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Abstract: Many different aspects, subjects and levels of standardization, as well as dynamics of standardization, cause that many of actors in standardization perceive standards and standardization in specific way. Aim of this paper is to provide basic insight in public administration scholars’ perception of standards and standardization. We analyzed the presence and basic context of usage of the term “standard” and “standardization” in published papers in four leading journals of public administration. Results showed that researchers generally put little effort into studying standards and standardization in the journals of public administration. Only 91 of 2251 analyzed papers have content related to standard and standardization. Our results show that majority (50 or 55%) of public administration researches, dealing with standards and standardization, are related to standards and standardization in general. Our results suggest that public administration researchers comprise standardization as predominately technical discipline, standards were obviously understood as set of norms, guidelines, and rules and often focus was on standardization in the context of self-regulation and regulation as well as on legal framework of standardization.
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1. Standardization In PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION RESEARCHES
Standards can comprise a broad variety of aspects (Fomin and de Vries, 2008) - it can state a reference (e.g. maximal acceptable values of heavy metals in soil), define requirements, provide guidance, set definitions etc. Many different aspects, subjects and levels of standardization, as well as dynamics of standardization, cause that many of actors in standardization provide their own definitions and interpretation of terms of standards and standardization. Word standard has become so called “suitcase word” - word that contains a variety of meanings which depends on context of the usage. Standardization might be described as a multipoint discipline in which applied science, technology, industry and economic play extremely important parts and human psychology, public relations, management and other social sciences are also involved (Verman, 1973). However, standardization, in general, is quite poorly understood (Cargill, 2011). If we want to better understand the various usages of terms standards and standardization we need to analyze it in different areas.  The aim of this paper is to present perception of standardization and standards in researches related to public administration.
Public administration is defined as a broad spectrum of combinations of practice and theory which aims to promote public policy making which is sensitive to the needs and aspiration of society, which cultivates a greater understanding of the relationship between government and governed society, and establishes managerial practices directed at effectiveness, efficiency and sensitivity to people’s innermost needs (Du Toit et al, 1997). Holcer (2011) defined public administration as information and implementation of public policy. According to Murray (2006), four values are fundamental for understanding of the administrative systems: political responsiveness, organizational efficiency and effectiveness, individual rights, and social equity. Public administration is the management of affairs of the government at all levels - national, state and local (Basu, 2004) – we can say that public administration is fundamentally an umbrella discipline. Public administration comprises of governmental authorities and administrative bodies in many areas (education, health services, interior, municipal offices, ministries, administration of justice, etc.) and non-governmental entities on the other. In general, public administration has large number of actors, interested parties and stakeholders. Public administration’s object of study, government, is also of interest to scholars in other social sciences, to political officeholders, to career civil servants, to corporate executives, and to citizens“ (Raadschelders, 2011).

Koppell (2010) argue about need to conceive of the field of public administration in the broadest possible terms due three key developments:

· the rise of mixed and nongovernmental institutions in public policy. Organizations that mix characteristics of governmental and nongovernmental entities now play a central role in the delivery of public goods and services in almost every policy arena.
· the increasing importance of market mechanisms. Market mechanisms in the regulation and allocation of scarce resources seem to be favored in numerous policy areas.
· the assertion of meaningful global regulation. Cross-border cooperation and, in some cases, reliance on institutions that span nation states is an increasingly common response to transnational public policy challenges.
Koppell (2010) argue that nongovernmental bodies, quasigovernmental and international bodies play an increasingly prominent role in global governance. The author pointed the role and spreading influence of international standards development organizations. “Standard-setting bodies such as the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) or the International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) originated as obscure industrial coordination bodies, intended to ensure the interoperability of devices and mechanical parts. But the substantive footprint of these entities has grown over the years to include management processes and even corporate social responsibility”. However, according to Koppel (2010) those “global rulemaking bodies” did not attract attention of public administration scholars.  
Aim of this paper is to provide basic insight in public administration scholars’ perception of standards and standardization. We analyzed the presence and basic context of usage of the term “standard” and “standardization” in published papers in four leading journals of public administration. In this research, the term “standard” primarily was associated with standard (in form of document) issued by formal or informal organizations for standardization. The paper is organized into four sections. The next section briefly introduces research methodology used in this research. The third section reports results and discussion based on the results. Finally, the fourth section derives conclusion remarks.

2. RESEARCH Methodology
2.1 Data Collection
The data were collected from the database KoBSON (Serbian Consortium for Coordinated Acquisition of Electronic Resources, see more http://kobson.nb.rs).  KoBSON allows access to over 35,000 scientific journals, which are most widely used, in scientific, research and educational institutions of Serbia. Key search words were: standard, standardization (standardisation) and ISO. Total number of articles, used in this analysis, was 2251. All analyzed papers are published, between 2000 and 2014 (January), in four leading journals of public administration (accessible via KoBSON):

1. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory (IF=1,951),

2. Regulation and Governance (IF=1,625),

3. Public administration” (IF=1,026) and

4. Public administration review” (IF= 0,9).
2.2 Data analysis 
An analysis was performed to classify the papers into three categories depending on usage term of standardization and standards. In category I, we grouped papers in which term of standards or standardization was mentioned in general (without reference to a specific standard) and with frequency of occurrence more than 3 which provide us chance to clearly understand basic context of usage of terms standards or standardization. In category II, we grouped papers in which certain standard was mentioned in any context (e.g. ISO standards). In category III, we grouped papers if the whole paper examines the standard in any form. 
3. RESULTS

3.1. Classification of the public administration research papers
Results showed that researchers generally put little effort into studying standards and standardization in the journals of public administration. Only 91 (or 4.04%) of 2251 analyzed papers have content related to standard and standardization. Our results show that majority (50 or 55%) of public administration researches, dealing with standards and standardization, are related to standards and standardization in general (figure 1). This finding suggests that the individual researchers show interest for general context of standardization more than for specific standards.  Only, in about 30 percent of analyzed papers were mentioned a certain standard such as standards from families ISO 9000 and ISO 14000 or ISO 26000 etc. The smallest number 14 (15%) of papers belongs in third category and is concerned with the specific standard.
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Figure 1: Term standard in Public administration journals

In the table 1, it is shown that the scholar’s perception of standard is highest in “Public administration” journal.

Table 1: Number of articles by Categories
	Category
	Journals
	Number of articles

	Category I
	Public administration 
	18

	
	Public administration review 
	15

	
	Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 
	10

	
	Regulation  and  Governance 
	7

	
	Total I
	50

	Category II
	Public administration 
	9

	
	Public administration review 
	4

	
	Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 
	7

	
	Regulation  and  Governance
	7

	
	Total II
	27

	Category III
	Public administration
	5

	
	Public administration review 
	5

	
	Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory
	1

	
	Regulation  and  Governance 
	3

	
	Total III
	14

	
	∑
	91


The term "standard" as a part of the title, obviously, was not considered as being interesting for researcher in public administration area. Only 20 (0.88% out of total 2251) of research papers contained word „standard“ as a part of title and majority of those articles were published in 2007, 2013 and in early 2014. The results are shown below, in Table 2.
Table 2: Term “Standard“ as a part of the title  
	Name of journals
	Number of journals where term “standard” is a part of the title

	“Public administration” 
	8

	 “Public administration review” 
	7

	“Regulation and Governance”
	5

	“Journal of public administration research and theory”
	0


3.2. Context of usage of terms standardization and standards in Category I
The survey showed that most of the articles (55%) belonged to Category I, where the "standard" and the standardization were mentioned in various aspects. In table 3, we systematize aspects of usage term of standardization and standards. 
Table 3: Key words for search
	Term “standard” in various aspects
	Number of papers

	National/International standards 
	10

	Service standard
	5

	Standards of operation
	2

	Quality standards/standards of quality
                                       
	4

	Set of standards 
	4

	Environmental standard
	6

	Quality management standard 
	3

	Standardization
	10

	Occupational standards
	1

	Organizational standards

	1

	Developing standard

	2

	Certification standards

                   
	3

	Public standards
	2

	Standard operating procedures
	4

	Risk management standards
	2

	ISO
	20

	Other standard
	8

	Other
	more than 4


Results show that most frequently used words in journals of public administration are in the aspects of national/international standards, standardization and ISO. Context of usage of terms standards and standardization in public administration research can be systemized as:
· Standards as organization self-regulation. Example can be found in Chey (2007): “…is the growing reliance upon so-called voluntary international standards or best practices in regulating…”, “Markets perceive firms that do not comply with international standards as poorly regulated…”, “…nation’s firms may be moved to adopt the international standards domestically Mergele and Bretschneider, (2013) pointed: “The difference is that the organization has a set of standards, rules, and processes for managing the process and some resources associated with the enforcement of these protocols.” Dahl and Hansen (2006) pointed “…one assumption often made in institutional analyses is that organizations manage their identity by picking up organizational standards …” and “At least in theory, organizational conformity to organizational standards can be explained as organizations being embedded in a homogenous institutional environment”.
· Legal framework of standards. Example can be found in Schiavo (2000) “…in Italy quality standards are associated with legal obligations. You can seldom find statements like ‘standards we aim to meet’ or ‘raising the standards’ in the official governmental literature”; “the Patient’s Charter, quality standards are clearly indicated as different from rights…”: “but it is clear that in the UK quality standards are not legal rights.” Also in Torres (2005)  “In Anglo American approach and in Spain, service charters have been presented from the beginning as nonlegal documents in which quality standards are not legal rights but targets to be achieved.” Also in Stern (2012) “The legal framework under which the French water sector operates has three main laws: firstly, on water quality standards”. Gulbrandsen (2014) “I examine the evolutionary effects of state responses to certification programs by investigating program uptake and the development of certification standards, rules, and procedures.”, “international legality requirements are influencing certification standards and creating opportunities for expansion into new areas of verification”.
· Standards and regulations. Example can be found in Ni Ho (2008) “…the federated approach requires state agencies to adhere to a national standard of security and data interoperability”, Potoski (2001) “…competition for industrial development creates a “race to the bottom” in which states relax their environmental standards to avoid losing businesses to states with more “business-friendly” regulations” 
· Standards as transparency drivers. Example can be found in Karsten et al. (2010) “The existence of a generally accepted set of standards could help to improve public accountability systems…”, “such a set of standards should take and that we may thereby positively influence the quality and effects of school performance publications.” Moynihan, (2003) pointed: “Because standardization should make information more understandable, transparent, and comparable to users dealing with large amounts of data…”, “Without a means of processing and standardizing information to make it more understandable, elected officials will not find it useful” Moynihan and Ingraham (2003) pointed: “It can be used profitably for scholarship on public management because they offer an understandable, transparent set of standards that can assess and compare a high number of governments.”
· Economic effects of standards. Example can be found in Fenn (2010) “Achieving higher level risk management standards can therefore produce significant financial savings, potentially creating incentives for trusts to invest in patient safety. “, “risk management standards for hospitals specify that organizations can demonstrate processes to ensure that staff are adequately trained to use diagnostic equipment safely”.
· Mutual influence of national and international standards. Example can be found in Knill et al. (2009) “…if the EU either applies minimum harmonization or total harmonization with a prescribed setting that is above the respective national standards.” and“…which might stand in the way of lowering national standards and tax rates”.

· Standards as a driver for change. Schrank (2013) pointed: “…and their very existence suggests that reforms that have been animated by international standards are neither as costly as their critics believe nor as cosmetic as their proponents fear.”

· Standards as a base for sustainable development. Example can be found in  Boyne (2003) “Some government departments have recently introduced ‘floor targets’ that are intended to raise service standards fastest in the poorest local communities.”, “…higher service standards may be attained more easily by organizations that face favourable socio-economic circumstances…”

· Standards as drivers for improvements. Example can be found in Lorres (2005) “…agencies developed customer service standards that would set the standards of service that customers could expect from government departments or agencies.”, “There is no central service standard initiative, many agencies and municipalities have established service standards on a voluntary basis.”
· Standards as “ticket” for world market.  Example can be found  in Durant  (2000) “Multinational corporations want the standardization of mass production lines that common standards permit” and “Most likely to continue is the consensus among government and business elites of the need to standardize technological and environmental regulations for global markets to function effectively”.

· Standard as a base for good practice. Example can be found  in  Noordegraaf (2008) “By organizing and structuring occupational domains and by establishing occupational standards – through educational programmes, journals…”, “All (new) professional associations invest in education and try to set occupational standards through managerial images…”
3.3. Research papers that mentioned specific standard in Category II
Only 27 papers (30% of total of 91 analyzed papers) mentioned a specific standard represent. The most common are ISO standards. (Table 4) 
Table 4: Number of articles connected to ISO and ISO standards
	ISO standard
	Number

	ISO
	8

	ISO 9000
	5

	ISO 14000
	9

	ISO 31000
	1

	ISO 26000
	2


Also, there were mentioned standards such as: „The Food standards“ (3 articles), „Common Language Standard - CLS“- compatibility standards, (de facto standard) (Dahl and Hansen, 2006), standards of the National Committee for Quality Assurance (PCMH standards) (Klein et al., 2013), „de jure“ standards such as „NFPA 1600 - the international standard for emergency management programs“ and EMPA standards (Waugh Jr. and Streib, 2006) and Canadian Standards Association (CSA) standard, FSC standard (Forest Stewardship Council) (Marx, 2010) and Standards for Educational Evaluation.
3.4.  Research papers concerned with the certain standard in Category III
Only 16 papers (15% of total of 91 papers) are concerned with the certain standard. Our results suggest that the public administration researchers are (were) not informed or familiar with published international standards in area of interests. For example, in articles which dealt with the quality management standards in public administration and local governance, was not mentioned existence either ISO 9001 standard or IWA 4 (Quality management systems – Guidelines for the application of ISO 9001 in local government). Schiavo, (2000) argued about „cultural differences in the usage of the concepts of service quality standards between the UK experience and the Italian” without taking into account ISO 9000 families of standards. The same situation was in the article by Torres, (2005). 
Another example is the article by Potoski, 2001, which studied how the competition for the industrial development creates a “race to the bottom” in which states relax their environmental standards to avoid losing businesses to states with more “business-friendly” regulations. The article presented the reasons why the states exceed the USEPA standard but it was interesting that ISO 14000 standards (Environmental management) were nowhere mentioned. Likewise, in only one part of the article (Waught and Streib, 2006) was mentioned NFPA 1600 standard (The international standard for emergency management programs). Autors said: „Standards have made it difficult for public officials to ignore the need to invest in programs to address hazards and these standards have also made it easier to hold public ofﬁcials accountable when they do not address known risks and prepare for disasters reasonably“. Standard ISO 31000 was exempted from this paper.
Only two papers, included in Category III, were mentioned a particular ISO standards. The first one shows how ISEAL (the global association for sustainability standards) puts specific strategies into place to both reinforce and expand the role and influence of sustainability standards. Authors have mentioned ISO 17011 and ISO 17021 standards (Loconto, 2013). The second one probes whether industries actually improve the environment as a consequence of EMS adoption or whether such systems are simply used to avoid greater governmental scrutiny without necessarily reducing overall environmental risks (Jr and Darnall, 2010). Authors have argued about ISO 14001. 
4. CONCLUSION

Aim of this paper is to provide basic insight in public administration scholars’ perception of standards and standardization. We analyzed the presence and basic context of usage of the term “standard” and “standardization” in published papers in four leading journals of public administration. Results of our study showed that public administration researchers rarely focus on standards and standardization in their research. Specific standards were mentioned in very few articles, generally without greater importance assigned to them. Possible reasons for this are that the public administration researchers have been less informed or less familiar with standards or they simply do not understand the importance and benefits of standards in public administration. However, our results suggest that public administration researchers comprise standardization as predominately technical discipline, standards were obviously understood as set of norms, guidelines, and rules (Noordegraaf et al. , 2014, Alvarez and Hall, 2008) and often focus was on standardization in the context of self-regulation and regulation as well as on legal framework of standardization. The ISO management system standards (ISO 9001, ISO 14001, ISO 27001 etc.) are widely implemented in public institutions in many countries but our results show that global phenomena of management system standards did not attract attention of public administration scholars - yet.  

Our results have certain limitation due small number of analyzed published research papers and not taking into account different areas of public administration. These limitations are suggested as an area for future research. More broadly, questions remain about the extent to which the conclusions presented here apply to other public areas such as: education, health care, police service and judiciary. The answers to such questions will help scholars and policy-makers to understand how the quality and standards are perceived and used in public administration. There is the possibility of conducting research among researchers on what they think about the standards and application of standards in their field and comparing those results with the present. 
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