command 
Unwilling to continue 
Under one direction 
UNITED PROVINCES 
Lay aside distinctions of colonies 
Not a separate point of view 
Whole army 
Control over departments 
Principle of delay 

Selfless Service 
Efficiency 

Unity of Command 

Knowledge of books 
Military knowledge 
Study of military authors 
Rights of citizens 
Preserve knowledge and experience 
Theory and art of war 
Military institution 

Military knowledge 
Discipline 

Honorable Conduct 
Critical Thinking 

Lessons from the Past 

Professional Education 

Good deal of notice 
Made note of 
Nothing more necessary 
Collect all useful information 
Should use a cipher 
Use of invisible ink 
Story of John Honeyman 

Protection 
Gathering 
Influence 

Information Operations 
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Table A.2 Codes, Categories, and Concepts from Chapter Five: Importance of Education 

Codes 

Categories Concepts 
Washington’s Words 

Public Administration 

Theory 

Discipline 
Pride 
Knowledge and theory 
Practice of Artillery 
Liberal knowledge 
Liberal education 
Different departments 
Belle Letters 
Principles of politics and good government 

Theory/Practice 
Communicating 
Motivating 
Delegating 
Negotiating 
Understanding 
Reading behavior cues 
Self-control 
Self-direction 
Self-confidence 
Self-esteem 
Problem solving 

Knowledge / 
Skills 

Educating Public 
Administrators 

Unattained in morals 
Innocent in manners 
Idleness 
Theory and practice united 
Art magick 
Wisdom 
Foresight 
Many blunders 

Maturation 
Moral context 
Political context 
Cognitive development 
Interpersonal skills 
Training 
Psychological development 
Confused goals 
Conflicting goals 
Reflection 

Phases 

Paid for education of others 
Usefully employed 
National university 
Funds too narrow 
Legislature establish endowments 
Education for orphan children 
Education for indigent children 
Education for military families 
Scarcity of cash 

Better support 
Job advancement 
Experience 

Federal Support 

Boarding school 
Tutoring 
Seminary 
College 
At home 
Public 
Books 
National university 
Apprenticeship 

Books 
Lectures 
Research projects 
Case studies 
Group exercises 
Work situations 

Delivery 
Method 

(continued) 
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Table A.2 - continued 

Codes 

Categories Concepts 
Washington’s Words 

Public Administration 

Theory 

Welfare of Country 
Learn political tactics 
Placed among the nations of the Earth 
Plan of government 
Perfection in this art 

Teachers instill knowledge 
Valued member of community 
Legitimacy 
Validates membership 
Guard against corruption 
Duties of government 
Duties of citizens 

Transformation 
of Social Roles 

Educating 
Citizens 

Command ablest professors 
Public education 
Useful education 
Essential education 
Accelerate the progress of arts 
Accelerate the progress of sciences 
Patronize works of genius 

Curriculum 
Knowledge 
Skills 
Mass education 
Continual process 

Advance 
Knowledge 

Knowledge of men 
Establish character 
Freed from mist of prejudice 
Improve education and manners 
Cherish institutions favorable to humanity 
Equal liberty 
Common purpose of education 
Know and value own rights 
Harmony 
Local prejudice 
Habitual jealousy 

Common culture 
Common values 
Attitudes 
Virtues 
Citizenship 
Personhood 
Individuality 
Eradicate prejudice 
Patriotism 
Common good 

Create Shared 
Values 
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Table A.3 Codes, Categories, and Concepts from Chapter Six: Progressivism 

Codes/Categories Public 

Administration 

Concepts Washington’s Words and Actions Progressive Era Theory 

More energy to government 
Sufficient powers 
Power to check: 
   self-interest 
   narrow mindedness 
   designing and disaffected characters 
strong government 
pulling union apart 
justice and public good 
Aggregate happiness of society 
Virtuous/enlightened policy 
Legislative Regulation 
Bind us together 
Cemented 
Equity 
Public good 
Universal/public/national  prosperity 
Sense of Community 

Positive government 
Progress 
Collective good 
Reject reliance on: 
   natural force 
   abstract principles 
   invisible hand 
Conscious shared effort 
Community 
Welfare of the people 
Expert public administrators 
Will of the state 

Positive Statism / 
Proactive 

Government 

Prosperous citizens/nation 
Difference of opinion is laudable 
Sought opinions from Hamilton and Jefferson 
Politics enfeeble public administration 

Hamilton/Jefferson 
Proactive vs. limited government 
Politics-administration dichotomy 

Dichotomous 
Views 

System and order 
Sovereign power 
Waste and loss 
oeconomy 
efficient 
one command 

System 
Economy 
Efficiency 
Hierarchy 
Unity of command 

Scientific 
Management 

Taken from line 
Fitness of character 
Equal distribution 
Merit of Claim 
Worthy character 
Fairness 
Extra exertion for employing war veterans 
Esteem 

Merit 
Ability 
Patronage 
Competitive examination 
Fitness of applicant 
Apportioned among states 
Veterans Preference Act 
Depoliticization 
Corruption 
Coercion 

Merit System 
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Table A.4 Codes, Categories, and Concepts from Chapter Seven: Financial Management 

Codes/Categories Public 

Administration 

Concepts Washington’s Words 
Public Administration 

Theory 

Posting my books 

Putting books in good order 

Specific information 

Receipts 

Record keeping 

Accurate and current records 

Use to maintain control 

Examine records 

Use of outside firms 

Accountability 

Annual expenses 

Annual income 

Deficiencies 

Profits 

Principles of Taxation 

Commerce Between Nations 

Wealth of Nations 

Borrow money upon interest 

Bonds 

Landed Property 

Revenues 

Loans and taxes 

Foreign loans 

Promote industry and manufacturing 

Posterity may have cause to regret 

Revenues 

Tax rates 

Balance competing forces 

Tax base 

Expanding economy 

Debt 

Intergenerational transfer 

Humanitarian programs 

Fiscal Policy 

Negotiations with Southern Indians 

Past errors with financial administration 

Power to repay 

Enlightened policy 

Faithful representation of public proceedings 

Public treasury 

Production capability and operating expences 

Procedures for executing budget 

Control 

Coordination 

Transparency 

Estimate 

Authorize 

Execute 

Public record 

Budgeting 
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Table A.5 Codes, Categories, and Concepts from Chapter Eight: Relationship between Public 

and Private Sectors 

 

Codes/Categories Public 

Administration 

Concepts Washington’s Words Institutional Theory 

Most convenient channels 

Advantageous commerce 

Private subscription 

Object of public expence 

Tax upon the whole benefits a few 

Lowest price contract 

Growing and sustaining economy 

Deregulation 

Contracting 

Market Efficiency 

Privatization 

Under the patronage of government 

Be reimbursed with interest 

Under proper regulation 

Regulate mode of trade 

Trade enacted by men of few principles 

Rascally fellows 

Selfish men 

Publick spirit 

Certain restrictions and limitations 

Public goods 

Regulations 

Infusion of public capital 

Pollution 

Income inequality 

Market Failure 

Encourage manufactures 

I do not pretend to determine 

Reciprocal advantage 

Interests divided 

A competitive market is a public 
good 

Blurring lines 

Filling a void 

Balanced Approach 

Save a few thousand in expenses 

Promote wider economic growth 

Whether to: 
   contract for building 
   furnish the materials 
   pay for the building 

Partner with 

Transaction cost analysis 

Distrust 

Risk 

Amount of control 

Good will 

Make or Buy 
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APPENDIX B 

LESSON OF THE NEWBURGH CONSPIRACY 

 

 

 

Washington at Newburgh 
Establishing the Role of the Military in a Democracy 

Following victory at Yorktown in 1781, the Continental Army moved into quarters near Newburgh, 
New York, to await peace. The national situation was grim. The Continental Congress could not raise 
the funds to provide pay or pensions to the Soldiers, some of whom had not been paid for several 
years. Many officers feared that Congress would disband the Army and renege on its promises. By the 
winter of 1782–83, tension had reached a dangerous level. The future of the Republic was in doubt. 

A group of officers determined to use the threat of military action to compel Congress to settle its 
debts. They attempted to enlist their commander, General George Washington, to lead the plot. He 
refused every appeal, and the rebellious officers prepared to act without him. On 15 March 1783, 
Washington entered an officer’s assembly and warned them of the grave danger inherent in their 
scheme. He was having little effect until he took a pair of spectacles from his pocket to read. 

The officers were astonished. None of them had seen their hero in his eyeglasses. Washington seemed 
to age before them. But an offhand comment demonstrated the depth of character that had sustained a 
revolution: “Gentlemen, you will permit me to put on my spectacles, for I have not only grown gray, 
but almost blind, in the service of my country.” The act, the statement, and the power of a leader’s 
example quelled an incipient rebellion. 

Washington’s selfless leadership and willing subordination instituted the tradition of civilian control of 
the military—a fundamental tenet of the American military profession.

Figure B.1 Paragraph 1-14 of Army FM-1 (June 2005) 
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APPENDIX C 

CIPHER 

Figure C.1 Cipher Used to Encode Messages (Page 1) 
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Figure C.2 Cipher Used to Encode Messages (Page 2) 
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Figure C.3 Cipher Used to Encode Messages (Page 3) 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw4/086/0000/0041.jpg
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Figure C.4 Cipher Used to Decode Messages 
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APPENDIX D 

VARICK’S TRANSCRIPTION OF LETTER FROM GEORGE 

WASHINGTON TO TIMOTHY PICKERING279 

 

Head Quarters, New Windsor, January 1, 1781 

Sir: 

 The tranquility of winter quarters and the important change about to take place in our 

Military establishment offer a favourable opportunity to introduce system and order into 

the Army; and to effect a reformation of the abuses, which may have imperceptibly 

crept into the several departments.  That our circumstances require parsimony in the 

distribution of public stores, and the strictest attention to their preservation when 

delivered is too obvious to need proof; I shall only observe that all the support I can 

give to the accomplishment of these purposes shall be afforded, from duty and 

inclination, to the utmost of my power. 

 With a view to these objects I am to desire you will without loss of time closely 

inspect the administration of the different branches of your departments, to discover 

where they are susceptible of alterations for the better, to detect and rectify any 

mismanagement or disorder which may exist, and to establish more method than has 

been hitherto practicable in any army always fluctuating and too constantly in motion.  

By consulting with some of the most judicious officers, who are properly impressed 

with the necessity of oeconomy, you may derive lights, which will enable you to 

regulate the issues of camp Equipage and other Articles, so as to prevent a great part of 

the waste and loss, sustained by the public, from carelessness in the Soldiery, 

sometimes knavery under specious colourings, and from inattention in Officers. 

  Figure D.1 Letter Reflecting Similarities in the Philosophies of  

George Washington and Frederick Taylor 

(continued) 
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 In the British service the different species of camp-necessaries as well as Clothing, 

are issued to last for determinate periods, and only the clearest evidence of their being 

lost in action, or by unavoidable accident can exempt the Corps or the Individual to 

whom they have been delivered, from paying for them by stoppages.  Regulations of the 

same kind obtain in other services. 

 Regimental tools, and all sorts of public property are distributed and accounted for in 

like manner.  The sooner therefore you can digest a plan for placing this matter in our 

army upon a similar footing, the better.  The public has a right to expect it, and it is my 

wish justice may be done to the public. 

 It is unnecessary, I am persuaded for me to add, that this is the season for making the 

requisite provisions of tents, camp kettles and other articles for the next campaign; 

preparing boats, waggons & c.  Congress by their resolution of the 3d and 21st of last 

October have fixed the number of Continental troops; but allowance should be made in 

your arrangements, for the occasional aid of militia and other casualties. 

 Among the many things that demand your particular attention and regulation, I know 

of none, that on a superficial view seems to do it more than the corps of artificers.  In 

general, though they receive high wages, as far as they have come under my observation 

they appear to work little, and the officers to have forgotten the end of their 

appointment and to have assumed the appearances and pretentions of officers of the line 

instead of accommodating themselves to the spirit of their stations.  This disposition 

ought to be discouraged.  Every proper check should also be given to their manner of 

drawing provisions, by confining as far as can be done, the right of giving orders for the 

several detachments to a common Head.  

Given at Head Quarters, New Windsor 

January 1st 1781 

G Washington 
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APPENDIX E 

SELECTIONS FROM WASHINGTON’S SCHOOL BOOK280 

 

Figure E.1 Page from Washington’s Copy Book Explaining Simple Interest 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/087.jpg
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Figure E.2 Exercises for Calculating Simple Interest 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/088.jpg
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Figure E.3 More Information on Calculating Simple Interest 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/092.jpg
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Figure E.4 Information on Calculating Compound Interest 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/095.jpg
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Figure E.5 More Information on Calculating Compound Interest 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/096.jpg
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 Figure E.6 Table for Calculating Compound Interest 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/097.jpg
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Figure E.7 Page Explaining How to Use the Interest Table 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/099.jpg
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Figure E.8 Example Explaining How to Calculate Compound Interest 
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Figure E.9 Compound Interest Exercises 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/103.jpg
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Figure E.10 Example Showing How to Convert Currency 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/107.jpg
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Figure E.11 Example Showing How to Calculate Profit 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw1a/002/110.jpg
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APPENDIX F 

EXAMPLES FROM WASHINGTON’S LEDGER BOOK281 

  

2500 
2500 

Reads:  To 

balance due 

from Geo. 

Washington 

Reads:  By 

balance due 

from Geo. 

Washington 

Figure F.1 Ledger Pages Showing How Washington Separated His Financial Accounts 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw5/115/0800/0851.jpg
http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw5/115/0800/0852.jpg
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Balanced 

Figure F.2 Ledger Pages Showing Washington’s Attention to Detail 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw5/115/0800/0899.jpg
http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw5/115/0900/0900.jpg
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Figure F.3 Ledger Pages for Tobacco and the State of Virginia 
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APPENDIX G 

EXAMPLES FROM WASHINGTON’S EXPENSE ACCOUNT282 

 

To Barber at 

sundry times 

Figure G.1 Expense Account Showing Entry for Barber 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw5/116/1800/1811.jpg
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To the 

purchase of 

five Horses 

To a light Phaeton 
(note:  a light Phaeton 
is a chariot) 

Figure G.2 Expense Account Showing Entries for Horse and Carriage 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw5/116/1800/1803.jpg
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To 333 1/3 

Dollars given to 

________* to 

induce him to go 

into the Town of 

Boston; to 

establish a secret 

correspondence 

for the purpose of 

conveying 

intelligence of the 

Enemy’s 
movements & 

designs  

* The names of 

Persons who are 

employed within 

the Enemy’s 
lines, or who may 

fall within their 

power cannot be 

inserted. - 

Figure G.3 Expense Account Showing Entries for Secret Intelligence 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw5/116/1800/1805.jpg
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APPENDIX H 

LETTER FROM HENRY KNOX TO GEORGE WASHINGTON 

 
Figure H.1 Estimate of Expenses for Negotiating with Southern Indians (Page 1) 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw4/098/0700/0781.jpg
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Figure H.2 Estimate of Expenses for Negotiating with Southern Indians (Page 2) 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw4/098/0700/0782.jpg
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APPENDIX I 

TRANSCRIPTION OF LETTER FROM GEORGE 

WASHINGTON TO RICHARD CONWAY283 

 

Captn. Richard Conway 

Dear Sir, 

 Never ‘till within these two years have I ever experienced the want of money.  Short 
crops, and other causes not entirely within my controul, make me feel it now very sensibly.  To 

collect money without the intervention of Suits (and these are tedious) seems impracticable.  And 

Land, which I have offered for Sale will not command Cash at an under value, it at all.  Under 

this statement I am inclined to do what I never expected to be reduced to the necessity of doing, 

that is, to borrow Money upon Interest.  Five hundred pounds would enable me to discharge what 

I owe in Alexandria & ca and to leave the State (if it shall not be in my power to remain at home 

in retirement) without doing this, would be exceedingly disagreeable to me.  Having thus fully 

and candidly explained myself – permit me to ask if it is in your power to supply me with the 

above or smaller sum?  Any security you may best like, I can give; and you may be assured that 

it is no more my inclination than it can be yours to let it remain long unpaid.  Could I get in one 

fourth part of the money which is due to me by bonds – or sell any of the landed property which 

I am inclined to dispose of, I could do it with ease; but independently of these, my crops and 

rents if I am tolerably successful in the first or have common justice done me in the latter would 

enable me to do it.  Your answer will much oblige. 

      Your most Obedt. Servt. 

Mount Vernon      G Washington 

March 4th, 1789 

 

                           Figure I.1.  Letter Showing Washington’s Anguish Over Debt 
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APPENDIX J 

WASHINGTON’S ESTIMATE OF ARMY OVERHEAD COSTS 

 

Figure J.1 Washington’s Estimate to Congress, December 1775 

http://memory.loc.gov/mss/mgw/mgw4/035/0000/0080.jpg
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APPENDIX K 

FITZPATRICK’S TRANSCRIPTION OF LETTER FROM 

GEORGE WASHINGTON TO THOMAS JOHNSON 

 

To THOMAS JOHNSON 

Virginia, July 20, 1770. 

   Sir:  I was honoured with your favour of the 18th. Of June about the last of that Month 

and read it with all the attention I was capable of but having been closely engaged with 

my Hay and Wheat Harvests from that time till now I have not been able to enquire into 

the Sentiments of any of the Gentlemen of this side in respect to the Scheme of opening 

the Inland Navigation of Potomack by private Subscription; in the manner you have 

proposed, and therefore, any opinion which I may now offer on this head will be 

considered I hope as the result of my own private thinking, not of the Publick. 

   That no person more intimately concernd in this Event wishes to see an undertaking 

of the sort go forward with more facility and ardour than I do, I can assure you; and will 

at all times, give any assistance in power to promote the design; but I leave you to judge 

for the Tryal [trial], which before this you undoubtedly have made; how few there are 

(not immediately benefited by it) that will contribute any thing worth while to the 

Work; and how many small sums are requisite to raise a large one. 

   Upon your Plan of raising money, it appears to me that there will be found but two 

kinds of People who will subscribe much towards it.  Those who are actuated by 

motives of Publick spirit; and those again, who from their proximity to the Navigation 

will reap the salutary effects of it clearing the River.  The number of the latter, you must 

be a competent judge of; those of the former, is more difficult to ascertain; for w’ch 
reason I own to you, that I am not without my doubts of your Schemes falling through, 

however sanguine your first hopes may be from the rapidity of Subscribers; for it is to 

be supposed, that your Subscription Papers (will probably) be opend among those 

whose Interests must naturally Incline them to wish well to the undertaking and 

consequently will aid it; but when you come to shift the Scene a little and apply to those 

who are unconnected with the River and the advantages of Navigation how slowly will 

you advance? 

  
Figure K.1 Letter Showing Washington’s Initial Opinion of Potomac Canal Project (Fitzpatrick 1931, 17-21) 

(continued) 
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   This Sir, is my Sentiment, generally, upon your Plan of obtaining Subscriptions for 

extending the Navigation of Potomack; whereas I conceive, that if the Subscribers were 

vested by the two Legislatures with a kind of property in the Navigation, under certain 

restrictions and limitations, and to be reimbursed their first advances with a high 

Interest thereon by a certain easy Tolls on all Craft proportionate to their respective 

Burthen’s, in the manner that I am told works of this sort are effected in the Inland parts 
of England or, upon the Plan of Turnpike Roads; you woud [sic] add thereby a third set 

of Men to the two I have mentioned and gain considerable strength by it:  I mean the 

monied Gentry; who tempted by lucreative [sic] views woud advance largely on Acct of 

the high Interests.  This I am Inclind to think is the only method by which this desirable 

work will ever be accomplished in the manner it ought to be; for as to its becoming an 

object of Publick Expence I never expect to see it.  Our Interest (in Virginia at least) are 

too much divided.  Our Views too confind, if our Finances were better, to suffer that, 

which appears to rebound to the advantage of a part of the Community only, to become 

a Tax upon the whole, tho’ in the Instance before Us there is the strongest speculative 
Proof in the World of the immense advantages which Virginia and Maryland might 

derive (and at a very small comparative Expence) by making Potomack the Channel of 

Commerce between Great Britain and that immense Territory Tract of Country which is 

unfolding to our view the advantages of which are too great, and too obvious I shoud 

[sic] think to become the Subject of serious debate but which thro [through] ill tim’d 
Parsimony and supiness [supineness] may be wrested from us and conducted thro other 

Channels such as the Susquehanna (which I have seen recommended by some writers) 

the Lakes & ca.; how difficult it will be to divert it afterwards, time only can show.  

Thus far Sir I have taken liberty of communicating my Sentiments on different modes 

of establishing a fund but if from the efforts you have already made on the North side of 

Potomack it shoud be found that my fears are rather imaginary than real (as I heartily 

wish they may prove).  I have no doubts but the same spirit may be stird up on the 

South side if Gentlemen of Influence in the Counties of Hampshire, Frederick, Loudoun 

and Fairfax will heartily engage in it and receive occasional Sums receivd from those 

who may wish to see a work of this sort undertaken, altho they expect no benefit to 

themselves from it. 

   As to the manner in which you propose to execute the Work, in order to avoid the 

Inconvenience which you seem to apprehend from Locks I prefess [profess] myself to 

be a very incompetent judge of it.  It is a general receivd opinion I know, that by 

reducing one Fall you too frequently create many; but how far this Inconvenience is to 

be avoided by the method you speak of, those who have examind the Rifts, the depth of 

Water above, & ca. must be infinitely the best qualified to determine.  But I am inclind 

  Figure K.1 Letter Showing Washington’s Initial Opinion of Potomac Canal Project (Fitzpatrick 1931, 17-21) 

(continued) 
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 to think that, if you were to exhibit your Scheme to the Publick upon a more extensive 

Plan than the one now Printed, it woud meet with a more general approbation; for so 

long as it is considered as a partial Scheme so long it will be partially attended to, 

whereas, if it was recommended to Publick Notice upon a more enlargd Plan, and as a 

means of becoming the Channel of conveyance of the extensive and valuable Trade of a 

rising Empire, an the operations to begin at the lower landings (above the Great Falls) 

and to extend upwards as high as Fort Cumberland; or as far as the expenditure of the 

money woud carry them; from whence the Portage to the Waters of Ohio must 

commence; I think many woud be invited to contribute their mite, that otherwise will 

not.  It may be said the expence of doing this will be considerably augmented; I readily 

grant it, but believe that the Subscribers will increase in proportion; at any rate I think 

that there will be at least an equal Sum raised by this means that the end of your plan 

will be as effectually answered by it. 

   Your obliging offer in respect to Miss Custis we chearfully [sic] embrace, and Mrs. 

Washington woud think herself much favourd in receiving those Semples [sic] and 

direction’s [sic] for the use of them, which your Brother Adminsters [sic] for Fitts. Miss 

Custis’s Complaint has been of two years standing, and rather Increases than abates.  

Mr. Boucher will do us the favour of forwarding the Medicine so soon as you can 

procure and commit them to his charge which it is hopd will be as soon as possible. 
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APPENDIX L 

EVALUATION OF WASHINGTON’S CONTRIBUTIONS 

 

Table L.1 Evaluation of Washington’s Contributions to the Concepts Discussed in Chapters 

Four through Eight 

 Importance Contribution Institutional 

Memory 

Unrecognized 

Contributions 

Military 

Administration H H H M 

Education Policy 

H H- L M 

Progressivism 

H H M M 

Financial 

Management H H- L M+ 

Public/Private 

Partnerships H M? M? M? 

 

  

Ratings:  L=Low, M=Medium, H=High 
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