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A Tentative Answer to Waldo’s Concern of Public
Administration’s Crisis of Identity: Future Prospects

and Remained Challenges of Public Crisis

Management Research

LU Xiaoli,

Zhu Xian

[ Abstract] Crisis of indentify has long been a major concern for public administration scholars.

Crisis management research under the umbrella of public administration field is not an exception,

which shares similar challenges.

This paper aims to analyze the prevalent challenges on theoretical

and practical legitimacy of crisis research, explore potential roadmap of addressing these challenges,

and finally propose future research themes, including value orientation of crisis research, knowl-

edge co-production between researchers and practitioners, and the pluralism of research methods.

Our analysis goes beyond pure crisis management research, which hopefully provides insights to the

general PA research as well.
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