The Politics of Bureaucracy
B. Guy Peters

Fifth edition

il

Also available as a printed book
see title verso for ISBN details



The Politics of Bureaucracy

On the fourth edition:

“This is a wonderful, encyclopaedic work of considerable merit and utility. ... As
the mostly widely used book in this area, it remains peerless.”
Nicholas Lovrich, Washington State University

“Professor Peters’ The Politics of Bureaucracy is one of the major contributions to
the study and understanding of public management.”
Professor Akira Nakamura, Meiji University

B. Guy Peters’ comprehensive exploration of the political and policy-making roles
of public bureaucracies is newly available in a fully revised and updated fifth
edition. Written by a leading authority in the field it offers an extensive, well-
documented, comparative analysis stressing the effects of politics and organized
interests on bureaucracy. It continues to provide students of public administration
with an excellent insight into bureaucracies of nations around the world.

New to the fifth edition:

. a chapter on administrative reform

o more material on administration in developing countries

o more coverage of the European Union countries and more discussion of
international bureaucracies

. extensive revision and updating to take into account the wealth of new liter-
ature that has emerged in recent years.

B. Guy Peters is Maurice Falk Professor of American Government and chair of
the Department of Political Science, University of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.






The Politics of

Bureaucracy

Fifth edition

B. Guy Peters

O

O @
X es!
QY
%y, &

o .
& Franc®®

London and New York




Fourth edition published 1995 by Longman

Fifth edition published 2001
by Routledge
11 New Fetter Lane, London EC4P 4EE

Simultaneously published in the USA and
Canada by Routledge
29 West 35th Street, New York, NY 10001

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis
Group

This edition published in the Taylor
& Francis e-Library, 2002.

© 1995, 2001 B. Guy Peters

The right of B. Guy Peters to be identified as
the Author of this Work has been asserted by
him in accordance with the Copyright,
Designs and Patents Act 1988

All rights reserved. No part of this book may
be reprinted or reproduced or utilized in any
form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other
means, now known or hereafter invented,
including photocopying and recording, or in
any information storage and retrieval system,
without permission in writing from the
publishers.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available
from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication
Data
Peters, B. Guy.
The politics of bureaucracy / B. Guy Peters.
—5thed.
p. cm.
Includes bibliographical references and
index.
1. Public administration. 2. Bureaucracy.
3. Comparative government. I. Title.

JF1501 .P43 2000

351-dc21 00055335

ISBN 0-415-19476-8 (hbk)
ISBN 0-415-19477-6 (pbk)
ISBN 0-203-45549-5 Master e-book ISBN
ISBN 0-203-76373-4 (Glassbook Format)



Contents

LIST OF FIGURES
LIST OF TABLES

1 The persistence, growth and change of government

and administration
The modern public sector
Public spending
The growth of government
Entitlements
Fiscal pressures
The political process
Decline of late capitalism
The public bureaucracy
Summary
The growth of administration
The quantitative growth of public concerns
The qualitative growth of public concerns
Institutional weaknesses
The nature of bureaucratic institutions
Countertrends in government growth
Summary
Notes

2 Political culture and public administration
Administrative culture

Xi

O 00 00 O W —

11

13
14
15
16
19
20
23
24
29
29

33
35



CONTENTS

General societal culture
Impersonal rules and organizations
Political culture and administration
Dimensions of political culture
Culture and the internal management of organizations
Culture and authority
Culture and motivation
Summary
Notes

The recruitment of public administrators
Merit versus patronage
Representative bureaucracy
Caveats
Public versus private employment
Methods of recruitment
Education and training
Job placement
Career distinctiveness
Incentives and motivation
Pay in the public sector
Methods of recruitment
Education
Ethnic representativeness
Sexual equality
Summary
Notes

Problems of administrative structure

Germany

The United Kingdom

France

Sweden

The United States

The structure of administration
Organization by area served
Organization by process
Organization by clientele
Organization by purpose
Summary

Internal organization

36
38
43
50
70
71
73
77
77

85
86
89
90
91
92
92
96
98
101
106
110
116
120
123
124
127

135
136
139
143
146
148
150
151
154
160
162
165
166



CONTENTS

Variations in internal organization 168
Reorganization 171
Summary 173
Notes 174
Politics and public administration 181
Bureaucracy and pressure groups 185
Legitimate interactions 187
Networks and communities 189
Other patterns of legitimate interaction 191
Clientela relationships 196
Parantela relationships 200
lllegitimate group processes 204
Social movements and the bureaucracy 208
Bureaucracy and political parties 209
Summary 210
Notes 211
The politics of bureaucracy 219
Bureaucratic government 221
Policy intentions: the agency ideology 221
The availability of “not unworkable” means 224
Competition among agencies 226
The incumbency of positions 227
The possession of managerial skills 229
A high priority given to implementation of policy 231
Summary 233
Strategies in bureaucratic politics 234
The resources of bureaucracy 234
The resources of political institutions 237
Bureaucratic ploys 238
Politicians’ ploys 244
Summary 251
Notes 253
Paying for government: the budgetary process 261
Basic questions 262
Macro-allocation 262
Micro-allocation 265
Competing bureaucracies 266
The importance of resources 268



CONTENTS

viii

Incrementalism in the budgetary process 269
The nature of incrementalism 269
Critiques of incrementalism 270
Pressures toward incrementalism 270
Politics and incrementalism 272

Alternatives to incrementalism 272
Program budgeting 273
Zero-Base Budgeting 275
Management by Objectives 275
The Public Expenditure Survey 277
Bulk budgeting 278

Reactions fo stress 279
Cash limits 279
Envelope budgeting 280
Structural budget margin 281
Efficiency 283
Outside evaluations 284
The return to rationality? 285

General problems of budgeting 286
Intergovernmental budget control 286
Annual budgets 287
Capital budgeting 288
Coordination of taxation and expenditures 290
Off-budget operations 291

Summary 292

Notes 293

The politics of administrative accountability 299

Basic concepts 300
Accountability 300
Ethics and control 301

Dimensions of responsibility 302

Instruments of accountability 306
Organizational methods 307
The market and other external controls 312
Group and public pressures 313
Political methods of control 315
Normative restraints 330

The limits of control 332
The professions 332
Autonomous and semi-autonomous agencies 333



CONTENTS

Contracts and third-party government 334
Unions 335
Political structure 335
Culture 336
Non-administration 337
Summary 337
Notes 339
9 Administrative reform 347
Ideas for reform 348
The market 349
Participation 352
Deregulation 354
Flexible government 355
Summary 356
Specific reforms 356
Agencies and deconcentration 356
Personnel management 357
Consumerizing government 358
Accountability 360
The politics of administrative reform 362
Why reform? 362
Conclusion 366
Notes 366
10 Public administration in the twenty-first century 371
Scarcity and public administration 373
Increasing challenges to government and administration 375
Complexity in administration 377
Managing in the new millennium 378
Summary 380
Notes 380
INDEX 382



2.1 Culture and public administration

2.2 Relationship of dimensions of social trust to administrative power
4.1 Typology of policy problems for administration

5.1 Types of bureaucratic politics

8.1 Typology of perceived difficulties with bureaucracy

36
66
170
184
303



Tables

11
12

13

14
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10

21
2.2
2.3
24
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
211
212
3.1

3.2

Public expenditure as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product

Proportion of Gross Domestic Product derived from primary sector of

economy (agriculture, forestry and fishing)

Public expenditure as a percentage of readily extractable Gross
Domestic Product (secondary and tertiary sectors)

Projected growth of population over 65 years of age

Growth of government: number of ministries

Examples of privatization

Citizens’ evaluation of government

Attitudes toward the public sector in Sweden, 1982-96

Citizens’ evaluation of public spending

Percentage of respondents wanting “much more” or “more” public
spending for services, 1987

Popular evaluations of public bureaucracy

Perceptions of management of institutions in the United Kingdom
Satisfaction with public services

Value for money in public services

Perceived effects of privatization in France

Expectations about behavior in the public sector

Perceptions of public services and public servants in Zambia
Membership in social organizations

Trade union membership as a percentage of labor force

Trust of politicians in France

Trust in major institutions

Types of social and political cultures

University concentrations of recruits to the higher civil service in
the United Kingdom

Incentives in recruitment and retention of civil servants

28
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
61
62
63
65
70

93
102



TABLES

3.3
3.4

3.5
3.6
3.7
3.8

3.9
3.10

311
4.1
5.1
7.1

Most important characteristics of jobs for employees in the
United Kingdom

Pay of top civil servants as a percentage of average pay in the
economy

Ratio of central government wages to per capita income
Social class backgrounds of senior civil servants

Educational level of senior civil servants

College majors of senior civil servants (for those with college
backgrounds)

Ethnic representativeness of public bureaucracies
Employment in the European Community bureaucracy and
population by country

Employment of women in the civil service

Reduction in the number of local government units

Types of interaction between pressure groups and bureaucracy

Accuracy in predicting economic growth

105

108
108
112
114

118
121

123
125
138
187
264



Chapter 1

The persistence, growth
and change of
government and
administration

The modern public sector

The growth of government

The growth of administration
Countertrends in government growth
Summary

Notes

15
24
29
29



THE POLITICS OF BUREAUCRACY

I began my introduction to this book with the statement that government has
become a pervasive fact of everyday life and that, in addition, public administra-
tion has become an especially pervasive aspect of government. This statement
remains true despite the long terms in office of a number of Conservative govern-
ments in many industrialized nations (Ronald Reagan and George Bush in the
United States, Margaret Thatcher and then John Major in the United Kingdom,
Helmut Kohl in West Germany). These governments were joined later by right-of-
center governments in unlikely places such as Sweden.

More recently, governments on the political left have returned to power in
most industrialized democracies, but they are not the same types of social demo-
crats as in the past.! Most of these governments have accepted many of the same
premises about the need to reduce the size of government, and have made con-
certed attempts to reduce the role of government in the lives of their citizens. Bill
Clinton in the United States and Tony Blair in the United Kingdom have both
pledged to keep government small while, at the same time, using government as a
positive instrument to improve the lives of their citizens. Social Democratic gov-
ernments all over Europe, with the possible exception of France, have adopted
some of the same rhetoric of the “Third Way,” albeit in varying degrees. Govern-
ment is not the enemy that it once was, but neither is there much acceptance of
the “tax and spend” behavior of left governments in the past.?

What is true for the industrialized democracies is especially true for coun-
tries of the former communist bloc, and for many countries of the Third World.
These political systems have undergone almost total transformations of their gov-
ernmental structures, and, particularly in the former communist systems, there is
often a need felt to reduce the intrusiveness of government and to permit greater
personal freedom — economically as well as politically. These changes in values
have been accompanied by radical transformations of the public sector. The
changes have included numerous public enterprises being privatized and public
employment being downsized.

Despite the best efforts of political leaders, however, an enhanced role for
the public sector appears to persist in many countries, and in some cases that role
even continues to increase. Leaders of governments have usually found govern-
ment more difficult to control than they had believed before taking office. This
chapter will attempt to document briefly the generalization — if indeed any docu-
mentation is required — that the public sector is difficult to control and even more
difficult to “roll back.” Indeed, as the state is rolled back in some ways it almost
inevitably must “roll forward” in others. Privatizing industries — especially public
utilities — will mean that those industries will have to be regulated in some way to
ensure that the public is treated fairly.® The large-scale privatization occurring in
Eastern Europe has meant that legal principles like property rights and contracts,
as well as regulatory mechanisms, must be created by government. In other coun-
tries, where the central government has assumed a smaller role in society, lower
tiers of government have accepted enhanced roles, and in some cases whole
new tiers of government have been created. In all of these cases, governments
remain involved in the economy and society, just in less obvious ways.

The growth and contraction of government have become objects of schol-
arly research. Attempts to change the size of government have also become a
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rallying cry for political activity, whether the attempt is to expand or to contract
the public sector. Any number of explanations have been offered for the growth
and persistence of the public sector. Likewise, the expansion of the public bureau-
cracy has been conceptualized as either a by-product of the general growth in the
public sector or as a root cause of that growth. Further, if government is not able
to decrease its size and its influence in a society, the blame is often placed on an
entrenched public bureaucracy. For example, the expanding role of the European
Community in the daily lives of the citizens of the 12 member countries is often
phrased in terms of expansionary ideas of the “Eurocrats.” The arguments con-
cerning the expansion and blocking power of public bureaucracy are, however,
too numerous to discuss effectively here.

On the other hand it is important to place contemporary public administra-
tion in its political and intellectual context, and the increased concern about the
magnitude and impact of government remains an important factor in shaping the
current debate about the public sector and public administration. At home, gov-
ernments seeking to provide better and more equitable services to the public
must also be conscious of the resistance of the public to taxation. Internationally
the international financial community is skeptical of a large public sector and
exerts an influence through the bond and currency markets.

CHANGE

The modern public sector

The above paragraph was written as if the “size of government” could be clearly
and unambiguously measured.® In fact, it is a fundamental feature of contempor-
ary government, especially in industrialized societies, that the boundaries
between government and society — between what is public and what is private —
are increasingly vague. As a consequence of that imprecision, any attempt to say
unambiguously that government is growing or shrinking is subject to a great deal
of error and misinterpretation. For example, by some measures the government
in Russia would be larger in 2000 than it was prior to the collapse of the former
system because taxes are now higher as a proportion of Gross Domestic Product
than under communism.”

Further, the imprecision in measuring the size of the public sector can be
utilized politically to make arguments about the successes or failures of incum-
bent governments to exercise proper control over the public sector. In an era of
skepticism about the public sector and resistance to taxation, the issue of control-
ling the public sector is often important politically.® Opposition politicians find it
very convenient to argue that their opponents have let the public sector “run
amok” and can usually muster some evidence to support that assertion. Likewise,
incumbent politicians can gather their own evidence to demonstrate that they
have indeed been good stewards of the public purse.

Several examples of the difficulties in measuring the size of the public sector
may help to clarify this discussion. One obvious example is the role of the tax
system in defining the impact of government on the economy and society — an
impact that is not adequately assessed by most measures of the size of govern-
ment. In the United States, for example, subsidies for housing through the tax



THE POLITICS OF BUREAUCRACY

system (primarily through the deductibility of mortgage interest and local property
taxes) exceed direct government expenditures for public housing by more than
150 percent; this continues to be true even after the “tax reform” bill of 1986.°
Likewise, although the United Kingdom has had a large (albeit declining sharply)
program of council (public) housing, tax relief for owner-occupied housing
exceeds £1 billion. Similar tax concessions are available to citizens of the
majority of industrialized countries, with some of the highest nominal tax rates
(e.g. Sweden) accompanying some of the most generous tax concessions.!! All of
these tax loopholes influence economic behavior and amount to government’s
influencing the economy and society just as if it taxed and spent for the
same purposes.'? Tax concessions are not, however, conventionally counted as
part of the size of the public sector, as expenditures for the same purposes
would be.

Government loans are another means through which government can influ-
ence the economy without ostensibly increasing the size of government. In the
majority of industrialized countries governments make loans to nationalized
industries that often are not repaid; these defaulted loans do not always show
up as an item of public expenditure, however.'® Even loans to individual citizens,
for example to farmers, or to small businesses, often are not counted as expen-
ditures, given the assumption that eventually they will be repaid. The involvement
of government is even more subtle when, as in the United States, governments
offer guarantees for private loans to companies in financial difficulty or to students
who want to go to college. Such arrangements involve the actual expenditure of
little or no public money but, again, produce a significant effect in the economy.

Not only do expenditures and other uses of financial resources fall on the
boundary between the public and private sectors, but organizations do as well.
There has been a significant increase in the number of quasi-public organizations
in most countries during the post-war era.'* In order to provide organizations with
greater flexibility in making decisions, or to subject them to greater market discip-
line, or to protect them from potentially adverse political pressures, or simply to

Table 1.1 Public expenditure as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product®

Country 1960 1970 1980 1985 1990 1998
United States 27.5 30.3 33.4 33.2 34.1 34.0
United Kingdom 33.1 33.2 42.2 42.8 41.9 43.4
Sweden 28.7 37.1 57.2 51.9 48.8 49.9
Singapore 11.9 12.8 23.5 39.2 31.5 33.2
Colombia 8.4 16.2 14.9 17.1 16.4 18.9
Kenya 11.5 16.2 20.4 30.1 32.2 34.6
India 11.4 14.1 18.0 25.2 24.0 23.6

Sources: United Nations, Statistical Yearbook (New York: United Nations, annual); United
Nations, Yearbook of National Accounts (New York: United Nations, annual); World Bank,
World Tables (Washington, DC: World Bank, annual)

Note
a Gross Domestic Product at market prices
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Table 1.2 Proportion of Gross Domestic Product derived from primary sector of
economy (agriculture, forestry and fishing) (percentage)

Country 1960 1970 1980 1985 1990 1998
United States 4 3 3 2 2 2
United Kingdom 4 3 2 2 2 1
Sweden 7 4 3 3 3 3
Singapore 4 3 2 2 1 1
Colombia 32 26 26 18 16 16
Kenya 38 30 30 29 26 23
India 47 41 31 30 28 26

Sources: United Nations, Statistical Yearbook (New York: United Nations, annual); United
Nations, Yearbook of National Accounts (New York: United Nations, annual); World Bank,
World Tables (Washington, DC: World Bank, annual)

mask the true size of government, organizations have been created that straddle
the public—private fence. In some instances these organizations are created anew
as government enters a policy area for the first time - for example, the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting in the United States. In other instances these are
organizations that existed previously as a part of government but are then “hived-
off” to a quasi-independent status, as many of the numerous non-departmental
public bodies in the United Kingdom and Crown Corporations in Canada have
been. As a part of the more radical reforms of the public sector undertaken in the
1980s and 1990s, large numbers of quasi-government organizations have been
created that enable governments to pursue their policy goals while not appearing
to be as “large” as in the past.

In addition to the obvious measurement problems these quasi-governmental
organizations create, they give rise to even more important problems of account-
ability. As they have been divorced from direct control by government to some
extent, the conventional political and legal means for enforcing accountability (see
Chapter 8) may no longer be applicable. The result is that these organizations
(and the politicians who are responsible for them) have opportunities for abuse of
powers.”® Further, given that they are at once public and private, the average
citizen may find it difficult to ascertain who really is responsible for the services
they provide. Somewhat paradoxically, as governments have sought to appear
smaller and more efficient, the resultant confusion and perceived unaccountability
may cause even greater harm to their reputations with the public.

Public spending

Although we now can see that it is difficult or impossible to measure the magni-
tude of government definitively, we can still gain insight into the changes that
have taken place in the role of government by examining figures for public expen-
diture. This variable is the most widely used measure of the relative size of
government and represents perhaps the most visible portions of governmental
activity. A particular insight about the size of the public sector can be found in the
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Table 1.3 Public expenditure as a percentage of readily extractable Gross Domestic
Product (secondary and tertiary sectors)

Country 1960 1970 1980 1985 1990 1998
United States 28.6 31.3 34.4 334 34.2 34.2
United Kingdom 34.5 34.2 43.2 42.9 42.0 44.6
Sweden 30.9 38.7 59.0 52.2 49.5 51.1
Singapore 14.7 134 24.0 40.0 38.9 33.2
Colombia 124 21.6 20.0 20.8 19.6 20.1
Kenya 13.1 22.9 29.1 42.4 43.5 44.6
India 21.5 24.0 27.6 36.0 33.3 32.6

Sources: United Nations, Statistical Yearbook (New York: United Nations, annual); United
Nations, Yearbook of National Accounts (New York: United Nations, annual); World Bank,
World Tables (Washington, DC: World Bank, annual)

relationship between government expenditure and Gross Domestic Product
(GDP), a standard measure of all the marketed goods and services produced in an
economy.

As can be seen in Table 1.1, there are marked differences among nations in
the proportion of GDP devoted to public expenditure. The most obvious differ-
ences are between the less-developed and the industrialized nations. Even the
less-developed country with the highest level of public expenditure (Kenya)
spends much less as a proportion of GDP than does the United States, which
spends the least among the three industrialized countries in the table.’ Of course,
a sample of only seven countries is prone to great error, but similar findings prob-
ably would be present were there a much larger sample of nations. In addition,
there are differences among the industrialized countries and among the less-
developed countries. For instance, Sweden spends over 80 percent more in the
public sector as a proportion of GDP than does the United States.

In addition to the differences among the countries, the rate of increase in
public expenditure appears substantially higher in the less-developed countries
than in the industrialized countries. India has almost quintupled the percentage of
Gross Domestic Product devoted to public expenditure over the 35 years from
1950 to 1995, while Colombia has more than doubled the percentage in that time.
Kenya almost tripled its percentage of GDP in the public sector from 1960 to 1990,
although the increase has virtually stopped. The rate of increase in spending has
been almost as rapid in Sweden as in the less-developed countries. The rate of
growth of public expenditure has been much more modest in the other two indus-
trialized countries, and has slowed or stopped in Sweden. A major exception to the
increasing size of the public sector has been in Singapore, a “newly industrializing
country,” where the public sector has increased very little and there has been a
great deal of emphasis on ensuring a good business climate for its rapidly growing
private sector.

Part of the reason for the relatively lower rate of public expenditure in the
less-developed countries is that so much of their GDP comes from agriculture and
especially subsistence agriculture, as is apparent in Table 1.2. This means that



GOVERNMENT: PERSISTENCE, GROWTH,

there are fewer “free-floating resources” in the economy that are readily taxed.
The other way of saying that is that there are fewer tax handles for government to
use in extracting resources. A cash transaction is easier to tax than if someone is
simply growing his or her own crops in order to eat, or is trading by barter. If we
calculate the level of public expenditure in relation to the secondary and tertiary
sectors of the economy (manufacturing and services, respectively), we get a
somewhat different picture of the rate of public expenditure in the less-developed
countries. Using this calculation, Table 1.3 shows that Kenya, India, and Colombia
spend about as much in relation to their readily extractable GDP as does the
United States. Thus, the less-developed countries do tend to make rather substan-
tial public expenditures when the difficulties of resource extraction are con-
sidered. In the terminology of Almond and Powell, since the extractive capabilities
of these countries are weak, so too are their distributive capabilities.!®

These data, while only illustrative, point out that government is a big “busi-
ness,” and continues to grow, albeit more slowly than in the recent past. Even in
the less-developed countries, with their smaller public sectors, a minimum of one
dollar (or whatever monetary unit) in seven goes into public expenditure. In the
United States — among the least expenditure-prone of the developed countries —
this figure is one dollar in three in the public sector. However, we must remember
that when government spends money, it is not shovelled into a hole somewhere in
Washington or Nairobi; the expenditures provide education, hospitals, highways,
police protection and the whole range of government services that most citizens
require.

In addition, especially in the less-developed countries, these funds can be
used to promote economic growth. In those developing countries, government
must function as a principal source of capital accumulation for future economic
growth. In the more developed economies human capital appears to be the domin-
ant issue in economic growth and government plays a crucial role in providing
and/or promoting education and training.'® Thus, simply reducing the size of the
public sector is not necessarily the recipe for promoting economic growth as is
sometimes assumed on the political right; at times the effect may be quite the
opposite.

Table 1.4 Projected growth of population over 65 years of age (percentage)

Year

Country 2000 2025 2050
Australia 114 18.9 24.9
Germany 16.8 24.1 26.7
Japan 16.7 26.1 29.0
Sweden 18.1 23.0 23.1

United Kingdom 15.9 20.3 23.9
United States 12.6 20.3 23.2

Source: E. Bos, M. T. Vu, A. Levin and R. A. Bulutao, World Population Projections, 1992-93
Edition (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992)

CHANGE
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The growth of government

Forgetting for the time being that the concept of “government” is difficult to
measure in quantitative terms, we can proceed to inquire just why this institution
— or set of institutions — increased in size and power after the end of World War II.
There was a massive increase in the peacetime role of government after that War.
In some European countries this reflected a pattern begun before the War, but
there was at the time the resource base, and political will, to construct a larger and
more influential role for government.

The experience of the public sector during the past several decades has
been somewhat more ambiguous. During the period of conservative rule in the
United States, Canada and the United Kingdom (among others) the public sector
was able to resist many efforts to reduce its size. Even in countries such as the
United States and the United Kingdom that had a decade or more of conservative
government, there was little or no reduction in the scope of government, when
measured by public revenues or expenditures as a percentage of GDP.? When the
political pendulum again swung back toward the left, with the election of leaders
such as Tony Blair, Bill Clinton, Gerhard Schroder and Lionel Jospin, there was
surprisingly little will to expand government revenue and spending. The new
version of the left accepts a much more limited role for government — at least
financially — and often depends upon closer alliances between the public and
private sectors to influence economy and society.*

There are almost as many answers to the question of why governments
grow as there are scholars concerned with the subject, but several fundamental
approaches can be used to relate that growth to the growth of public bureaucracy.
Also, these same answers must be examined to determine whether government
can also down-size in response to demands that the public sector become a less
pervasive and intrusive aspect of life.

Entitlements

One dominant explanation for the growth of the public sector is that governments
extended a variety of “entitlement programs” to their citizens during bountiful
economic times and have been unable to rescind these entitlements as the
economy has become less buoyant.?? Examples of these programs are social
security, public health insurance, and housing subsidies. These programs are
especially difficult to curtail when they are supported by an earmarked tax that
gives citizens the impression of actually purchasing something akin to an insur-
ance policy.” Programs of this type constitute a major portion of the expenditures
of government — approximately 42 percent in the United States, 45 percent in the
United Kingdom, and almost 59 percent in Sweden. Further, when there are pres-
sures to reduce public expenditures for either political or economic reasons, in
the 1980s for example, the proportion of total public spending devoted to entitle-
ment expenditures tends to increase rapidly as discretionary expenditures are
eliminated.
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Table 1.5 Growth of government: number of ministries

Functions (average number)

Period States Defining  Resource Social Total
mobilization

8.5
104
11.5
12.8
19.1

Nineteenth-century origin 22 57 1.7
Twentieth-century origin 9 4.8 3.7
1913 25 59 4.0
1936 31 57 4.7
1972 32 5.6 9.1
1984 34 5.1 7.3 16.1
1992 34 54 6.0 15.5
1997 38 5.2 57 4. 15.7

ROAN———
—_ NAMAMNOVO—

Sources: Richard Rose, “On the Priorities of Government: A Developmental Analysis of Public
Policies,” European Journal of Political Research, 4 (1976), 247-89, Table 1 and 2;
Statesman’s Yearbook, 1985, 1986, 1992, 1998

Entitlement programs in and of themselves would not necessarily produce
increases in the relative size of the public sector were it not for the demographic
shift occurring in almost all industrialized societies. These societies are aging, with
a higher proportion of the population retiring each year. In addition to pensions,
the elderly tend to consume more medical care per capita than do younger people,
so expenditures for public medical care programs are also likely to increase as pop-
ulations age; on average a person over 65 uses twice as much medical care as one
45-65 years old. This shift in the age structure of industrialized countries is quite
rapid. For example, in the United States, which remains a relatively young country
with just over 12 percent of the population over 65 as compared to over 18 percent
in Sweden and 16 percent in Switzerland, the over-65 component of the population
is increasing more than twice as fast as the population as a whole. The projected
increases of the over-65 population shown in Table 1.4 will place a great deal of
pressure on public expenditures in the years to come.

CHANGE

Fiscal pressures

The nature of public sector economics also tends to increase the size of the public
sector relative to the rest of the economy. This proposition was advanced in its
most extreme version by Adolph Wagner and has come to be known as “Wagner’s
Law.”?* The basic idea is that, as the economy of a nation grows, a larger propor-
tion will be devoted to the public sector. The logic underlying this proposition is
that, as the economy grows, the basic subsistence needs of the population will be
met and consequently money for private consumption will have declining marginal
utility. A number of empirical studies have found only slight support for this con-
tention, and some scholars have argued that political pressures tend to keep public
expenditures at the lowest acceptable level, rather than permit them to increase
along with economic growth.” Further, the experience of rapid economic growth
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in the 1990s appears to be that individual desires for consumption are virtually insa-
tiable.

A second financial explanation for the relative growth of the public sector
was advanced by the British economists Alan Peacock and Jack Wiseman.? They
argued for the existence of a “displacement effect,” whereby public tolerance for
taxation increased during times of stress, such as a war; and, after the end of the
crisis, government would use newly created revenues to fund new programs. Thus,
the public’s acceptance of taxation was displaced upward during each successive
crisis, allowing those within government to develop new policies and programs.
Although originally discussed in terms of wars, other crises such as economic
depressions or even natural disasters might have the same consequences.?

Although this “ratchet effect” has a certain plausibility, it appears equally
plausible that politicians could reap an even larger benefit from reducing taxes
rather than creating new programs. The public has expressed resistance to taxa-
tion in any number of polls. The problem with that logic is that the recipients of
program benefits tend to be better organized than are taxpayers and representa-
tives of the “public interest.”? Therefore, it may not appear to politicians that they
have as much to gain from opposing expenditures and benefits as they do from
supporting the programs. The organization of taxpayers’ interest groups and of
political parties devoted to the reduction of public expenditure have helped to
balance these pressures for more expenditure, but have not been totally success-
ful. Even the radical anti-tax parties of Scandinavia, tax referenda and tax capping
in the United States, and a decade of conservative rule in Germany and the United
Kingdom, have done little more than slow expenditure growth.?

The third fiscal reason for the expansion of the public sector has been called
“Baumol’s disease” or, more technically, the Relative Price Effect.** Government is
a labor-intensive “industry” and, therefore, tends to gain very little productivity
from the application of capital expenditures. The majority of tasks performed by
government, such as delivering the mail, providing education, or policing, have
their costs reduced very little by the introduction of any but the most extensive
technological advances. This dependence upon labor means that in an inflationary
period the costs of governmental services will increase more rapidly than the costs
of other types of goods and services, assuming that public sector pay remains on a
roughly equal footing with private sector pay. Thus, in order to provide the same
level of services, the costs of government will increase. At one time the British
Treasury estimated this relative price effect to be 0.7 percent per year.*! That is,

Table 1.6 Examples of privatization

United Kingdom France Japan

British Gas St Gobain Japan National Railways
British Telecom Compaigne Générale Japan Telephone and
British Airways d’Electricité Telegraph

Public Buses Crédit Commercial de France Japan Monopoly

British Petroleum Mutuelle Générale Francaise Corporation

National Freight
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just to provide the same level of public services, public expenditures would have to
increase at an annual rate of seven-tenths of one percent. In ten years, with com-
pounding, this rate would amount to an expenditure increase of almost 8 percent.

The labor intensity in government leaves public managers with two options:
increase public expenditures (and with them taxes) or reduce public services.
Neither of these is an attractive alternative for politicians or administrators working
in contemporary governments. The relative labor intensity of government organ-
izations was accentuated in the 1990s by the continuing tendency of private sector
organizations to reduce their permanent workforces in favor of hiring temporary
workers as and when they are needed. Although governments are also implement-
ing similar programs to save money, many are constrained by civil service rules
and union protections. They are also constrained by the need to maintain a public
service ethic among workers, especially those dealing with sensitive materials (tax
examiners) or in direct contact with the public (social workers).

Although the RPE may have had some impact on expenditures for much of
the post-war period, toward the end of the century a reverse effect appeared to be
in place. Now, the public sector appears to be more amenable to productivity
changes from the use of computers than does the private sector.®> Much of the
work of the public sector involves the manipulation, storage and dissemination of
information, the natural tasks of computers. Government work also involves a
great deal of communications among its members, and electronic mail and other
information services assist in that communication. There is some evidence that
productivity in the public sector is now rising rapidly with the aid of computeriza-
tion, as well as a deregulation of public employment practices.*

CHANGE

The political process

The third reason for the increasing size of government might be termed the “pogo
phenomenon.” That is, “We have met the enemy and it is us,” or government
grows because citizens demand more services from it. This expression of demand
is rarely, if ever, made through mass political means such as political parties; on
the contrary, politicians often appear to have been successful by promising to
reduce the level of expenditure and taxation. Rather, the pressure for more gener-
ally comes through pressure groups that have ample access to government. Pres-
sure groups have every incentive to press their demands on government. They
can receive a special, concentrated benefit for their members — farmers can
collect higher subsidies, businesses can acquire greater tax concessions, and the
elderly can achieve higher pensions.* The costs of these benefits are dispersed
widely across the population so that forming organizations to combat pressures
from these more particularistic pressure groups is difficult. Relatively few indi-
viduals feel that they have enough to gain personally to invest sufficient time to
organize against greater spending. As Lowi has pointed out, the public sector may
be appropriated for private purposes, all funded by taxpayers’ money.*® These
developments approach the “tragedy of the commons,” in which behavior that is
perfectly rational for the individual, or in this case the group, becomes extremely
dysfunctional for the society as a whole.*

11
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In many political systems there have been significant attempts to redress
the imbalance between the forces of special interests and those of the “public
interest.” In the United States, organizations such as Common Cause have
pressed for legislation and procedural changes to assist ordinary citizens when
they must deal with government.*” They have also sought to increase the power of
those ordinary citizens in relation to the powers of “special-interest groups.”
Similar movements have occurred in many other industrialized countries. Some
movements, such as the Greens in Germany, have gone so far as to institu-
tionalize themselves as political parties, but the majority remain citizen action
groups. These groups, sometimes referred to as Burgerinitiativen, tend to concen-
trate on a single issue and then perhaps to dissolve; but, while in existence, many
have been quite successful in affecting the priorities of governments.* The diffi-
culty of these developments for public administration, however, is that it is diffi-
cult to institutionalize interactions with interest groups that form and dissolve
almost at will.

Finally, we should notice that the public does appear to have some sense of
what the French would call services publics, or activities that are almost inherently
the responsibility of the public sector.® When government attempts to rid itself of
these services, it may encounter political difficulties in even the most market-
oriented society. In less market-oriented systems, such as most of continental
Europe, privatization or contracting out is likely to be opposed vigorously. For
example, France has privatized some activities but retains substantial involvement
in many industries.*’ In the Scandinavian countries there have been some reforms
of state programs but government remains active in regulation and in attempting
to equalize socio-economic conditions of citizens — there is still something of the
“negotiated economy” left in many of the smaller countries of Europe.

Decline of late capitalism

One explanation for the growth of government in advanced, industrial countries
has been the “decline of late capitalism.” This approach, rather obviously, is based
upon Marxist or neo-Marxist principles. It argues that the inherent contradictions
of the capitalist system — most notably that the removal of profits by capitalists
reduces the overall growth and productivity of the system — force governments to
attempt to patch up the system by increasing public expenditures, especially for
welfare programs. However, as more and more money is spent for social pur-
poses, there is even less that can be used to maintain the economic viability of
societies. The public sector will increase relative to the productivity of the entire
economy, but ultimately the socio-economic system is doomed to come crashing
down from the weight of its own contradictions.

This explanation for the increasing relative size of public expenditure is
based on a particular ideology usually described as being on the political left.
Further, with the end of the Cold War, Marxism might appear relevant only from
a historical perspective. Interestingly, however, this analysis is similar in many
ways to the analysis of public expenditure offered by conservatives on the political
right. Both Marxists and conservatives would argue that social expenditure will
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slow the rate of economic growth, although one side argues that this is so
because of profits while the other that there are too few profits. Further, in both
ideological systems, social expenditures are a major cause of the decline of the
economic systems in question. They differ, of course, in the proposed remedy,
with Marxists assuming that the only solution is the end of capitalism, while the
political right argue for the application of even more capitalist solutions.

CHANGE

The public bureaucracy

Finally, the public bureaucracy — our principal focus of inquiry — has itself been
cited as a cause of growth of public expenditure, and of government generally.
One of the many stereotypes of public bureaucracy is that of an acquisitive and
expansive set of organizations. This view is perhaps most forcefully expressed in
the work of William Niskanen.”! He argues that bureau chiefs — these are
assumed to be permanent civil servants — are budget maximizers, and that they
will use their control of information and their ability to disguise the true costs of
producing the public services they provide in order to increase their budgets to
points far above the level necessary. In his model, Niskanen argues that the legis-
lature has little or no ability to control the bureaus, because of the monopoly of
information held by those bureaus. As a consequence, the legislature cannot
make independent judgments on the budget and the costs of government increase
rapidly. The solution Niskanen offered for controlling the public bureaucracy is to
create something approximating a market, with multiple bureaus competing in the
same service area to provide better services to more clients. This competition is
assumed to keep costs down, with the threat of poorer performing organizations
being driven out of business.*?

This elegant economic analysis is based, however, on a number of very
shaky assumptions, and bears limited resemblance to the real world of public
administration.” The first and most basic is that individual bureaucrats in a for-
malized bureaucratic system have an incentive to maximize the size of their
bureaus. The individual in such a bureau has little to gain personally from a larger
budget, given relatively inflexible pay schedules based on formal position and
longevity rather than on organizational size. It is true that those at the bottom or
middle ranks of the organization may be able to advance more rapidly when new
positions are opened, but the bureau chiefs — the budget maximizers in Niska-
nen’s model — would themselves gain little or nothing. In fact, increasing the size
of the bureau may only generate managerial difficulties for the bureaucrat, an
outcome that would conflict with the other prevailing stereotype of the bureaucrat
as being interested primarily in minimizing personal difficulty rather than maxi-
mizing budgets.*

This model of bureaucracy also seriously underestimates the capacity of the
legislature to develop means for independent judgment. As we will be pointing out
in greater detail later,”® legislative bodies have made a concerted effort to re-
establish their control over public expenditure and have developed independent
sources of information about public expenditure and public programs. Even
where the “counterbureaucracies” have not flourished, legislatures have

13
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attempted to organize and reorganize themselves for improved control over
spending. In short, the passive, ignorant legislature assumed by the Niskanen
model no longer exists, if it ever did.

Even if the Niskanen model were descriptive of the United States bureau-
cracy for which it was developed, it is doubtful whether it would be as descriptive
of other countries, primarily because the independence accorded to bureaus in
the United States is by no means typical of countries where the cabinet depart-
ments are more dominant.*® Likewise, outside the United States the career for
civil servants has been less restricted to within a single organization. As a con-
sequence, individual civil servants may perceive their career future as being more
within the public bureaucracy as a whole rather than within the one organization.
Such a perception will then produce an emphasis on the creation of a record of
trust and dependability rather than on the hiding of costs to produce growth for
the one organization.

Finally, if the logical and conceptual arguments that can be mounted against
this model are not sufficient, it has another basic flaw. It simply does not appear to
work. Such empirical work as has been done to test the Niskanen model finds
very little support.*” This is true of the settings outside the United States to which
the model has been applied, but it is even true within the model’s country of
origin. The role of the public bureaucracy in policy making and the dynamics of
the budget process are both too complex and subtle to be represented adequately
by any such simplistic model.

The “bureau-shaping” model is one interesting attempt to address the
subtleties of the relationship between bureaucracies and public expenditure.*® The
argument of this model is that all public expenditures are not equal for the bureau
chief, the main protagonist in this story.

Paradoxically, many reforms of the public sector designed to make govern-
ment more efficient and effective may, in fact, make the realization of the negative
outcomes envisaged by Niskanen more likely. For example, the increasing use of
quasi-autonomous organizations, e.g. “agencies,” to deliver public programs* pro-
vides the type of freedom for bureaucratic entrepreneurs to use their positions for
advancing their own interests and the interests of their organizations. Likewise,
the elimination of many internal civil service rules and the implementation of “pay
for performance” has tended to make differential rewards more possible. Posi-
tions that once were restricted to civil service are now open to open competition
and with that also some loss of commitment to public service and the values that
may have restricted use of public offices for more personal purposes. Competition
may have been instilled, but the loss of internal controls appears actually to have
created the entrepreneurial world that Niskanen so deplored.®

Summary

Government has grown. By whatever measure we would want to apply, govern-
ments spend more money, employ more people, and constitute a more pervasive
influence on the lives of their citizens now than for most of human history. More
important in recent years has been a government’s ability to withstand numer-
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ous attempts to reduce its size and scope. The reasons advanced for this growth
and persistence are numerous, including those enumerated above. Some
support as well as some contrary evidence can be found for each of the reasons
advanced. What may be happening, in fact, is the confluence of all these
reasons; there is no single cause for the growth of government, but rather a
large number of factors. And growing along with government, the public
bureaucracy has become a more important institution for making as well as
implementing public policy.

CHANGE

The growth of administration

The public bureaucracy is rarely mentioned in constitutions, and generally does
not figure in the design of political regimes, yet it has become central in govern-
ment decision making, and is still increasing its influence within government. As
Samuel Krislov put it:

Bureaucracies are the late bloomers of modern political structure. They
grew silently, inexorably in the underbrush - seldom noticed, little analyzed.
Convenience and necessity, not ideology and legitimacy, are their life-blood:
they are not loved and respected, but rather tolerated and depended on.5!

Thus, although public bureaucracies are among the oldest political institutions,
they have become powerful — or more likely have been seen to become powerful —
only in recent decades. Certainly in ancient empires and other authoritarian states
the public bureaucracy was a powerful actor, but it has only been in the post-
World War II era that they have come to be widely perceived as powerful policy-
making actors within democratic regimes.?? The increasing power of the public
bureaucracy has been indicated by growing levels of public employment, as well
as by expenditures for general governmental purposes. It is also seen through the
capacity of bureaucracies to regulate the economy and society.® On a less quanti-
fied level, the growth of bureaucratic power has been documented, discussed, and
damned in a number of places.

In these discussions several conflicting stereotypes of the public bureau-
cracy have been developed. On the one hand, bureaucracy is seen as a Leviathan
seeking to increase its powers and operating as an integrated, monolithic institu-
tion. The Niskanen view of bureaucracy mentioned above advances that power-
seeking view of bureaucracy. Likewise, the growth of the European Union (EU)
has promoted the view in much of Western Europe that the “Brussels bureau-
cracy” has taken control over policy in those countries, with a consequent demo-
cratic deficit threatening the legitimacy of the EU.%*

On the other hand, bureaucracy is pictured as a court jester — a fumbling,
bumbling collection of uncoordinated agencies that, at best, muddle through
and, at worst, make absolute fools of themselves. The examples of the appar-
ently foolish behavior of bureaucracies have been assembled in several places
and include contradictory programs, meaningless memos, and other assorted
blunders. So, as one federal agency (OSHA) requires backup sirens on
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construction equipment, another (EPA) bans them as violating noise-pollution
regulations. One former U.S. senator, William Proxmire, made a name for his
monthly “Golden Fleece Award” honoring the silliest government grant he
could find, and the Citizen’s Coalition in Canada publishes an annual list of
what it considers wasteful grants. The Washington Monthly magazine has pub-
lished a monthly “Memo of the Month” to honor the most ludicrous govern-
ment memo of the month, and one television network runs a regular series on
its nightly news asking whether we taxpayers really need one government
program or another. In the United Kingdom the media have reported that fail-
ures to coordinate government activities have resulted in public organizations
digging up the same street dozens of times in a two-year period. One can find
published collections of seemingly nonsensical memoranda and decisions from
bureaucracies in any number of countries. The examples of bumbling prolifer-
ate, and the negative stereotype of bureaucracy persists and even expands
within the popular mind.

Both quantitative and qualitative trends in policy formation lead us to the
conclusion that we must understand public bureaucracy in order to understand
policy in contemporary political systems, and, further, that the power of bureau-
cracies is increasing steadily. The task here is to provide an explanation of these
changes in the relative powers of institutions. To that end, we argue that the
reasons for this change are primarily four: the quantitative growth of public prob-
lems and concerns, the qualitative growth of those concerns, the failures of two
alternative institutions — the legislature and the political executive — to cope with
the changes in the policy-making environment, and the nature of public bureau-
cracies themselves.

The quantitative growth of public concerns

To say that the scope of government has increased because there are more things
being done in the public sector is tautological, but it is important to note the sub-
stantial array of goods and services now produced by collective action that either
were unheard of, or were the subjects of private action, several decades earlier.
The developmental scheme proposed by Richard Rose is one description of the
changes in the range of activities in the public sector. Government began with its
“defining functions” such as defense and tax collection and then added, first,
resource mobilization activities (roads, canals, railways, etc.) and finally social
activities to its portfolio of activities.®® One bit of Rose’s evidence, reproduced and
updated, appears in Table 1.5, and demonstrates how these functions have
changed in European countries.

There was a general pattern of increase in activity, as measured by organ-
izations, until the mid-1980s. By the early 1990s the increasing privatization of
public functions (examples of which are given in Table 1.6) produced a substantial
reduction in the number of resource mobilization activities, albeit with little net
change in the number of defining and social ministries.’® Even then, however, if
the various forms of government involvement were measured, e.g. devolved agen-
cies performing services rather than ministries, government activities would
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probably be nearly as numerous.”” Similar patterns would hold for other countries,
although newly developing countries must often plunge into doing everything at
once, given the expectations of their people. Thus, as well as increasing in the
level of activity, reflected through the size of the public budget, government is also
extending the range of its activities.

The increasing complexity of modern economic and social life is one
obvious reason for the increased range of governmental activity. This complexity
is, at least in part, a function of the technological content of modern life, in which
telecommunications, the Internet, atomic energy, rapid commercial air service,
space travel, and the mechanization of most production are but a few examples of
dramatic increases in technology that impinge upon the citizen as consumer and
voter. Further, increases in the rapidity of communication and transportation, and
an increasing concentration of people in urbanized areas, have required collective
decisions on matters that, in simpler societies, could be handled by individuals.
Thus, in the phraseology of economics, the externalities of individual behavior
have tended to increase as the size and concentration of the population have
increased.’®

Not only have the externalities of individual behavior increased, so too
have the perceptions of those externalities. Unfortunately, little research exists to
document changes in perceptions of this sort, but by using somewhat softer evid-
ence we can get some idea of the attitude changes. Some such evidence is given
by the increasing level of organization in a number of nations, of individuals
attempting to secure regulation of matters such as environmental pollution,
deceptive and unsafe business practices, land use, and even economic foreign
policy. Likewise, society has been increasingly unwilling to allow individuals to
live below minimum standards, although conservative governments during the
1980s and 1990s lessened those commitments. To the extent they do continue to
exist, however, social programs represent some recognition of the possible exter-
nalities of poverty and despair, and at least some concern for the ability of collect-
ive action to improve the lot of fellow citizens. Thus, modern society produces
situations in which mechanisms of collective action are perceived as virtually
necessary for a high quality of life. These necessities are apparently accepted by
much of the population, although variably both by classes of individuals and by
nations, and the bureaucracy has become the institutional manifestation of those
needs.

In addition to real or perceived externalities, changes in modern social
structure have tended to place pressures on government to intervene in society.
For example, the rapid increases in female participation in the labor force have
produced demands for public day care, after-school programs, and other pro-
grams to assist working mothers. Also, the increase of leisure time enjoyed by
most people has resulted in demands for more public recreational programs.
Less positively, the “breakdown” in family life in many Western nations has
resulted in programs designed to deal with disturbed, displaced, and delinquent
youths. There is also a need for society to care for the increasing number of aged
as their families become less willing or able to do so. Society has not been stand-
ing still, and government has become the means of addressing problems of social
change.
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CHANGE

The qualitative growth of public concerns

In addition to the increasing externalities of modern life and the popular desire
to have some regulation of economic and social problems, the technological
content of life, already alluded to, has definite implications for bureaucratic domi-
nance in decision making. Increasingly, the things that government is called
upon to regulate are matters which have significant technological content. This
is true not only of things involving the natural sciences and engineering, but
also of developing “social technologies” in areas such as education, chemical
dependency and childhood development. Experts in government tend to be con-
centrated in the bureaucracy, with few legislative or executive structures
employing many of their own experts. As the concerns of government are
increasingly influenced by available technology, the public bureaucracy as the
locus of the public sector’s share of that technology comes increasingly to the
forefront in decision making.

Just as it has influenced its relationship with other political institutions, the
level of technological sophistication of the bureaucracy has also influenced rela-
tionships with the society. As programs such as atomic energy and space explo-
ration have developed — requiring enormous capital investment, high levels of
staffing, and some national security concerns — few if any private institutions
would be capable of engaging actively in the problem areas, even if they were
legally able. This leaves government as the sole supplier of certain socially import-
ant technological services. Private concerns that seek to engage in these techno-
logically sophisticated activities — for example, a utility company building an
atomic reactor — must seek the guidance and, more importantly, accept the regula-
tion of the public bureaucracy. Further, research and development activities are
diverted from what might be valued in the private marketplace into directions dic-
tated more by political and bureaucratic demands. The spin-offs of these research
efforts may have positive values for the citizens, but the impetus and direction of
that research has changed from the private to the public sector.” Governments
have found, however, that this situation does not always produce the most desir-
able research, especially when economic development must depend in part upon
spin-offs from defense research. Hence, there is an increased emphasis on part-
nerships between the public and the private sectors; these create new problems of
their own.

Finally, the role of government has, to some extent, been expanded by the
internationalization of economies and of social life in general. Even analysts on
the political right tend to recognize the importance of government for buffering a
domestic economy from the international economy, in which other governments
may not play by the same rules. Thus, somewhat paradoxically, as the inter-
national market is said to come to dominate domestic economic policies, govern-
ment as the player in organizations such as the World Trade Organization
become more rather than less important. If the economic success of a country,
and its citizens, is dependent upon the international environment, as is the case
for probably all countries, then government often must play the role of mediator
and protector, given that no private sector organization has the right or the
power to do so.
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Institutional weaknesses

The remaining reasons for the increased power of bureaucracies in contemporary
political systems are institutional, related both to the characteristics of bureau-
cracy as a political institution and the characteristics of other political institutions
that are its competitors for power. The competition among institutions is rarely
overt, but it does have the effect of delineating the power relationships among
those institutions and the nature of the policies that are likely to be adopted. This
segment of the chapter focuses on the weaknesses of the conventional, political
decision-making institutions in government and then discusses the characteristics
of bureaucracy that make it a powerful actor in the policy process in a later
section.

The legislature. The legislature has been the traditional locus of rule making in
democratic political systems, and most nondemocratic systems also use a legis-
lative body to legitimate their actions to their own people and to the outside world.
Given this traditional and normative role of legislatures, it is necessary to under-
stand why these institutions are apparently losing, if not the formal powers of
decision, at least the actual role-making powers within many political systems.
This will help in understanding why the gainer in this decline of legislative powers
is generally the bureaucracy.

Rather obviously, the quantitative and qualitative growth of governmental
concerns has contributed to this decline in power. Legislatures, by placing their
organizational effort into discussion, debate, and elaborate procedures for the full
and open consideration of viewpoints, consequently limit their ability to consider
more than a handful of issues in any one session. For example, during the period
1979-95 the British parliament passed an average of approximately 55 acts per
session; approximately half of these were bills consolidating and clarifying exist-
ing legislation or changing administration.® The issues that face a legislative body
are usually the most important issues confronting a society, and they may set
broad parameters of policy, but this still leaves a very large quantity of detail to
be filled in by administrators. During the period 1979-95, while Parliament was
making its 55 laws per session, an average of 2,000 statutory instruments elaborat-
ing legislation were adopted.®! Further, the qualities valued in legislative recruit-
ment, popular elections, or advancement within the legislature are rarely those
needed to handle technically complex materials in large quantity.®® The non-
legislative careers of most legislators are hardly those that would prepare them
for such law-making tasks, except perhaps in terms of the legalistic drafting of the
legislation.

Associated with the questions of recruitment of legislators are questions
concerning the structure of legislative institutions. Relative to the bureaucratic
agencies that they must confront, legislative bodies are understaffed and under-
specialized. Even when well-developed systems of legislative committees exist, as
in the United States, Germany and Sweden, the members of those committees
have any number of other duties that prevent their specialization in narrow policy
areas.® Further, few legislative bodies are lucky enough to have any substantial
functional specialization in committees to begin with, so that policy consideration
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in those bodies is often a haphazard thing. Finally, even when legislative commit-
tees exist as highly specialized bodies, rarely do they have independent sources of
information to draw upon in considering policy; they commonly must rely upon
information gathered and processed by a bureaucratic agency, which presumably
has some interest in a particular outcome.

Finally, the relative instability of legislative bodies, as compared with the
bureaucracy, places the legislature at a disadvantage in any power competition.
Even in societies that have not had high levels of governmental instability or fre-
quent elections, legislators and legislatures are certainly more transitory than are
bureaucracies. Thus, a certain uncertainty surrounds the conduct of legislative
business, and an opportunity arises for bureaucrats to engage in tutelage to new
and inexperienced legislators. Further, the bureaucracy can always try to wait out
the legislature, hoping that at the next election the people or parties in charge will
change their minds or not be there at all.

Some analysts have argued that the desire for stability, or at least for stable
personal careers, is accelerating the decline of legislatures as decision-making
bodies. Fiorina and others have argued that, as legislators have sought to maxi-
mize their chances for re-election, they have found that the best way of doing so is
to serve their constituents well. They can enhance their chances of re-election, for
example, by helping with citizens’ grievances and providing “pork barrel” bene-
fits, rather than making statements about national policy issues.* Strong advocacy
of a policy runs the risk of offending voters, while effective constituency service
can only benefit voters. Thus, the safe path for the legislator is to vote when he or
she must, but to concentrate on service. Such a stance, while rational for the indi-
vidual, does not provide the sort of societal leadership that is needed from those
in government.

The political executive. Many of the problems identified for legislatures are also
encountered in the political executives of contemporary governments. This is
especially true in parliamentary systems, in which executives suffer from the
instability of regimes and often inadequate policy staffs. This situation has been
described as the “problems of party government” and reflects the difficulty of any
political executive imposing its will upon the ongoing administrative offices.®
There are four particular problems that political executives have in seeking to
impose their wills over the policies of their own departments.

The first is a lack of skills relevant to understanding the policies that must
be made, and a lack of time required to understand and manage those policies.
Political executives must rely on their civil servants to shape policy and to advise
them about the operations of the ministry. Headey, for example, calculates that of
the 51 appointments to departmental ministerial posts in the Wilson government
of 1964-70, only five had any substantial prior knowledge of the policy area, with
another five or six having some background in the area.®® In the 1970 Heath
government, only four original appointees could claim specialist knowledge, with
four more having some substantive background.” Many would argue that indi-
viduals appointed to the Thatcher and Major governments were appointed less on
the basis of their substantive knowledge of issues, although there are some
notable exceptions, than on the basis of their agreement on ideological issues.

CHANGE
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Having been out of office for almost two decades, the Labour government elected
in 1997 could not have been expected to have much experience in policy issues,
although some ministers did have non-governmental experience and expertise in
the policy areas for which they were made responsible, and others had been
shadow ministers.

Britain may be less well served than other countries in regard to the expert
knowledge of ministers, but hearings for cabinet posts in the United States, as
well as cabinet reshuffles in any number of countries, indicate that a knowledge of
the policy area is by no means a prerequisite for a cabinet appointment.®® The
Clinton cabinets, for example, have contained many knowledgeable people but
also some individuals clearly appointed for political reasons. There is some evid-
ence, however, that the development of “issue networks” around policy issues are
becoming able to provide experts of almost any ideological stripe for a govern-
ment that wants to employ them. These people may not get the top position in
government, but can be brought into the next tiers in order to guide policy
making.

Lacking any specialized knowledge, it would be helpful if those in the politi-
cal executive had sufficient time to spend in running their departments. In fact,
most spend a “dog’s life” in their ministerial posts.*” Again, this weakness may be
especially evident in parliamentary systems, and even more particularly in Britain.
In France and Norway ministers are prevented from also being parliamentarians,
and that has greatly aided these ministers in running their departments, but in
most countries ministers can, or must, remain active parliamentarians.” Likewise,
the norms of parliamentary systems other than Britain (and other Westminster
systems) concerning hours and the time spent in the legislatures may ease politi-
cal burdens substantially. Even in political systems in which political executives
are not members of the legislature, they are political figures and must spend time
in public appearances, receive delegations of interest-group representatives, and
engage in other political activities, with a consequent drain on the time available
to contemplate policy questions. Thus the minister remains at a disadvantage in
attempting to understand and control the work of full-time and relatively special-
ized civil servants.

If the disadvantages of time and prior training were not enough, the political
executive is also seriously outnumbered in his or her attempts to impose external
political goals upon a bureaucratic structure. Compared with the size of most
administrative bodies, the number of political appointees who are imposed at the
top of the organization is quite small, but the appointees are expected to control
all activities within the organization. This number is, of course, variable by politi-
cal system - the United States and France, for example, have considerably more
political appointees than the United Kingdom or other Westminster systems — and
across time with many governments adding more political appointees.” Further,
the senior civil servants in some political systems — Germany and Austria for
example — themselves have partisan affiliations so that they can be relied on to
support the program of their minister more readily than might a neutral. Still, the
number of committed people in a ministry pales in comparison to the size of the
permanent, full-time bureaucracy.

Finally, the willingness of civil servants to accept the decisions of their
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political masters, and actually to put into effect a partisan program, is another
obstacle to effective political control. Although few civil servants systematically
sabotage or even obstruct the stated program of a minister, they still have their
own departmental or ideological concerns, which may impede the smooth flow
of work.” From all that is known about human nature and behavior in organ-
izations, it is unlikely that civil servants who disagree with, or are genuinely
neutral toward, a policy will administer it with the same alacrity and vigor as
they will a policy they like. Further, given the handicaps under which many
ministers labor, civil servants are frequently able to control the agenda of the
minister sufficiently so that few programs actually hostile to the interests of the
incumbent civil service will be considered. The power of civil servants to
control agendas, and their general power in the policy process, has provoked
the demand for a more committed civil service, even in countries such as the
United Kingdom that have long prided themselves on a neutral service.
Further, in transitional regimes, the need to change policies drastically places
an even greater strain on the relationship between civil servants and their
ministers.

The tendency of administrators to drag their feet, or at least to not adminis-
ter programs vigorously, will be exacerbated in situations of high politicization
both of particular policies and of the society in general.” For example, when a
political system is divided communally and changes occur in the composition of
the political leadership in cabinet, frequently this change may require the reshuf-
fling of many senior civil servants so that the two sides - civil servants and politi-
cians - can cooperate more effectively. Perhaps the most general point that can be
made is that civil servants have little to gain by close and overt cooperation with
particular politicians. Their careers are largely untouched by politicians in many
countries (although not all), and it may, in fact, be detrimental for them to be too
closely identified with a particular political party or politician — especially if they
lose office.

CHANGE

The nature of bureaucratic institutions

Although bureaucratic institutions should not be blamed for (or credited with) the
growth of the public sector, they do have some influence on the redistribution of
powers away from elective institutions and in the direction of the bureaucracy
itself. We will not adopt the totally cynical view that agencies are concerned only
with the growth of the agency budget, but neither can we adopt the more naive
view that agencies are concerned entirely with the performance of their constitu-
tionally and legally designated tasks. The truth probably lies somewhere in
between. Further, attempts at bureaucratic “empire building” may be closely
related to the desire of the agency to survive and also to perform functions that it
considers essential to a high quality of life for the society. Thus, despite the
obvious attempts of the Pentagon at times to increase the military budget to feed
its own needs, it is only fair to say that officials in the Department of Defense sin-
cerely believe that they are supplying an essential service to the society. Or, as
Cleaves once wrote of the Chilean bureaucracy:
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Derogatory comments on bureaucracy’s tendency to consolidate its power
(e.g., empire building, prestige accrual) are value judgments to the extent
that they are not examined in context of the agency’s need to increase its
capacity for goal-oriented behavior.”™

In other words, one person’s empire building is another person’s need for sur-
vival, or even public service. In addition, the model of bureaucratic dominance in
policy making assumes that agencies compete over scarce resources — the budget
— and for control of policy choices. This competition appears to limit the extent to
which any integrated bureaucratic governance might emerge, given that the
bureaucracy would tend to behave as a set of competitive entrepreneurs rather
than as a unified political force. However, it can also be argued that bureaucracies
engage in competition primarily when their core interests are threatened; they
rarely are competitive over issues that are peripheral to their survival or the
performance of their basic tasks.” Likewise, in the budgetary process they can
perhaps be best seen as satisfiers, rather than maximizers, again seeking to
ensure survival of their organization rather than the domination of a policy field.
Perhaps the best analogy would be with the balance of power in international
affairs, in which all actors involved attempt to gain security through limited or
tacit cooperation rather than overt competition.

Even if the bureaucracy as a whole does not constitute a unified political
force, it may still constitute a formidable force within individual agencies. We have
already noted the ability of the permanent staff in a ministry essentially to deter-
mine the agenda for their presumed political masters. This capacity becomes
especially important in the presence of an agency ideology concerning the proper
goals for the agency to pursue and proper means of attaining those goals.
Through the ability to control information, proposals for policy, and the know-
ledge concerning feasibility, the bureaucracy is certainly capable of influencing
agency policy, if not determining it. It requires an unusual politician to be able to
overcome this type of control within an agency.

Thus, we can view the bureaucracy as being in a powerful position in
competition with its ostensible political masters. Having control of information
and of the instigation of policy alternatives, having an expert knowledge of the
subject matter, and having a ministerial or departmental ideology concerning the
manner in which the subject matter should be treated, the bureaucracy can
control decisions actually adopted by the partisans at the top. Further, competi-
tion between agencies, which might serve to limit such powers, is usually con-
fined to a small number of issues in which the basic interests of one or more
agencies overlap. Within its purview, each agency remains supreme and con-
sequently can dominate or influence its own political masters.

Countertrends in government growth
Lest we think that all goes well for the statist position in modern society, we

should mention several important countertrends that have tended to restrain the
growth of government and of the public bureaucracy. In fact, the experience of
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the last decade may make the reader wonder how one could defend the position
that government remains a powerful actor. We must be careful, however, to separ-
ate the rhetoric of political leaders, including contemporary leaders such as
Clinton, Blair and Schroeder among others, from the reality of what their govern-
ments have been doing and have become. Few if any government leaders in the
industrialized democracies were successful in fundamentally altering the size and
shape of their public sectors — New Zealand is perhaps the one clear example of a
fundamental transformation of the public sector,”® with the United Kingdom being
another possible case of fundamental change. Real changes, of course, have
occurred in the former communist countries and in some Third World countries
that have truly rolled back the state, but now these countries face the problem of
creating entire new state structures and governing procedures.

The rolling back of government in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union demonstrates the upper limits of the reaction against the power of govern-
ment and bureaucracy.” In many Third World countries the same rolling back
has been accomplished less by endogenous political processes than by the
involvement of international organizations such as the World Bank and the Inter-
national Monetary Fund.” Even here, however, the state has hardly been disman-
tled and, soon after the revolutions, powerful public institutions are seen to be
necessary to help restructure the inadequate economic bases and deal with the
problems of managing newly-freed societies.

The above having been said, there have been extensive amounts of privati-
zation of public services in most democratic countries.” The difference has been
largely that the same services that were public are now private, so that citizens
must pay for those services as consumers rather than as taxpayers. Given that
many of the privatized firms are monopolies, with their consequent ability to
potentially charge exorbitant rates if not controlled in some way, there has been a
need for public regulation. Government is now involved in those same economic
sectors as a regulator rather than as a direct provider of goods and services.

Many of the changes that have occurred have been in the attitudes of citi-
zens toward their government. One obvious fact has been the “taxpayers’ back-
lash” and the associated strength of more conservative political parties, beginning
in the late 1970s and lasting to the present. This was manifested in events such as
the passage of Proposition 13 in California to limit the property tax and then
numerous other similar anti-tax measures at state and local levels, and in the elec-
tions of Margaret Thatcher, Ronald Reagan, George Bush, Brian Mulroney,
Helmut Kohl and bourgeois governments in Sweden (1976-82, 1991-94). Also,
the strength of tax protest parties such as the Progress Parties in Denmark and
Norway and “New Democracy” in Sweden illustrate the political power of groups
seeking to dismantle some of the structure of the contemporary welfare state. It is
debatable whether these reactions are against government in general, or only
against certain aspects of taxation and expenditure. Wilensky and Hibbs and
Madsen have argued that visible, direct taxes, rather than taxation in general, are
what populations are protesting against by these votes.** However, for whatever
reasons, words like “cutbacks,” “privatization” and “deregulation” became
common parlance in political circles that a decade or so ago might have been dis-
cussing new public programs, or the expansion of existing ones.

CHANGE
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In addition to expressing their concerns by voting for political parties favor-
ing reduced taxation, citizens have taken more direct action. The amount of
increase in tax evasion is a matter of some debate, but there is general agree-
ment that there has been such an increase. The rejection of the legal claims of
government to their money may be taken as an indicator of a more general rejec-
tion by citizens of the government’s claims on the society in general. In fact, the
evidence is that tax evasion is more an indicator of political protest than it is an
indicator of the real economic “bite” that taxes put on the (potential) taxpayer.®!
This is a revolution of sorts against government, albeit one that is bloodless and
very quiet.

Associated with the changes in behavior have been changes in attitudes
among the public. Tables 1.7 and 1.8 show that citizens are expressing substan-
tially lower levels of support for government, and for the public bureaucracy in
particular. By the 1970s and 1980s there were solid majorities against public
expenditure in each country for which we can present data. These majorities have
been especially strong in the United States, but it is interesting to note that citi-
zens in one of the more advanced welfare states — Sweden - also respond with
increasing reservations about increased expenditure and taxation. In other data
(Table 1.8) the proportion of Swedes opposing cuts in the public sector declined
by almost half from the early 1980s to the early and mid-1990s.

That reaction against big government, however, appears to have begun to
moderate, once some of the consequences of a reduced public sector became
more apparent to the respondents. Again, this has been manifested both in politi-
cal behavior and in attitudes. In the middle to late 1990s, parties of the political
left have returned to office in almost all European countries, and in the United
States and Canada. These left parties may not be as ready to tax and spend as
their counterparts in the past, but they do see a more positive role for government
than the parties they replaced. Likewise, the attitudes expressed in opinion polls
show that the public has assumed a somewhat more positive view of government

Table 1.8 Attitudes toward the public sector in Sweden, 1982-96

Favor reducing Oppose cuts Other/

size of the public sector in the public sector no answer
1982 38 45 17
1985 42 42 16
1988 40 33 27
1990 56 18 26
1991 50 23 27
1992 41 34 25
1993 32 43 25
1994 35 38 27
1995 29 45 26
1996 23 49 28

Source: SOM Institute, Trends in Swedish Public Opinion (Goteborg: SOM Institute, University of
Goteborg)
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than in the 1980s, and see that the public sector can be important in providing the
good life, just as is the market.

It is important to note, furthermore, that the majorities against “big govern-
ment” often vanish when specific categories of public expenditure are discussed.
In Table 1.9 we see that when citizens are asked about which public programs
spend too much money and could be cut, there are very few majorities in favor of
reducing expenditures. In many instances majorities, and even large majorities,
could be found for increasing expenditures for particular public services, espe-
cially health, education, and services for the elderly.®? Another survey taken in the
late 1980s (Table 1.10) found majorities in favor of increased spending for half the
programs asked about. The questions included a number of less popular pro-
grams (the arts, defense in most countries) and the sample contained none of the
large public spending countries such as the Netherlands and those of Scandinavia.
Still, there is reason to think that the public is more sophisticated in their assess-
ment of the public sector than is often assumed.

It is important to remember, however, that some of the changes that have
taken place in the modern public sector are more cosmetic than real. Some of
these changes involve trading more intrusive and costly means of government
intervention for less obvious and less directly costly instruments of governing.®
Regulating the prices of a newly privatized electricity company may impose costs
on the private sector, but it does not have the visible impact on budgets that
running that same electric company would have if it had remained in the public
sector. It is often the case that government can not realistically withdraw from a
policy area completely, but instead it must find new and innovative means of
achieving public purposes while, at the same time, limiting the visibility, and the
costs, of its action to the public.

Table 1.10 Percentage of respondents wanting “much more” or “more” public spending
for services, 1987

Britain  USA  Australia West Austria Italy  Average

Germany

Health 88 60 62 52 62 81 67
Pensions 75 44 55 46 50 76 58
Education 75 66 64 40 38 63 58
Unemployment

benefits 41 25 13 35 16 57 28
Law enforcement 40 51 67 30 23 48 45
Environment 37 43 32 83 74 61 55
Defense 17 20 46 6 13 12 19
Culture and

the arts 10 16 10 14 12 33 16

Source: Pefer Taylor-Gooby, “The Role of the State,” in R. Jowell, S. Witherspoon and L. Brook,
eds, British Social Attitudes: Special International Report (Aldershot: Gower, 1989)
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Summary

This chapter should foreshadow what is to come in the remainder of the book. It
establishes one crucial component of the environment within which contemporary
public administration functions. This is that government in the late twentieth
century is very big government, which makes the job of public administrators
much more difficult. In the first place, the scale of contemporary government
means that any organization being managed is likely to be a large organization
with complex inter-relationships with other public and private organizations. Even
small local governments now require skilled management to be effective and effi-
cient. The issues about which governments now must legislate require skillful and
expert decision makers. The second problem that arises is a constraint on
resources available to the administrator: real resources, for example, money; and
the “policy space” in which to function in making new policies.* Anything an
administrator is likely to want to accomplish may involve him or her in a conflict
with other organizations over money and “turf.” With limited resources, the con-
flicts that arise among public organizations over the use of resources become
more intense. Even if the administrator is cooperative, he or she will have major
coordination problems that will require substantial skill and effort to overcome.®

Finally, citizens are now ever more wary and watchful of government in
general, and of the public bureaucracy in particular. The majority of public admini-
strators do not consciously “flee” from accountability for their actions, but the
level of concern of citizens may make doing their job more difficult. Also, even in
societies where public service has been a respected profession, the “bureaucracy”
is increasingly a negative symbol of what is wrong with the country. This negative
image cannot help but harm morale. That loss of morale, in turn, may so damage
recruitment and retention that the low quality of the public bureaucracy, so often
claimed by its critics, becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy.
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Citizens do not interpret the behavior of their governments and their public ser-
vants in a vacuum. Rather, they are equipped by their society with an image of
what constitutes good government and proper administration. This mental
“picture” of good government is composed of a set of complex cognitive and evalu-
ative structures that tend to be (relatively) common among all members of the
society, although certainly many countries do have significant divisions with very
different ideas about politics and public administration. We refer to these gener-
ally shared psychological orientations as political culture.!

Although at times this common culture is directly imparted to children
through civics courses and patriotic exercises, the acquisition of a political
culture is usually part of the more general process of learning about living as
part of the society. Thus, just as the child learns the prevailing norms concern-
ing economic behavior, social interaction, and table manners, he or she also
learns how to understand and evaluate politics and government. This process of
learning political values and political culture is referred to as political socializa-
tion.?

We have already seen that the social and economic systems of a country
place boundaries on the actions of government, and more specifically on public
administration. Political culture is equally important in setting boundaries,
although the boundaries are less tangible than those determined by economic
conditions. By defining what is good and bad in government, the culture may
mandate some actions and prohibit others. One component of this set of prescrip-
tions is the content of policy; governments must do certain things in order to be
considered a proper government, and they are also prohibited from engaging in
certain other activities.

Another component of the constraints on action is style; governments must
perform their requisite duties in certain ways. For example, although citizens now
expect governments to exert some control over the economy, there are some
means of doing this (regulation) that have become more acceptable than others
(public ownership). For public administration the manner in which members of
the public service meet the public and enforce their decisions is extremely import-
ant; one of the most common reforms of the public sector has been to attempt to
create a more client-centered approach to governing. Style issues may be espe-
cially important for public administration; both components are crucial for the
success of government.

Despite the seemingly abstract and vague nature of these cultural bound-
aries on behavior, governments can violate prevailing political norms only at their
risk. This is true no matter how antiquated and vestigial an element of the political
culture may be.? This is not to say that society’s cultural values are immutable.
Culture is subject to change, and there is a constant interaction of culture and
actual politics that redefines the role of government.* For example, the latitude of
action allowed to governments at present would have been unthinkable before two
World Wars, one major economic depression, and a Cold War fundamentally
altered popular perceptions of the role of government, and that latitude has also
been enhanced by the relative success of the programs adopted to cope with the
crises. During the 1980s, however, the dominant culture in most industrialized
democracies was again modified to stress the limits, as well as the successes, of
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government intervention, even in the Scandinavian countries that have a history of
substantial state involvement in economy and society.’

Nevertheless, at the same time that the acceptable scope of government was
tending to contract in the economic and social arenas, some of the other values
supporting a democratic political system, such as freedom, equality and participa-
tion, have remained important or have actually increased in importance to citi-
zens. Similarly, the activities now prescribed and proscribed for governments in
Eastern Europe are vastly different than they were prior to the overthrow of the
communist regimes. Some governments in Central and South America also have a
diminished scope of action after the end of authoritarian rule, and the beginning
of large-scale privatizations.®

Political culture has sometimes been considered a residual category for
scholars of comparative politics seeking to explain similarities and differences
among countries. That is, when all other explanations failed, the cause must have
been political culture.” While this reductionist style of research has been perhaps
too prevalent, there has also been a revival of interest in the explanatory capacity
of cultural variables. For example, the concept of “policy style” has been used suc-
cessfully to capture national differences in the process of policy making.® National
“myths” have also been shown to have a pervasive influence on the conduct of
government,’ and policy sectors as well as countries have been shown to exhibit
distinctive cultural features that influence policy choices.' Political culture is a dif-
ficult concept to isolate and measure precisely, but it is also a concept that is diffi-
cult to ignore, or to dismiss as meaningless for understanding politics and
governing.

The remainder of this chapter examines the effects of political culture on
the nature of the public administrative system. The comparisons made are of two
varieties: (I) between political systems, commenting on the differences in adminis-
tration in different countries, which may be a function of differences in their cul-
tures; and (2) within systems across time. The second form of change is often
undervalued, but given the vast transformations of governments in Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union, Latin America and South Africa (to name the
more obvious cases), cultural change across time within a system is a crucial
element in understanding contemporary administrative behavior. Further, as well
as participating in the total system transformations mentioned above, public
administration itself may change in response to changing values, changing tech-
nologies, and changing expectations. Indeed, we will have one entire chapter on
the reform of public administration as it attempts to adjust to marked changes in
expectations about what a bureaucracy should do, and how those tasks should be
done.

Administrative culture

For purposes of understanding public administration, we can think of culture as
existing at three distinct levels: societal, political, and administrative. The concep-
tual relationship among these three levels can be seen in Figure 2.1. Notice that
all three levels of culture influence the conduct of public administration. Very
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Figure 2.1 Culture and public administration

general value orientations in the society will influence the behavior of individuals
working within formal organizations, as well as the manner in which those organ-
izations are structured and managed. The political culture will also, in part, influ-
ence the relationships between political and bureaucratic elites, and between the
population and the bureaucracy. Finally, the general orientation of the society
toward management and impersonal authority in formal organizations will also
affect the behavior of public officials. Public bureaucracies are sometimes por-
trayed as running roughshod over their societies, but they are bound by many
thin but strong bonds to their societies, and the values of those societies.

We should also point out that individual organizations in government will
develop their own cultures.! Some organizational cultures, such as that of the
British Treasury, may be very elitist, while others (many social service agencies)
may be extremely participatory and allow workers and clients substantial influ-
ence over decisions. In addition, organizations may provide their members with
the means of interpreting general social and political values, so that very strong
organizations can obtain somewhat greater freedom from control by prevailing
social norms.’? Organizational cultures, while important, are more suitably dis-
cussed when we consider management in the public sector and more micro-level
considerations. In this chapter we will be concerned with cultural questions that
affect virtually all public organizations within a country.

General societal culture
Let us first look at several aspects of societal culture that affect the performance of

administration. The first of these cultural elements is the very basic question of
the acceptability of “bureaucracy” as a means of large-scale organization in the
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society. A culture will have a basic set of evaluations of bureaucratic structures not
only in government but also for all large-scale organization. Likewise, those socie-
ties that tend to adopt bureaucratic forms of management for one type of enter-
prise will tend to adopt bureaucratic means for all types of enterprise.”® In
discussing some aspects of these patterns, Reinhard Bendix made the distinction
between entrepreneurial and bureaucratic societies.!* Bendix used Great Britain
as his example of an entrepreneurial society. This did not mean that business
leadership was particularly aggressive or creative but rather that it was largely
personal. The development and management of British enterprise has tradition-
ally been through entrepreneurial action, despite the rather early acceptance of
corporations and limited liability. The style of management has tended to remain
personal, the development of a rather extensive administrative apparatus notwith-
standing.?®

The administration of public policy in Great Britain appears to follow many
of the same entrepreneurial principles. Despite the development of the complex
bureaucracy in Whitehall, the manner of functioning of public administration
appears to be decision making through personal bargaining and negotiation as
much as through the bureaucratic imposition of authority. Even the Treasury’s
pervasive authority over the public budget contains many elements of bargaining
and negotiation. Much of the administrative process is conducted in an informal,
personalistic manner based generally on personal acquaintances and personal
trust.!® The reforms of administration and the current reliance on chief executives
to manage the “Next Steps” agencies make this personalistic bias in administra-
tion even more evident.!” Finally, the nature of accountability in government has
been highly personalized, with, in principle, the minister being responsible for
everything that occurs in his or her department.'

The opposite of this entrepreneurial approach to administration is the insti-
tutionalized bureaucratic style of administration that has characterized Germany.
This is, of course, a common stereotype of the culture of Germany but is also
rather descriptive of styles of administration. Bureaucracy is a dominant form of
social organization, in the public and private sectors, just as the relative informal-
ity of the committee is a common form of organization in Britain. Likewise,
despite continuing change in the society, authority and status relationships may
be more important in social relationships, including the family, than might be true
in other industrialized societies.” In such a society, bureaucracy and its emphasis
on authority relationships is a natural and acceptable form of public organization.
This formality is considerably less acceptable in a society more oriented toward
personal and informal decision making as in the United Kingdom, or the even
more extreme case of the United States or some southern European countries.?’

The differences between Britain and Germany are all the more interesting
given that both societies are concerned with the equal and just application of the
rule of law to individual citizens. There have been strains, however, as the increas-
ing role of bureaucracy that has been characteristic of all modern societies col-
lides with the more informal and increasingly egalitarian norms of Britain while
bureaucracy has remained generally acceptable in Germany.?! That having been
said, there are also strains in the other direction, with increasing interest in post-
material values (see below).
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Bendix was primarily discussing differences among Western industrialized
nations, but there are perhaps even more significant differences between that
group of nations and the non-Western and non-industrialized nations. In general,
the non-Western world is less accepting of the use of bureaucratic methods than
is the Western world. Attempts to import this Western concept into the non-
Western world have often resulted in the adoption of the formal aspects of bureau-
cracy while circumventing the procedural norms usually associated with those
structures. Fred Riggs, in his discussion of the use of bureaucratic methods in
underdeveloped countries, talks about the “sala” model of administration — struc-
tures having the form of a Western bureaucracy but actually filled with individuals
operating according to more traditional norms of family and communal loyalty.?
Even in an economically developed, albeit non-Western, society such as Japan,
norms of personal and organizational loyalty may supplant bureaucratic reliance
on authority, achievement and rules.?

The breakdown of the former Soviet Union, and the attempts of those coun-
tries to adapt to more democratic forms of management, has emphasized the
existence of another style of administration. This might be termed a “control”
system of administration. Rather than relying on individual initiative or the
internal controls — hierarchy and law — of the bureaucracy, this form of administra-
tion is oriented toward using elaborate (and often extremely expensive) forms of
external controls. For example, in most communist systems there were parallel
structures of party and government that monitored each other. The ultimate goal
of these systems was compliance of the individual administrator, and an assurance
of close conformity to the preferences of the dominant regime.?* This style of
administration appears to have been characteristic of Russia under the Tsars as
well as under communism, and to have been exported to other countries under
Russian influence, e.g. Poland.?® It may still be seen to some extent in the People’s
Republic of China.

As well as entrepreneurial, bureaucratic and control organizations, con-
temporary societies have been developing yet another type — the participatory
organization. Rather than relying on the entrepreneurial actions of one or a few indi-
viduals, the authority of rules and structure, or on external controls, a participatory
organization derives its energy from its members and their active involvement. This
form of organization is common in voluntary organizations, but is less common in
workplace organizations.” In business or government this form of organization
is intended to take advantage of the desire of most people to participate in
the decisions that affect their lives. Participatory organization also helps utilize the
expertise that many lower echelon employees have about their jobs and about the
performance of their organization. Participation is then a mechanism for harnessing
the informal pattern of relationships that exists within any organization.?’”

Impersonal rules and organizations
Related to societal acceptance of bureaucracy as a means of organization is the

acceptance of impersonality and universality of rules, a common theme in study-
ing organizations and society. Talcott Parsons, in describing general patterns of
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cultural development, discussed this characteristic as one of his five pattern vari-
ables.? Likewise, Mary Douglas’ conceptions of culture place an emphasis on the
extent to which individuals are controlled by rules and other external restraints;
what she calls “grid.”® Likewise, in his empirical study of organizational values,
Hofstede identified “individualism” as one of the four central values, with its
antithesis appearing to be impersonality.** Wilson discusses political culture in
terms of compliance ideologies, with “positional compliance” being very similar to
an emphasis on bureaucracy and authority.*’ For their smooth functioning,
bureaucracies depend on the acceptance of impersonality and universality of
rules. If the rules of an organization must be renegotiated for each individual —
whether employee or client — bureaucracies become not only inefficient, but
superfluous as well. Bureaucracies have been developed to provide consistency
and universality in the application of rules. These characteristics are demanded by
law as well as by “modern” conceptions of fairness and justice. Other conceptions
of justice, of course, depend more upon giving each individual an appropriate
response, and in such a setting a bureaucracy may be of little real use. As govern-
ments tend to permit clients to have greater involvement in the administration of
laws that affect them, and also more rights to complain about perceived adminis-
trative failures, formal bureaucracies become less valuable and less culturally
acceptable.® Further, workers in public organizations may seek the same sorts of
freedoms from rigid hierarchical controls.*

What sort of cultural systems tend to support the bureaucratic concept of
universality and impersonality of rules? It can be associated with what has been
called rationalist or deductive cultures.*® These have been characteristic of
developed countries in which political ideologies are relatively important, and are
especially characteristic of the countries of continental Europe. These cultures
tend to emphasize the deduction of specific statements and actions from general
statements of principles. It is only a short step from this type of argument in the
general social culture to the bureaucratic style of decision making, in which the
decision about an individual case is made on the basis of deductive reasoning
from a legal premise. This deductive variety of political culture is also to some
degree manifested in the legal system of codified law, which attempts to detail
every aspect of the law and thereby to minimize the need for personal discretion.®
In these cases, if the deduction of the specific decision is performed correctly,
there is little basis for argument. Both client and administrator can accept the ade-
quacy and the justice of the ruling. The client will not always like the ruling made
by the administrator, but the correctness of the impersonal nature of the applica-
tion is difficult to question within such a cultural context. This is almost a stereo-
type of the Weberian bureaucracy, but also appears to function in some real-world
settings.

The rationalist culture may be contrasted with the pragmatic or empirical
culture that has been said to characterize the United Kingdom and much of north-
western Europe. In these cultures, generalities are derived from a series of indi-
vidual decisions or inductively from observations. This type of culture is perhaps
best typified by English (and American) common law, built up through centuries
from individual decisions. This style of political culture is not so amenable to the
development of bureaucracies or to impersonal decisions as are the rationalistic
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cultures described above. Each case is, to some degree, a new case and the
particular individual circumstances may be sufficient to modify or overturn an
apparent generality. In the inductive culture, administrative and legal decisions
are almost inherently individualized and, although precedent certainly may rule,
each case may be contested on its personal merits.*

The above statements should not be taken to indicate that the United
Kingdom and the United States do not have bureaucratic organizations. By almost
any definition of bureaucracy, that would be a foolish statement. Rather, they do
mean that there tends to be less rigidity and impersonality accepted in these more
inductive cultures than would be true in the more deductive, continental systems.
In addition, the rulings made by administrators will be governed less by codified
law than by precedent and perhaps by even less formalized conceptions of equity
in law. The concept of individuality and individual rights, as one component of the
more empirical culture, tends to make the job of the bureaucrat more difficult and
forces more attention on specifics rather than on the generalities of the case.*

Katz and Eisenstadt point to an interesting case in which the norms of
impersonality developed by a bureaucratic system are undermined by an influx of
clients unaccustomed to those norms.* Israel was settled initially by Jews of Euro-
pean origin accustomed to the norms of impersonal and universal rule applica-
tions. These same norms were not held, however, by later waves of immigrants
from the Eastern branches of Judaism. Socialized into the largely personalistic
and barter cultures of the less-developed nations, the new settlers were unwilling
to accept even the most basic universal rules, for example, that everyone who
rides the bus should pay the same fare. Moreover, these immigrants were to con-
stitute a major portion of the caseload for a number of social service agencies in
Israel. Interestingly, both the clients and the administrative structures found it
necessary to modify their behavior in order to accommodate the strains on their
usual behavior patterns. The immigrants tended to adopt some of the basic ideas
of impersonality, but the administrators also became more aware of personal dif-
ferences among clients. Caiden found rather similar conflicts between the older
immigrants to Israel, who had become accustomed to operating in a Middle-
Eastern style, and the native-born sabras, who had become more oriented toward
impersonality and bureaucracy.*

Much the same pattern of conflicts in values would be encountered in many
less-developed societies where individuals raised in rural districts confront the
more “modern” cultures that have evolved in urban areas. Such conflict may also
be increasingly characteristic of government in developed democracies as the
number of immigrants from the less-developed countries continues and public
officials must interact increasingly with people with very different value systems.
Even in wealthy and previously homogenous countries such as Switzerland,
Denmark and Norway the influx of immigrants places some strain on the efficient
administration of public policies.*

The above example points to three important aspects of the relationship
between culture and public administration. The first is the “barter” nature of the
political cultures encountered in a good portion of the underdeveloped world.*
These nations present a variety and richness in cultural patterns, while universal-
ity and impersonal rules remain largely attributes of developed, Western societies.
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In the non-Western world, and even in some portions of the Western world, all
decisions are assumed to be subject to influence through personal bargaining and
negotiation. Thus, formal rules promulgated by the bureaucracy merely constitute
a place to begin the bargaining. Likewise, Riggs has noted that societies in transi-
tion from traditionalism to modernity, which he terms “prismatic,” adopt a style of
decision making that he refers to as “double-talk.” Riggs notes:

Even more typically prismatic is a law which provides for one policy
although in practice a different policy prevails. A rule is formally announced
but is not effectively enforced. The formalistic appearance of the rule con-
trasts with its actual administration — officials are free to make choices,
enforcing or disregarding the rule at will. We have already seen that over-
conformity and nonenforcement of laws is typically prismatic. It makes pos-
sible prismatic codes which, while appearing to promulgate a rule, in fact
permit a wide variety of personalized choices by enforcement officials. . . .
Apparent rules mask without guiding actual choices.*

Arguably, this form of administrative “double-talk” is prevalent in societies that
have well-developed bureaucratic apparatuses but which lack the cultural infra-
structure to support them. This would be true in some less-developed countries,
such as in Africa and in parts of Latin America, as well as in many former socialist
countries.” As control systems eroded in the countries of Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union, the bureaucracy often persisted in the formal structures, but
lost much of its impersonal and authoritative character.* Administration in those
regimes has come to appear very much like Riggs’ description of a prismatic
administration,® and has also become plagued with the corruption often charac-
teristic of administration in the Third World.*

Thus, we can imagine a rough continuum of cultural orientations toward
impersonality and universalistic rules, ranging from the barter cultures described
by Riggs and others to the highly rationalistic, impersonal attitudes apparently
typical of continental European countries. On such a continuum, the pragmatic
culture of the Anglo-American democracies might constitute something close to a
halfway point. That is, compared with many non-Western political systems, the
political culture of the Anglo-American countries would appear quite accepting of
impersonal rules.*” When compared with other advanced and industrial countries
of Europe, however, the culture of the United Kingdom appears more personal
and less bureaucratic than most other nations at similar levels of socio-economic
development.

The second point emphasized by the Katz and Eisenstadt research is the
importance of interaction in setting and changing the norms of administration. We
have been stressing the importance of the lower echelons of administration and of
their contact with clients. Not only is this type of contact crucial for the client, it
may also be crucial for the organization in the formulation of its policies. In the
case of Israel and the immigrants, we see the organization modifying its basic ori-
entation toward clients and toward administration as a result of a problem in
applying rules to specific clients. We can argue that, at least formally, the organi-
zation could have continued to apply rules impersonally. In this case, however, the
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organization chose to innovate, and did so successfully to meet client needs.
Organizations willing to make this type of innovation generally will be more suc-
cessful in the long run than organizations that maintain their rigid bureaucratic
procedures even in the face of non-bureaucratic clients.

Evidence that more innovative organizations are more effective is limited,
but behavior of that sort is potentially important for the effectiveness of adminis-
tration. The limited work done in Israel and in less-developed societies can be sup-
plemented by the more plentiful work done on “street level bureaucracy” in the
United States, and on the “bottom up” view of implementation in a number of set-
tings.*® A general conclusion of this work is that organizations are more successful
when they take into account the characteristics and needs of their clients rather
than reacting in a stereotypically bureaucratic manner. The emphasis on “citizen
involvement” as a part of contemporary administrative change is another indica-
tion of the belief in, and the reality of, a role for greater participation in bureau-
cracies.®

The third point raised by the research on Israeli immigrants is that the reac-
tion of the immigrants to bureaucracy may be indicative of an emerging general
pattern of interactions between citizens and government. All Western societies
have undergone substantial cultural change since the 1960s, and those socialized
politically in the 1960s and 1970s are now assuming major leadership roles in their
nations. A major characteristic of that cultural change was a negative reaction to
the impersonality and perceived inhumanity of large organizations in society and
the desire to create less bureaucratized social and political systems.*® While some
of the ideas espoused at that time have been rightly criticized as utopian, there
has been some real effect on politics and administration.

Politically, the desire for a more participatory and less bureaucratic society
has been manifested in a number of political parties, and movements of the politi-
cal left and right are attributable in part to this desire. These movements include
the Greens in Germany (now a part of the governing coalition) and, in other
parts of Western Europe, the Progress Party in Denmark and Norway and
New Democracy in Sweden, and the more limited successes of the Social Demo-
cratic Party in Britain.’! Thus there appear to be pressures that may be able, at
least in part, to debureaucratize even highly bureaucratized Western societies.
Further, increasing waves of international immigration are requiring civil ser-
vants in the more bureaucratized countries, like their Israeli counterparts men-
tioned above, to cope with clients who do not accept the norms of impersonal
rules and laws.

In summary, we have examined two aspects of the general cultural values of
society that are potentially important for understanding public administration.
This is only a sample of these values, but any further enumeration runs the risk of
being somewhat tedious. Further, it would distract attention from the more
important relationships of the political culture of a country to the functioning of
public administration. These political values tend to be more proximate to the
decisions of civil servants, and to influence not only how they make their
decisions but also the content of those decisions. We will now turn our attention
to the examination of these political aspects of the culture, and their relationships
to public administration.
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Political culture and administration

When discussing political culture, we are concerned with the specific orientations
of individuals in a society toward politics as one type of social action and collective
decision making.”? Public administration is a component of government and,
therefore, may be analysed most effectively from the more politicized perspective,
rather than being examined as simply another form of managerial activity. Some
academics and practitioners have argued that public management is much the
same as private management, but we will be arguing that there are, in fact, a
number of significant differences.® Public administration is perceived as a man-
agerial activity within public organizations themselves,” but is perceived more
often by citizens as another component of government, albeit generally the least
respected component of government. For citizens, public administration matters
primarily because of the services it delivers rather than as an arena where man-
agerial skills can be exercised.

Unfortunately for our purposes, the analysis and classification of political
culture have been concentrated largely on the “input side” of the political system.
Most attention has been given to attitudes and values concerning political partici-
pation, democratic procedures, political efficacy and political involvement. Much
less scholarly attention has been devoted to classifying the orientations of citizens
to the institutions of government, and to the outputs of the political system. Our
knowledge of popular conceptions of public administration is even weaker than
our knowledge of people’s feelings concerning legislatures, the political executive
and perhaps even the courts.”

It is difficult to avoid the general idea that most citizens do not like the
bureaucracy, but have little direct evidence to support that idea. There is a great
deal of anecdotal evidence about how people view the bureaucracy, but less sys-
tematic evidence.® There is now, however, an increasing body of information
about the ways in which citizens evaluate their public bureaucracies, especially in
industrialized societies, as is illustrated in Table 2.1. These data from a number of
countries point to a varied conception of what governments should do and how
they should do it. The public is rarely of one mind about the actions of their public
servants.

How these data are evaluated may depend upon whether one believes that
the glass is half empty or half full. On the one hand, given some of the exagger-
ated statements made about the incompetence and venality of public officials, the
ratings of public officials are generally rather good. On the other hand, the ratings
given generally are not as good for public sector employees as for private sector
employees. Even for fairness, which should be the public sector’s strongest point
(see Chapter 8), the public sector did not generally rate as high as the private
sector.”” Further, some of the evidence suggests that actual contacts with the
public service, even if favorable, have little impact upon attitudes; the evaluation of
the public sector appears to be culturally determined as much or more than it is
determined by the actual performance of government.”® In the terms of role
theory, the role which many societies have assigned to their public employees is
one of incompetence, bungling and high-handedness, and empirical evidence may
have little impact on citizens’ evaluations.
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Table 2.1 Popular evaluations of public bureaucracy

A. Fairness (percentage of those answering)

United States Canada

(Government) Government Business
Good and very good 43.8 68.9 84.4
So-so 29.2 21.1 10.6
Bad and very bad 27.0 10.1 4.9
Total 100.0 100.1 99.9

B. Government vs. Business (United States) (percentage)
Government Business
Better Same Better No answer
Considerate 11.5 47.8 37.5 3.2
Fair 18.8 33.6 44.5 3.1
C. Public employees are . . . (percentage responding yes)

United States Australia
Too numerous 67 54
Working less hard than business 67 63

D. Descriptions of public administration (France) (percentage)
High integrity Efficient Competent Accountable

Good description 79 54 67 41
Bad description 11 38 23 45
No answer 10 8 10 14
Total 100 100 100 100

Sources: David Zussman, “The Image of the Public Service in Canada,” Canadian Public
Administration, 25 (1982): 63-80; Daniel Katz et al., Bureaucratic Encounters (Ann Arbor, MI:
Survey Research Center, University of Michigan, 1975); The Bulletin (Sydney), 20 August 1977;
J. L. Quermonne and L. Rouban, “French Public Administration and Policy Evaluation: The Quest
for Accountability,” Public Administration Review, 46 (1986): 401

As well as discussing relationships with civil servants, we can also see the
public’s evaluation of the public service by examining how well they think those
services are performing. In the United Kingdom the public were asked how well a
variety of organizations and institutions were run. In general, public institutions
fared rather well in this evaluation. Banks were considered the best-run organ-
izations in the society (Table 2.2), but the police, the BBC and universities (all
public or quasi-public) came in second, third and fourth. The civil service was
rated almost as highly as private industry in terms of its being well run. It is
important to note, however, that most public organizations in Britain experienced
a sizeable drop in positive evaluations even in the short period from 1983 to 1987,
while private institutions improved slightly.
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Table 2.2 Perceptions of management of institutions in the United Kingdom (percentage)

“Well run”
1983 1987
Banks 90 91
Industry 43 48
Unions 29 27
BBC 72 67
National Health Service 52 35
Nationalized industries 21 33
Universities - 65
Police 77 66
Civil service 42 46
Local government 35 29

Do the following (public) institutions work well2

Post Office 80
Police 69
Railways 65
Hospitals 63
Schools 57
Social security 49
Justice system 29

Sources: Roger Jowell and Richard Topf, “Trust in the Establishment,” in Roger Jowell, Sharon
Witherspoon and Lindsay Brook, British Social Attitudes, Fifth Report (Aldershot: Gower, 1988);
L’Etat de I"Opinion, 1996 (Paris: Editions de Seuil), p. 326

Also, if we examine the evaluations of public services and public servants in
France and Italy, we can see that respondents in these two societies give rather
positive evaluations of many of their public services. Indeed, their evaluations are,
in many cases, more positive than for private sector organizations, including major
market organizations. Both of these countries have had a large public sector, and
France has been more reluctant to cut back the size of government than have
most other European governments. The strength of the positive evaluation of
government in France may be seen in the popular outbursts against several
attempts to reduce public sector involvement in providing public service.®

Several other studies also point to generally positive evaluations of the
performance of the public sector in delivering services. One study in Canada
showed generally high levels of satisfaction with a variety of public services, with
no service having more than a majority of the respondents saying they were dis-
satisfied with the services (Table 2.3). French respondents expressed somewhat
less positive views of services, but only marginally so. Another Canadian study
showed that a large, and increasing, proportion of the population considered
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public services to be “good value for money,” although a similar British study
revealed much less support for public services (Table 2.4). Another survey in
France asked respondents whether they believed the quality of service provided
would improve if the service were privatized.®* For a majority of services the
modal response was that privatization would make the quality of service worse,
and only for hospitals did a majority think that privatization would produce an
improvement (Table 2.5). In short, although the public service may have a

Table 2.3 Satisfaction with public services (percentage)

A. Canada (1990)

Very Somewhat  Somewhat  Very Don't

satisfied  satisfied dissatisfied  dissatisfied know
Fire department 64 27 2 1 6
Garbage collection 61 29 4 3 3
Libraries 49 33 4 2 12
Medical services 48 38 9 4 1
Postal services 46 40 10 4 -
Police 46 41 8 3 2
Elementary schools 35 32 8 3 22
Recreation 33 42 11 4 10
High schools 29 33 12 4 22
Street repair 19 35 24 19 3

B. France (1987)

Satisfied Not Don’t

satisfied know
Fire services 96 1 3
Municipal services 90 7 3
Gas and electricity 85 14 1
Postal services 82 17 1
Hospitals 79 18 3
Social security 37 58 5
Tax collectors 35 62 3
Justice 32 53 15
Education 28 57 15

C. ltaly

1976 1979 1988 1995
Post office 47 44 53 53
Telephones 65 69 76 84
State railways 43 33 35 53
Medical services - - 31 22

Sources: Jean-Luc Bodiguel and Luc Rouban, Le Fonctionnaire Détréné2 (Paris: Presses de la

Fondation Nationale des Sciences Politiques, 1991); DOXA, Alcuni Aspetti dell’Opinione
pubblica (3 March 1995)
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Table 2.4 Value for money in public services (percentage)

A. Canada
Good value
1983 1988
Fire protection 87 89
Medicare 86 87
Garbage collection 83 83
Police 79 82
Education 58 60
Postal service 47 58
B. Great Britain
Good value
1986 1988
Police 73 69
Garbage collection 71 69
National Health Service — GPs services 65 68
Sports and recreation 60 62
National Health Service — hospitals 57 56
Primary education 44 50
Family allowances 44 39
Universities 41 46
Housing 41 33
Elderly services 40 37
Roads 36 29
Secondary education 32 42
Pensions 31 25
Unemployment benefits 31 23
Maternity benefits 30 26
C. ltaly
Honesty and Capacity and
commitment competence

1967 33 39
1974 6 7
1976 4 4
1984 19 29
1991 9 23
1993 8 21
1995 46 41

Sources: E. H. Hastings and P. K. Hastings, Index to International Public Opinion, 1988-89
(Greenwood, CT: Greenwood Press, 1990); DOXA, Alcuni Aspetti dell’Opinione pubblica

(3 March 1995)
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Table 2.5 Perceived effects of privatization in France (percentage)

Positive Negative No Don't

difference know
Health insurance 25 30 27 18
Postal service 27 27 32 14
Education 29 32 24 15
Prisons 20 23 20 37
Hospitals 30 29 24 17

Source: Le Nouvel Observateur, October 10-16 1986

negative public image in general, citizens do appear to appreciate the services it
provides to them.

The above positive perception of public services may hold true for the indus-
trialized world, but is much less true for the developing countries. The evidence is
limited here, but there is a sense that much of the population has come to expect
poor quality services and less than fair treatment from the service providers. For
example, over half of the Zambian respondents to a survey said that they found four
government services poor or very poor (Table 2.7). The same survey pointed out
that the Zambian population found their civil servants incompetent, rude and unfair.
Although the evidence is less quantified, several reform efforts in less-developed
countries in Latin America are centered on improving the quality of public services.

Some of the negative evaluations of public servants encountered in surveys
may be a result of very high popular expectations about the behavior of their
public officials. For example, in one survey in Britain there were very different
feelings about a manager taking a gift from a firm with whom he or she was doing
business, depending upon whether the manager was employed in industry or in
local government (Table 2.6). Three times as many people thought that such a gift
was totally acceptable for someone in business than believed that it was accept-
able for someone in government service. There are clearly different standards of
behavior expected for public servants, and therefore, perhaps, greater disappoint-
ments when there are ethical failures.®

Evidence about citizens’ attitudes toward the public bureaucracy is spotty in
the developed countries, but it is extremely difficult to find for less-developed
countries. Almond and Verba examined the administrative competence of citizens
in five countries, including Mexico. They sought to determine the degree to
which these citizens feel capable of influencing administrative decisions. There
was considerable variation among the countries, with over half the respondents in
Germany and Great Britain feeling capable of exerting such an influence, while
only eight percent of Mexican respondents felt their protests would make any dif-
ference.®” Eldersveld, Jagannadham and Barnabas, building on the work of
Janowitz, Wright and Delany, have been able to make some comparisons between
citizens’ attitudes toward administration in the United States and in India.®
Although the Indian respondents surveyed were more willing to work in public
jobs than private jobs, their general evaluation of public administration was much
less positive than that of a sample in Detroit. The Indian respondents felt that they
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Table 2.6 Expectations about behavior in the public sector (percentage)

Gifts from contractor for:

Company Local Government
manager official

Nothing wrong 39 13

A bit wrong 23 14

Wrong 29 43

Seriously wrong 7 28

Don’t know 2 3

Good descriptions of public administrators?
(France) (yes)

1980 1989 1996
They love paperwork 71 75 76
They play favorites 40 33 -
They are honest - - 78
They work too little - 40 39
They are competent 64 60 62
They are friendly 47 49 51

Sources: Michael Johnston and D. Ward, “Right and Wrong in Public and Private Life,” in Roger
Jowell and Sharon Witherspoon, eds, British Social Attitudes, 1985 (Aldershot: Gower, 1985);
L’Etat de I'Opinion 1990 (Paris: Editions de Seuil, 1991), p. 188; L’Etat de I'Opinion 1997
(Paris: Editions de Seuil, 1991), p. 155

were treated badly in their interactions with administrators and had a cynical view
of corruption and favoritism in the public bureaucracy of India. This result may be
accounted for, in part, by the “prismatic” nature of Indian government and its
administration. It does point out, however, that, despite the findings of Levy and
others, Americans are not entirely negative about their public administrators,
especially when their attitudes are compared with those of citizens of underde-
veloped countries. Other studies conducted in underdeveloped countries have
pointed to the same negative evaluations of the civil service.5

Some recent studies from formerly communist Eastern Europe point to
extraordinarily negative evaluations of the public bureaucracy.® This assessment
is perhaps to be expected given the behavior of bureaucracies in the former com-
munist regimes, and in many, the behavior of bureaucracies in previous regimes.
It may, therefore, require years if not decades for bureaucracies to develop the
legitimacy of bureaucracies within these governments, even if the political institu-
tions are able to create greater legitimacy for their activities.

Leaving aside for the time being a lack of much direct evidence concerning
popular orientations toward administration, we can undertake a more analytical
discussion of the effects of political culture on administration. This should begin
with some of the possible dimensions for analysis. As was mentioned previously,
the majority of analyses of political culture have dealt almost exclusively with
mass political participation. Thus, Almond and Verba speak of parochial, subject
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and participant cultures on the basis of the willingness of the individual to partici-
pate on the input side of politics.% Almond and Powell use cultural secularization
as one of their three variables to describe political development.’” Although this is
a broad concept, one of the primary components is an orientation toward politics
involving manipulation, and the attainment of individual goals through political
action. We do not want to paint with too broad a brush, however. Some discus-
sions of political culture have been concerned with problems of authority and of
governmental institutions. Nettl used “constitutional” and “elitist” as the two basic
dimensions of his analysis of culture, with these two dimensions defined largely
by the authority relationships within the society and polity.®® This is, therefore,
somewhat similar to Eckstein’s discussion of authority as a crucial dimension of
the analysis of political culture.®® Likewise, Elazar’s discussion of the dimensions
of political culture in the United States rather explicitly involves a discussion of
the cultural acceptability of certain types of public policies, and authors following
his lead have found connections between culture and the policies adopted by state
governments. Thus, we do have some amount of guidance in attempting to relate
political culture to the activities of government and to major institutions.

Dimensions of political culture

There have been a number of attempts to classify political cultures. Perhaps the
two most useful general conceptualizations of political culture are those provided
by Lucian Pye in the introductory essay to Political Culture and Political Develop-
ment and Mary Douglas’ general conceptualization of culture in, among other
places, her essay “Cultural Bias.””® Pye developed his four dimensions for the

Table 2.7 Perceptions of public services and public servants in Zambia

Quality of public services
Very Poor Good Very
poor good
Education 23.8 39.1 32.1 5.1
Health 27.0 38.4 31.7 2.9
Local services 59.8 24.1 14.4 1.7
Post office 8.0 18.7 55.4 17.9
Police 29.6 28.0 353 7.2
Evaluation of civil servants
Very Poor Good Very
poor good
Competence 41 47 11 1
Fairness 22 55 20 3
Politeness 12 53 30 5

Source: Mamadou Dia, Africa’s Management in the 1990s and Beyond (Washington, DC:
The World Bank, 1994), pp. 65, 67
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examination of political inputs, but these dimensions are also useful for our
analysis of the administrative aspects of government. Although not explicitly
linked, these dimensions can be related to Douglas’ ideas about the underlying
dimensions of culture.

Douglas discusses cultures as the intersection of two dimensions — “group”
and “grid.” The “group” dimension refers to the extent to which an individual is
incorporated into a defined group, and hence the extent to which individual
decisions are subject to group influences. “Grid” refers to the extent to which an
individual’s life is bound by externally imposed restrictions, and hence the extent
to which individual factors and individual negotiations can determine life circum-
stances; in “high-grid” societies there is less room for individual autonomy. We
will relate these concepts to those of Pye as we discuss the four dimensions of
culture that Pye described. These two variables interact to form four cells with dis-
tinctive types of cultural relations.

Hierarchy and equality. The first dimension of culture mentioned by Pye is hier-
archy and equality. Most administrative structures have a hierarchical structuring
of personnel and authority in formal organizations, and the cultural values con-
cerning authority and impersonality of rules mentioned above are important for
determining the acceptability of hierarchical management practices. Several other
more basic political questions also surface when we consider hierarchy and equal-
ity in public administration.

First, what are the means of recruitment into administrative positions?
Parsons has used the terms “achievement” and “ascription” to describe how
societies recruit people to positions.” In an achievement-oriented society, an indi-
vidual’s place in society is determined by his or her ability. Advancement in
society is determined by what the individual can do, not by conditions of birth.
Ascriptive societies recruit individuals to positions in society (and the public
bureaucracy) on the basis of ascriptive criteria — class, status, race, language,
caste, gender — and the individual’s position is determined by these largely
immutable personal characteristics.

As one would imagine, achievement criteria have generally been linked with
“modern” society while ascriptive criteria have been linked with “traditional”
societies. As was discussed by Weber, as well as most other commentators on
administration, bureaucracy and administration are inherently modern and
achievement-oriented components of the political system.” Voters may choose a
traditional elite to rule the country, but the bureaucracy would (in theory) still
select the best people regardless of socio-economic position or other ascriptive
characteristics. Even traditional, ascriptive rulers may want to have the best
trained and most modernized bureaucracy possible. This is true in theory, but the
actual application of the principle varies markedly from society to society.

In Douglas’ terms, ascription and achievement criteria are a function of the
group dimension of culture, or more specifically of a political culture. The ques-
tion is to what extent are the opportunities of any individual for a leadership role
in government a function of his or her group membership in the society? In a
traditional society, that would be high on both the group and grid components of
her scheme, the role of an individual would be determined largely by ascriptive
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criteria. Even if there were room for some bargaining on a personal basis (“low
grid”), the ascriptive criteria would often play a strong role in determining the
scope of the bargains. In such a society individuals would find it difficult to escape
the circumstances of their birth, and would be locked in a “fatalist” position
without much control over their destiny.

Equality in the recruitment of public administrators is discussed at length in
Chapter 4, but a brief discussion is necessary here. The issue of equality of
recruitment arose in the United Kingdom over the issue of social class. Kingsley’s
seminal discussion of representative bureaucracy in Britain found that the middle
classes were heavily over-represented in the higher civil service.” The study was,
however, ambivalent concerning the effects of that over-representation. It is prob-
able that even bureaucracies recruited on the most achievement-oriented basis
possible would still display this same dominance of the middle and upper classes
because of the correlation between social class and the ability to take standardized
tests, success in school and so forth. The fact that the bias detected may be pro-
duced by other social forces has not prevented recruitment from being a political
issue. This is true of greater equality among the social classes and has also been
true of greater equality among language groups, religions, regions and genders.

Equality in recruitment is especially important given the composition of the
clientele of most public bureaucracies. While a number of public administrators
are concerned with business and industry, agriculture, foreign policy, and
defense, the majority of the clients served directly by public agencies are from the
relatively disadvantaged segments of the population. With this we come to the
common situation of middle-class administrators attempting to provide solutions
for working-class, or “under-class,” problems.” While both groups may share a
common national culture, there are still often differences among social classes in
their values. This problem is especially important when class lines coincide with
ethnic, linguistic or other cleavages.

Because of the importance of ethnicity and class in the perception of govern-
ment by clients, some reformers have advocated the recruitment of administrators
on a quota basis to ensure that administration accurately reflects the society it is
attempting to govern. This perception may be especially important for the lower
echelons of the bureaucracy who interact frequently with the public. The proposed
solution, of course, can easily be interpreted as running counter to the value of
achievement-oriented recruitment, usually characteristic of modern administrative
systems. Thus, somewhat paradoxically, attempts at generating one form of equal-
ity in service may be seen to require some inequalities in recruitment.

Equality raises a second question for public administration. As has been
stated several times, bureaucratic organizations in Western societies have
involved the use of hierarchical authority. Superiors in the organizations have
always attempted to exercise their authority to tell subordinates what to do.
Various cultural groups have been more willing than others to accept this author-
ity. Crozier points to distinct differences in the acceptance of authority within
French, British, American and Russian organizations.” He points out that French
organizations are plagued by the inability of many of their members to accept
authoritative commands from a superior, whereas patterns of deference ingrained
in British culture made such an authoritative command quite acceptable. Massive
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changes in orientations toward authority have taken place in Western societies
and in Russia, but many of the problems and differences cited by Crozier persist.”
Likewise, several studies of public administration in developing societies point out
that orders from a superior may be obeyed as a function of the personal character-
istics of that individual, and personal loyalty, rather than from an acceptance of the
authority of the position.”

Despite these differences, acceptance of authority has declined in all
developed nations. This trend may be seen as a part of the new individualism of
the “postindustrial society.”” Alternatives to the traditional hierarchical structur-
ing of organizations have been proposed with such titles as “dialectical organ-
izations” and “collaboration-consensus” organizations.” Other analysts have
advocated the need to “break through” or “break down” bureaucracy in public
organizations.® These and myriad other proposed reforms have had in common
the desire to replace authority with more spontaneous forms of organization
based on greater equality among all the members of a work group. In these con-
ceptions the “leaders and the led” characteristic of hierarchical organizations
would be replaced by groups of collaborators.

Some of the most important efforts in the direction of equality in organ-
izations have taken place in industrial management. Going under the general label
of “industrial democracies,” some organizations have replaced the leadership of
the foreman with joint decision making by the work group. For example, workers
at numerous Swedish industrial plants have been able to choose their own work
leaders and own working pace and times. A number of companies, as well as an
increasing number of public organizations, have also imported mechanisms, such
as “quality circles” from Japan and “Total Quality Management” in a number of
countries, in an attempt to create greater involvement of the workers in their
jobs and improve the quality of the products.®! Finally, in Germany and
Scandinavia, companies are required to give virtual equality on their boards of
directors to representatives of their workers, and less extreme versions of
this practice of Mitbestimmung have been instituted in other industrialized coun-
tries.®

As I will point out in the chapter on administrative reform one contemporary
strand of reform of the public sector is “participatory.” The argument of these
reformers is that government is too hierarchical, so that the lower echelons of the
public service are not able to influence the decisions being made within the organ-
ization. This is argued both to deny the worker the right to feel involved in the
organization and to deprive the organization of his or her expertise. Further, redu-
cing hierarchical controls enables governments to eliminate large numbers of
middle-management employees whose job was supervision.®® In modern political
cultures granting greater opportunities for participation is almost essential for
good management, whether in the public or the private sector.

These new forms of organizational management pose a unique question for
public organizations: what is the role of the client in relationship to the organ-
ization? Public organizations tend to be “people-processing” organizations in
which the “product” has many of the same human needs as the “producer.” As
such, the position of the client as either subordinate or participant must be
defined by the organization. Few public organizations could afford the luxury of
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making the client an equal partner in the decision-making process, no matter how
normatively desirable such a form of organization might be to some observers
(and clients). Still, the participatory reforms discussed above argue for more par-
ticipation by clients, especially in the management of facilities such as schools and
public housing.®

Public organizations also have legal and moral obligations to fulfill that
prevent their being overly responsive to their clients. At the same time, public
organizations do have the opportunity and ability to involve clients in some
aspects of decision making concerning their cases, as well as in the general func-
tioning of the organization. If nothing else, public organizations can ensure that
their clients are treated fairly and are given the right to influence, if not control,
decisions that affect them.® Indeed, clients may be more willing to accept adverse
decisions if they have been allowed opportunities for participation and have had
the reasons for the decision explained to them.

The evidence derived from the first decades of the post-industrial society
indicates that clients are increasingly unwilling to accept a passive and subordi-
nated position vis-g-vis the public organization — in Douglas’ terms they seek lower
grid positions. This is certainly true of more educated clients of programs touch-
ing large segments of the population — for example, public retirement programs
such as Social Security — and is increasingly true of lower socio-economic classes
for whom terms such as “empowerment” represent a desire to change their rela-
tionship with the bureaucracy.® Also, reforms such as “citizens’ charters” make it
more evident to the average citizens just what his or her rights may be vis-a-vis
the bureaucracy.®”

Liberty and coercion. Closely allied with the ideas of hierarchy and equality is the
dimension of liberty and its opposite, coercion. As a gross generality, most of the
societies discussed here have been undergoing historical changes in their value
systems, favoring decreased economic liberty and increased liberty of expression
and social action. It is often the bureaucracy that must decide the limits of both
types of liberty and also determine how much coercion is acceptable in enforcing
these decisions. This is, of course, true for economic regulatory agencies, but we
often fail to remember that the police are themselves one of the most ubiquitous
forms of administration. The enforcement of social programs such as the “work-
fare” reforms being implemented in many industrialized democracies also involve
imposing restraints on the liberty of some citizens.®

We can make the argument that the stability of a democratic society may
depend upon the degree of value consensus among the enforcers of those rules
and the majority of the citizenry. As numerous student activists during the late
1960s demonstrated, and continuing protests against racial inequality, nuclear
weapons, nuclear power stations, and environmental degradation have continued
to demonstrate, there is a great deal of value dissensus with respect to the amount
of liberty felt to be desirable and, relatedly, the amount of coercion deemed neces-
sary to enforce one side of the argument. Student rebellions in places such as
South Korea and China also point to the fact that, in a society, freedom and coer-
cion themselves can be central issues in the value dissensus. Finally, conflicts
over issues such as abortion and divorce point to the re-emerging role of religion
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and culture, as well as generational differences, as a cause of value dissensus over
the role of government in regulating activities.

Despite the above-mentioned conflicts and outbursts, the application of direct
physical violence is less acceptable and probably less frequent in modern societies.
On the other hand, the application of indirect coercion is becoming an increasingly
frequent and controversial technique of political control. Here we are referring not
only to the potential use of psychological devices to exercise thought control, in the
manner of Orwell’s novel 1984, but we are also speaking of the ability of adminis-
trative agencies to impose their wills on citizens without the opposition of those
citizens. This imposition of the wishes of the public sector can be done in a variety
of manners, with the most common now being through claims on behalf of effi-
ciency, and the appeal to technological criteria in decision making.®

It has become increasingly difficult for the average citizen, or even the
exceptional citizen for that matter, to dispute the decisions made by a technologi-
cally competent and welliinsulated bureaucracy. Government has therefore
become an amalgamation of large organizations making decisions on their own
terms and forcing them on individuals. Emmette Redford has said:

The first characteristic of the great body of men subject to the administra-
tive state is that they are dormant regarding most of the decisions made
with respect to them. Their participation cannot in any manner equal their
subjection. Subjection comes from too many directions for man’s span of
attention, much less his active participation, to extend to all that affects him.
Any effort of the subject to participate in all that affects him would engulf
him in confusion, dissipate his activity and destroy the unity of his person-
ality. Democracy, in the sense of man’s participation in all that affects him, is
impossible in the administered society.”

We, and Professor Redford, may be guilty of overstating the case, but the possibil-
ity of administrative tyranny is apparent in even the best-administered modern
societies. Some obvious examples would be the general absence of public involve-
ment in a range of environmental and energy issues that have profound effects on
citizens. The decisions surrounding these issues tend to be dominated by experts,
albeit frequently by disagreement among experts, and citizens have little informa-
tion and less opportunity to make choices.”? We comment on this problem here
only as a dimension of culture, and will leave the analysis of possible solutions
until Chapter 9.

Furthermore, while the possibilities for manipulation are certainly great in
the administered or postindustrial state, we must not lose sight of the fact that the
degree of control exercised over the individual through non-coercive means may
be as great or greater in traditional society. This is, in fact, very clear in Douglas’
discussion of the restrictions on individual behavior within societies, and controls
existing along both the group and grid dimensions.” Thus, the period of mass
democracy and liberalism during the early and middle twentieth century may be
merely a period of transition between two more “totalitarian” forms of govern-
ment. In the traditional society, this use of non-physical coercion is justified on the
basis of religious or ideological dogma. In the postindustrial society, it may be
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justified through appeals to efficiency and technology and the media, which
constitute the dogma of the modern societies striving for cumulative social and
economic rationality.

The increasing level of education of the population, and the consequent
increase in the perception of their competence to participate in political decisions,
may generate increasing tension within a postindustrial society. In one scenario,
there will be sufficient citizens with sufficient competence to have real impacts on
policy and administration. In a less optimistic scenario, the intellectual demands of
the technology will increase more rapidly than will citizen competence, producing
large-scale alienation from the political system itself.” These tensions are now
being played out in conflicts over nuclear power, reproductive technologies, the
environment, and defense policy. Whichever scenario is correct, and there is the
possibility that both will be apparent in respect to different policy issues, public
participation in a bureaucratic and technological society is likely to be a continu-
ing problem of postindustrial society. Institutional change and public awareness of
the opportunities for participation continue to promote involvement while the
daunting technological demands make effective participation difficult.

The dangers of technological and elite domination of decision making in
democratic societies is not recognized as a problem, but there are no easy solu-
tions. One recommended solution is electronic democracy, with the public being
given the opportunity to participate in decisions (at least as voters) through
numerous electronic referenda. Other critics argue that this simple form of partici-
pation is inadequate, in part because the questions to be considered have been
determined before the public becomes involved. These critics advocate more
deliberative forms of democracy, with the public being involved throughout the
process, and being given the opportunity for some reflection and discussion about
the issues.” The critics of deliberation, in turn, raise questions about the practical-
ity of this method.”

Loyalty and commitment. The third dimension of political culture mentioned by
Pye was loyalty and commitment, referring mainly to the terminal community to
which the individual gives his or her ultimate loyalty. For many developing socie-
ties, and even for some industrialized societies, there is little identification with
people outside the family. Even where the commitment to the family is not para-
mount, loyalties to language, religion, caste, or ethnic group diminish individual
commitment to the national political system and produce the potential for political
unrest and instability. Further, in Europe there is a growing transfer of allegiance
to the European Union, so that identification with the nation-state is under attack
from yet another direction.”

The implications of a lower level of commitment to the nation-state by the
public for public administration are profound. This is especially true when those
commitments are to subnational groupings outside the family. First, the existence
of this type of social cleavage will tend to direct power upward toward the bureau-
cracy. Political decision making in situations of extreme social cleavage is a diffi-
cult if not impossible process, although some countries of Europe have been
developing structural and behavioral mechanisms to circumvent the problem. For
example, both the Netherlands and Switzerland have found consociational means
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of coping with divisions, with strong elite agreement used to manage the potential
for conflict over language and religion.”

In most cases of cleavage, however, either immobilism or the necessity of
imposed decisions will limit the effectiveness of legislative or executive decision
making. In these cases, the public bureaucracy may be the only effective decision-
making body in the nation. In addition, if the bureaucratic ethos expressed by
Weber and others, that the bureaucracy is above politics is successfully inculcated
into the population, the bureaucracy may be able to function quite effectively. It
can present the image of acting independently and rationally, while at the same
time make important policy decisions for the society when more conventional
democratic institutions are inoperable. Certainly France in the Fourth Republic
and, to some degree, contemporary Italy and perhaps Belgium, would fit this char-
acterization, as would a number of Third World countries.”® As that central
decision-making role becomes apparent, however, the erosion of these concep-
tions of bureaucracy may limit the future effectiveness of the bureaucracy in
immobilist or fragmented societies. The bureaucracy ceases to be an impartial
arbiter of justice and becomes the object of manifest political appeals.*

A second implication of the segmented nature of many political cultures for
public administration concerns the relationship of administrator and client. As
pointed out when discussing the relationship of social class to recruitment, so we
must, in this instance, give attention to differential hiring by ethnic groups. Domi-
nation by one group is common in countries of the Third World, especially where
current national boundaries were drawn by former colonial powers with little
regard for the social composition of the political unit being created. For example,
ethnic conflicts in Rwanda, Burundi, Nigeria and other countries are in part over
the domination of the public sector (including the army) by one group or another.
These ethnic divisions are not, of course, confined to the Third World; they are
found in such cases as the domination by Protestants in Northern Ireland and his-
torically by the English-speaking community in Canada.

The implications of these divisions are not only for civil unrest, but also for
day-to-day political tensions. One aspect of this tension between social groups is
the usual position of the dominant-culture personnel in administrative agencies.
These administrators are placed in positions administering programs involved in
aiding mostly people from the subject culture. As noted with respect to social
class, we generally find the majority of administrators coming from the dominant
cultural groups in a society, while a disproportionate share of their clients come
from the subject cultures. This situation not only contributes to the underlying
tension between the groups, but may also place important limits on the effective-
ness of the administrative structures.

Most public administration is people processing. It involves the communica-
tion of desires and demands from client to administrator, the administrator then
making a decision, and the transmission of that decision to the client. This is obvi-
ously a communication process and, like all communication processes, it depends
upon the existence of common values, symbols and cognitive structures. This con-
sensus does not necessarily exist between members of different subcultural
groups in a society. In these cases the probable result of interactions between
administrators and clients is not the development of effective communication and

57



THE POLITICS OF BUREAUCRACY

58

empathy, but rather hostility, resentment, and the reinforcement of existing preju-
dices. This will be especially true when the program involved is a social program
affecting the values of the client and administrator. The majority of direct evid-
ence in this regard comes from the study of interactions of different social classes,
but if we generalize, we can agree with Sjoberg, Bremer and Faris concerning the
“critical role of bureaucratic organizations in sustaining social stratification.”®

Trust and distrust: a theory of bureaucratic power. The fourth and final aspect of
political culture is the level of trust and distrust among the population. The politi-
cal trust has become extremely popular as an explanation for the relative success
of different political systems, and especially for different levels of success in build-
ing political democracy.’® In our discussion of this dimension of culture, we will
attempt to develop a theoretical explanation for the differential development of the
power of public administration in different political systems.

We argue that differences in the level and growth of administrative decision-
making powers in contemporary countries are not due entirely to random or irra-
tional forces, but instead, at least in part, reflect patterns of political cultures in
these societies. The patterning of trust in the political cultures may play an espe-
cially important part in this explanation. To begin with, we should distinguish two
separate components of social or political trust. The first component is trust in
individuals, as opposed to personal cynicism. This variable is conceptualized as
the degree to which individuals in the society believe that others outside their
immediate family can be trusted, or at least are not actively an enemy. In addition,
trustful individuals tend to have a benign view of human nature.

Trust of humanity is not at all evenly distributed across cultures. Almond
and Verba offer some of the best direct evidence of this variation. In their survey
they found that 55 percent of the Americans, 49 percent of the British, but only
seven percent of the Italians in their sample indicated that they believed that
“most people can be trusted.”'*® Rather similar distributions of trust and distrust
were found on several other items. Social distrust has been well described in the
French context by Wylie, who notes that many of the provincial French with
whom he was familiar felt:

since all individuals are on the whole malicious and since society never
tames the deeper self, every individual is actually motivated by hidden
forces which are probably hostile.!®

While certainly French politics and social life have modernized substantially since
Wylie wrote those lines, some of the underlying negative conceptions of human
nature appear to remain.’* More recent evidence confirms different levels of trust
(see below).

The importance of trust and distrust in a political culture for the growth of
administrative power is that the lack of social trust removes the possibility, or at
least the probability, of informal and self-regulative activities in society. In more
trusting societies, these types of activities can be used to supplement the activities
of government in regulating relationships within the society. In political systems
such as the United States, the United Kingdom, or Scandinavia, where social trust
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is high, non-governmental alternatives to public administration emerge quite
readily. Individuals feel that they can safely form organizations and can allow
those organizations some control over the lives of the members. Some rather
obvious examples of this are the use of bar and medical associations to regulate
important aspects of public policy.'® A variety of mechanisms for the co-
production of public services — block watches for crime and tenant management
of housing projects — also fit into this category.!®® This dimension of trust can be
further evidenced by the comparative powers of labor unions in these societies in
the regulation of economic affairs, although the United States would represent
something of an anomaly here. Thus, in cases where high levels of trust among
individuals exist, we may expect a large number of otherwise public functions to
be performed privately.

Robert Putnam has argued for the importance of different levels of “social
capital” in explaining differences among societies.!”” In his conception, building
successful democracy is dependent upon the capacity of individuals to form
associations outside their family or immediate social groupings. These groups not
only serve as what is in essence practice for democratic participation, but also
indicate a willingness to work with people who are different from themselves.
Further, these social organizations intervene between state and society, and
thereby minimize the direct imposition of authority on individuals.!® Putnam uses
these differences to explain variance in regions of a single country (Italy), as well
as differences in the one country across time.'®

Here we can also see an instance in which political culture may be undergo-
ing some systematic change. One of the common features of the programs of
many right-of-center governments during the 1980s and into the 1990s has been
the privatization of functions that previously were public. Even in societies that
historically have assigned a very positive role to public sector action, e.g. France
and Italy and many Third World Countries, many public functions have been pri-
vatized.''® Whether this will be an aberration, with a return to more etatiste poli-
cies after the fashion of the “New Right” passes, has yet to be seen. It may be,
however, that if the privatizations are reasonably successful, attitudinal changes
will follow changes in behavior.

As well as the overt privatization of economic activities, the delivery of
public services, now more than ever perhaps, depends upon the active involve-
ment of not-for-profit organizations — the “Third Sector.” A variety of public and
private sector interactions now characterize the delivery of public services, with
public—private partnerships being one of the more important. This pattern of
service delivery is often efficient and effective, and permits some debureau-
cratization of the services. On the other hand, it raises questions of accountability
and control and requires government to be able to monitor a variety of contrac-
tual and partnership arrangements, rather than simply using hierarchical
controls.!!!

Indicators of interpersonal trust. Using the willingness to form associations as
one indicator of trust among individuals, we again find high levels of variation by
countries. For example, Almond and Verba found that 40 percent of Americans
and 30 percent of the British preferred outgoing leisure-time activities, most of
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which involved some type of group membership.''? In contrast, only seven
percent of the Italian sample and 11 percent of the Mexican sample preferred
activities of this type. A survey of French respondents, reported earlier, displayed
equally low interest in outgoing activities (only 11 percent preferring activities
involving any sort of group membership),'** although some later evidence points
to a rich, and growing, associational life in France.!* A survey performed in a
number of industrialized democracies showed that the French, Italians and
Japanese were much less likely to join voluntary organizations than people from
other countries (Table 2.8). When a common pattern of group membership and
participation does not exist, the pattern of participation appears to be one of long
periods of quiescence broken by periods of large-scale and even violent social
movements.''

Another indicator of the willingness to form groups may be taken to be the
proportion of the work force that belongs to labor unions. Unions have emerged
as probably the principal organizational groups in Western society, especially in
terms of their influence on the political system. Thus, if we look at the proportion
of the economically active population involved in these organizations, we get
some indication of the organizational skills and interest of the respective popula-
tions, as is illustrated in Table 2.8. Here we see that the smaller European demo-
cracies, the United Kingdom and Australia have disproportionately higher levels
of union membership than the other nations. We have already mentioned the
high levels of interpersonal trust in the United Kingdom, and the organizational
propensities of the Scandinavian countries have been noted frequently.!’® Simi-
larly, countries of the Third World lack a strong labor movement, reflecting in
part the relatively low levels of interpersonal trust in these societies, as well as
the relatively small portion of the labor force in the monetized sectors of the
economy.

The most interesting aspects of Table 2.9 are the low percentages of union
membership reported in Italy, the United States and Japan. As we have been
seeing throughout this discussion of trust, Italy and France have low levels of
social trust among their populations. This low interpersonal trust is manifested
here in low levels of organizational activities. Not only is this a quantitative indica-
tion of the lack of organizational propensity, but qualitative studies also indicate
weakness within the organizations that do exist. Rather than functioning as a
cohesive whole, the labor movements in France and Italy are riven by ideological
and political disputes that constrain their effectiveness in shaping and implement-
ing public policies.

Given the findings concerning attitudes of social trust and the use of out-
going leisure-time activities, somewhat higher levels of union membership might
be expected among Americans. This is apparently an isolated manifestation of a
lack of interest in joining a particular type of organization, rather than a more
general indication of the propensity to join organizations. Finally, although Japan
is sometimes taken as the model of a group-oriented society, it has low rates of
union membership. In this instance, low union membership appears to be a result
of one organization (the company) replacing another (the union) as the focus of
organization in the work force. If the current economic recession forces Japanese
firms to begin to dismiss workers, this pattern may change.
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Table 2.9 Trade union membership as a percentage of labor force

Iceland 94
Sweden 91
Finland 80
Denmark 76
Belgium 73
Norway 68
Austria 62
Luxembourg 61
Philippines 58
Poland 57
Ireland 53
Australia 51
Czech Republic 39
United Kingdom 39
Canada 37
ltaly 36
New Zealand 36
Germany 35
Greece 34
Estonia 33
Switzerland 32
Netherlands 30
Argentina 27
Japan 26
Spain 20
Singapore 17
United States 15
Zimbabwe 13
South Africa 13
India 8

Source: M. Upham, ed., Trade Unions of the World (London: Cartermill, 1996)

Trust in government. A second aspect of trust is trust in government and political
institutions. Here we are especially interested in the degree to which an individual
believes that the “political” structures and politicians, as opposed to administrative
structures, are worthy of trust. Also involved in this conception of political trust, or
its reverse of political cynicism, is the idea that politicians will take the citizen’s
viewpoint into account when making decisions. The implications of this type of
trust for the development of administrative power are perhaps more obvious than
the implications of generalized social trust. If the majority of the population, or
even a significant minority, does not trust government and politicians to be fair,
honest and impartial, then government will have at best a very difficult time in
ruling the country. Decisions of a highly distrusted political system will be difficult
for the population to accept as legitimate; the assumption would always be that
some sort of corruption, deception, or favoritism was involved in the decision.
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We also find considerable variation across cultures on the level of political
trust, just as we did for interpersonal trust. Almond and Verba present some
directly comparable evidence, albeit now dated, about the distribution of this trait.
When respondents in the five countries involved in their survey were asked if they
believed themselves capable of influencing local and national regulations, 75
percent of the American and 62 percent of the British respondents felt that they
could influence national regulations, while only 28 percent of the Italian respon-
dents felt that they could exert such an influence.’” Also, in a study of political
socialization in France, the Netherlands and the United States, Abramson and
Inglehart compared the trust expressed in a child’s father and in the head of state.
In the Netherlands and the United States, the children were very slightly more
trusting of the political official; in France, the children were much more trusting of
the father than the representative of the political system.!'® More recent research
has found that French citizens trust politicians less than they do other occupa-
tional groups - including civil servants (see Table 2.10). Rather high levels of
political trust have also been reported in Scandinavia and in the Low Countries,
although even here the level of political trust appears to be in decline.!'

If social researchers discovered significant variation in the level of trust in
developed countries, the variations would be more extreme if substantial survey
evidence were available from less-developed societies.’® Some indication of the
prevailing level of distrust can, however, be obtained through other methods. The
general finding is a very low level of trust in government in those societies, and a
feeling that anyone who goes into government employment must be doing so for
personal gain.’?! This attitude, in turn, tends to be related to the prevalence of
authoritarian regimes in those societies, given that other forms of government
would have difficulty in gaining sufficient compliance from citizens to be effective.

Trust in government has been in decline in most industrialized countries
since the time that Almond and Verba did their research. Nowhere has that
decline been more precipitous than in the United States, where the traumas of the
Vietnam War and Watergate followed so closely on one another. For example, in
response to a question on whether they could expect the government in Washing-
ton to do the right thing all the time, most of the time, or only some of the time, 77
percent of Americans in 1964 said all or most of the time. By 1977 that percentage
had dropped to 32 percent. Looking at the problem the other way, 22 percent of a
sample in 1964 said that government could not be trusted to do what was right,

Table 2.10 Trust of politicians in France (percentage)

“Do you believe that most politicians are more honest,

less honest, or equally as honestas . . . 2"
More Less Equally No opinion
Banks 6 15 68 11
Lawyers 7 24 53 16
Civil servants 4 42 37 17
Industrialists 6 24 52 18

Source: CSA/le Journal du Dimanche Survey, April 5 and 6 1990
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whereas in 1977, 64 percent said government could not be trusted uncondition-
ally.’? While trust in government to some degree rebounded in the United States
during the Reagan administration, the “Irangate” scandal and the Congressional
banking scandal produced additional declines in the confidence in government
expressed by citizens, according to public opinion polls. For example, by 1993
only 24 percent of the public thought that government could be trusted to do what
was right.1??

Another way of looking at the trust of citizens in their government is to look
at the confidence they express in the institutions of that government, especially
those of the executive branch. Of nine major institutions in society asked about in
1979, the executive branch of government ranked next to last in people’s confi-
dence; only organized labor was lower. In 1966 the executive branch was tied for
fourth. Some more recent surveys show an increase in the relative ranking of the
executive branch and its surpassing the legislature in the confidence of citizens.
In 1991 some 26 percent of respondents had confidence in the executive branch,
but only 18 percent of respondents had confidence in Congress.'*

The United States is by no means alone in having citizens who are skeptical
about their government. This appears to be a common phenomenon in the indus-
trialized democracies, perhaps in part because of the (relative) failure of govern-
ments to provide citizens with high economic growth and improved social
conditions. For example, although 34 percent of a sample of Americans had little
or no confidence in their civil service, 35 percent of a British sample said the same
thing. Even more surprisingly, over one-fourth of a West German sample
expressed the same negative sentiments toward their bureaucracy.'® Thus, as we
argued above, political cultures do change. It is unclear, however, whether the
changes we see in the last part of the twentieth century are a short-term response
to specific events or a more fundamental shift in the population’s assessment of
government.

Although there does appear to be some loss of confidence in government,
the glass may be at least half full as well as half empty. For example, the European
Community has been asking citizens of its member countries how satisfied they
are with the performance of democracy in their country.'? The average!®” level of
satisfaction (“very satisfied” plus “somewhat satisfied”) across the Community in
1989 was 60 percent, and dropped to 57 percent in 1998. These later figures are
significantly higher than satisfaction in 1973 (47 percent) even with the addition of
three countries (Greece, Portugal and Spain) with less than average levels of satis-
faction.

There were also substantial differences in levels of satisfaction among the
countries, with satisfaction with democracy in 1998 ranging from 28 percent (Italy
— only one percentage point higher than in 1973) to 84 percent (Denmark). In
general, the countries of southern Europe were less satisfied with their govern-
ments than those from other parts of the continent. In the best of all worlds we
would want every citizen to be satisfied with the way in which his or her govern-
ment functions, but there does appear to be a substantial reservoir of popular
support for this set of governments.'?

Likewise, when asked about their perceptions of their governing
institutions, citizens of Western European countries demonstrated a good deal of
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confidence (Table 2.11). Regarding confidence in the civil service, there were
marked differences among the countries, with very high confidence in countries
such as Denmark and Ireland, but very low in others like Italy, Spain and
Portugal. Further, in some countries (Denmark, France, Ireland) the public had
more confidence in the civil service than in their parliament. Also, the public on
average lost little confidence in the civil service during the 1980s.

Trust and administration. We have now developed two different dimensions of
trust — trust in individuals and trust in government.'® These two dimensions can
be inter-related in a typology, as shown in Figure 2.2. In this typology, we attempt
to explain different levels of political power and affect of the population toward
administration from the positions on the two trust dimensions. In referring to
political power of administration, we mean the decision-making power of the
public bureaucracy relative to other decision-making bodies (for example the
legislature) in the political system. Over time the policy-making power of adminis-
tration has increased, but at different rates in different societies.

The second variable in this typology is the affect felt by the population
toward the administrative structure. It may be difficult to love a bureaucrat,
barring the chance that he or she is a member of your immediate family. Yet there
are instances in which cultural orientations toward the administrative apparatus
are at least benign, and perhaps even positive. Some populations hold the public
bureaucracy in high regard as a traditional societal elite. In others this positive
affect may be only a grudging respect for their administrative and technical com-
petence, but it is still a positive view of administration.

Table 2.11 Trust in major institutions (latest year available) (positive responses, in
percentage)

Armed Educn. legal Press Trade Police Parlia- Civil  Major
forces system system unions ment  service com-
panies

Belgium 33 74 45 44 37 51 43 42 50
Denmark 46 81 79 31 46 89 42 51 38
France 56 66 58 38 32 67 48 49 67
Germany 40 54 65 34 36 70 51 39 38
Ireland 62 73 47 36 43 86 50 59 52
|k:||y 63 48 49 32 34 67 32 27 62
Netherlands 32 65 63 36 53 73 54 46 49
Norway 65 79 75 43 59 88 59 44 53
Portugal 47 51 41 36 29 44 34 32 45

Spain 42 62 45 51 40 58 43 37 49
Sweden 49 70 56 33 40 74 47 44 53
UK 81 47 54 14 26 77 46 44 48

Source: European Values Survey
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Figure 2.2 Relationship of dimensions of social trust to administrative power

As is shown in Figure 2.2, we do not include all possible combinations of the
two dependent characteristics of the typology in our predicted outcomes. Instead
we have chosen to hedge our bets and have labeled two of the cells as having
moderate administrative power. This is, however, something more than a simple
hedge and is related to some characteristics of the political and social systems
expected to fall into those cells of the typology. Following is a discussion of each
of the four cells, with an attempt to explain and justify our predictions of adminis-
trative power.

The first cell of the typology contains societies that have high levels of inter-
personal trust and high levels of trust in government. In these cases we would
expect to find the weakest administrative structures. In these political systems the
normal “political” branches of the government are reasonably successful in ruling
the country and tend to maintain a strong hold on their decision-making preroga-
tives. They are able to make and enforce rules without excessive assistance from
their public bureaucracy. At the same time there are successful decision-making
bodies outside government that are capable of performing a number of regulatory
functions that might otherwise have to be performed by the bureaucracy.

The most obvious example of a nation that would fit into this category of
high interpersonal trust and high political trust is the United Kingdom. In this
case, the Cabinet and, to a lesser extent, the Parliament, comprise an effective
political decision-making body.!* As Nordlinger pointed out, the level of political
trust is sufficiently high in this system to permit the political decision makers
extreme latitude after an election.® The population can thus exert direct political
control over its elected politicians only at the time of an election, although a
number of informal mechanisms for interim participation have been increasing in
importance.’®? In addition, there has traditionally been a good deal of self-
regulation by organizations within the society. Perhaps the best example of the
reliance on self-regulation is the very low level of government involvement in regu-
lating labor-management disputes. At various times Conservative governments



POLITICAL CULTURE AND PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION

have proposed and implemented some labor legislation, but even that put through
by the Thatcher government has been quite meager when compared to that in the
United States, or to members of the old Commonwealth countries.

This should not be taken as saying that the British bureaucracy is
entirely dormant and uninvolved in making policy. There has, in fact, been
substantial concern about the policy-making role of the civil service in
Britain.'*® However, unlike the case in a number of other political systems, the
Cabinet and, to a lesser extent, Parliament, retain more than rubber stamp
powers over the actions of administrators. The tradition of parliamentary
control of ministers has tended to prevent the accretion of bureaucratic author-
ity experienced in other regimes, for example, France. Further, a succession of
governments (including the Labour government elected in 1997) have been
concerned with the powers of the public bureaucracy, and have been attempt-
ing to assert greater political control.’® The United Kingdom, therefore,
remains a political system with a relatively low level of administrative power
and control.

In the opposite cell would be countries that have neither high levels of trust
in the political system nor high levels of interpersonal trust. Among industrialized
countries, France and Italy (despite their continuing social change) would come
close to fitting into this category. Some indication of the level of interpersonal
trust in developed democracies is given in Table 2.11, and certainly the respon-
dents coming from those two countries do appear to be very distrustful of others.
This characterization would also fit a large number of Third World countries,
especially those nations with ethnic diversity that have been unable to build effect-
ive national institutions. In these nations, there is little or no basis for the con-
struction of effective extra-governmental organizations that could be useful in the
regulation of some economic or social affairs.!® A number of authors have also
noted the relative weaknesses of these organizations in France and Italy. These
societies are certainly not devoid of interest groups, but the groups that exist tend
to be fragmented and effective largely as defensive groups. They further lack the
firm normative and political commitment on the part of their members that is so
characteristic of groups in other societies; a major exception may be labor
unions.!'*

The governing capacity of the political components of government in these
societies is relatively weak, although years under the Gaullists and then the
Socialists under Mitterrand in France certainly strengthened the system there.
Some evidence of this tendency is given in Table 2.11. Politics has tended to be
characterized by fragmentation, ideological argument, and “blockage.””®” These
difficulties are in part a function of the institutions themselves and in part a func-
tion of the values of the societies that stress family and individual roles rather
than the role of the government. Thus the population is less willing to accept the
decrees of government than the needs of the family or the guidance of the local
patron. In these cases, the bureaucracy may be required to step in to fill a power
vacuum in the political system. The country must be run somehow, and the
logical heir to powers ordinarily held by parliament or the executive is the
bureaucracy. Unfortunately, perhaps, this pattern tends to be self-reinforcing. As
more power and decision making pass to the bureaucracy, the popular image of
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government as authoritarian and impersonal is reinforced. This image further
reduces the legitimacy of the political system in the eyes of the population and
further prevents the legislative and executive bodies from becoming effective
rule-making bodies. Thus, a cycle of bureaucratic domination tends to perpetuate
itself, being broken mainly by “charismatic personalities” who are capable of
producing effective political action either through or around normal political
channels.

These problems in governance appear particularly pronounced in countries
of the Third World, even those that have been making economic progress, and
the countries of the former Communist Bloc. The new nations tend to lack inter-
personal trust among the population, as well as trust of government.'®® This
absence of trust is often traceable to the predominance of ethnic cleavages in the
society, and the use of protective as opposed to promotional groups. Each
segment of the society tends to protect its interests against all others, rather than
offering an alternative means of social decision making; the conflicts in the former
Yugoslavia and ethnic conflicts in Rwanda represent the extreme cases here. Like-
wise, the long history of colonial rule and the lack of a social and economic infra-
structure usually associated with democratic government have made the
bureaucracy and the army the two logical contenders for power in these
societies.!®

In some countries there is an alternative source of distrust of social organi-
zations. In some countries in the Southern Cone of South America, for example,
the state itself has been a powerful, and in some cases largely benevolent, actor so
that third-sector organizations that seek to fulfill some of the purposes of the State
are viewed with suspicion. As these governments attempt to conform to the man-
agerial and neo-liberal styles of governing now becoming the norm around the
world, their commitment to government as a means of solving problems may be a
major barrier.

As well as being the choices by default, the bureaucracy and the army also
have some of the characteristics of modernity that would qualify them for the
management of developing economies and societies. Both institutions tend to
have had relatively extensive contacts with more modern nations and to have
values and attitudes that conform more closely to those of the modern state than
to those of other political elites. Thus, just as with the developed countries of
France and Italy, the bureaucracy in the underdeveloped world fills a power
vacuum when it exists. One question that remains is whether this will be a
continuing phenomenon or whether the underdeveloped countries will be able to
develop the political and interpersonal trust that a large proportion of the
developed world has been able to generate.

We move now to the two cases with mixed degrees of trust. These have
been characterized as having moderate levels of administrative power, but they
differ in the affect felt by the population toward the administrative system. The
first is the case of low interpersonal trust and high trust for government. This
would appear to be typical of the “consociational democracies” of the Low Coun-
tries, Austria, Switzerland and (once) Lebanon. In these societies, strong cleavage
between religious and linguistic groups in turn produces relatively few feelings of
interpersonal trust. Lorwin notes that in Belgium:
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Flemings know little of Walloons’ thinking: Walloons know little of Flemish
thinking. People of each side therefore tend to see and resent the others as
a solid bloc arrayed against them.!4

Again, there has been substantial social modernization, but political conflict and
even violence over language took place during 1987, resulting in the creation of a
rather extreme form of federalism.*! Similarly, traditionally Dutch political socio-
logy emphasized the “pillarization” of their society, with the three major groups
(Protestants, Catholics and the non-religious) vertically integrated and having
relatively little contact with members of other “families.”'*? Mass communications
and secularization have reduced this isolation substantially, but some separation
remains.*

These societies obviously have the inherent potential to develop the immo-
bilism and the conflict that had been characteristic of French and Italian govern-
ments for some time. Fortunately, however, there is a well-developed sense of
mutual trust among the elites of each of the “families,” as well as a general
feeling of political trust for the government. Thus, although vertically integrated,
compromise and interaction at the elite level enable the political system to func-
tion effectively. It is also able to function with only a moderate level of administra-
tive power. The legislative bodies are fragmented politically but, at the same
time, have formed coalition governments with the continuing support of the
population. This feeling of trust and respect for the government is carried over
into the generally positive feelings of the population toward the administrative
structures.

The final set of nations are those with relatively low trust in the political
system but high levels of interpersonal trust. This pattern would appear to be dis-
played in the United States. The political culture of the United States has
traditionally been one preferring individual and group action to governmental
action."* A number of functions that might be performed by government, or at
least with extensive governmental intervention, are still performed privately in
the United States. The most notable example of this is health care, although a
number of other professions and businesses have also retained the right to
administer their own affairs and to make decisions that in other societies would
be considered a matter of direct public concern. Despite this, survey evidence
has shown that Americans at least expect fair treatment from the political system,
although this expectation is not so high as in the United Kingdom. Moreover,
when compared with levels of interpersonal trust, the government comes out a
rather poor second. Thus, if we use the level of interpersonal trust as an
“expected” level of trust, the level of trust found for government is low, and
getting lower.

Whether or not the United States can be said to be indicative of this
pattern, what are the consequences for administrative power? In the first place,
we may expect a moderate level of administrative power. The use of non-
governmental organizations for a variety of regulatory tasks lessens the work
load of the administration; at the same time, the relatively bad image of the politi-
cal arms of government forces a number of questions to be decided administra-
tively rather than politically. The “political” branches of governments tend to be
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so weighted down with checks and balances that the bureaucracy must again be
called on to fill something of a decision-making vacuum. This is apparent in part
in the widespread utilization of regulations written by the bureaucracy in place
of other legislation and in the difficulties that some presidents have experienced
in trying to control the administrators whom they nominally command.*® Even
given the relative powers of the public bureaucracy, however, the general view-
point of Americans vis-g-vis the bureaucracy is negative. Americans may have
some respect for individual administrators, but the dominant theme of the
culture is well indicated by the successful presidential campaigns of both Ronald
Reagan and Bill Clinton, both campaigning very hard against Washington and
the public bureaucracy.

In summary, a relatively simple typology of variations in the levels of trust
among the population toward two different social objects — individuals and the
government — can be useful in explaining differences in the degree of administra-
tive power in modern governments. This typology and its conclusions are rather
obviously an oversimplification of a complex reality. A number of other cultural
and political factors must be taken into account in the final explanation or predic-
tion of administrative power. However, the relatively strong correspondence
between the predictions of the typology and this descriptive analysis of
representative political systems offers some credence to the relationships hypo-
thesized.

Culture and the internal management of organizations

Up to this point we have been examining the relationship between the societal and
political cultures (types of which are given in Table 2.12) and the role prescribed for
the public bureaucracy; that is, we have considered what role the bureaucracy per-
forms within the political system rather than the manner in which it chooses to
perform those tasks. We now turn our attention to the question of the impact of
culture on the internal management of complex administrative organizations. This
is a complex topic worthy of several volumes in itself. However, only two topics will
be discussed here: the relationship between superiors and subordinates in an organ-
ization; and the cultural basis for the motivation of workers. As has been true for
most other topics in this book, we are especially interested in the effects of these
internal management practices on the policy outputs of the public organization.

Table 2.12 Types of social and political cultures

Group
High Low
High Hierarchist Fatalist
Grid
Low Egalitarian Individualist
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Culture and authority

The definition and acceptance of the authority of one individual by another is a
function of culture and society. As with virtually all cultural values, there are indi-
vidual interpretations of the norm, and hence individual variation, but certain
modal patterns emerge. The use of impersonal and “rational-legal” authority as a
means of controlling individuals, as suggested in formal models of bureaucratic
management, is a culturally determined concept. First, it is intimately connected
to the social-cultural patterns of the West, and even then to a rather small
segment of Western thought. This managerial strategy, to be successful, would
require the support of a generally hierarchical and bureaucratic society — the
Germany of Weber, perhaps. A culture that stressed the virtues of individualism
and personal equality would find it difficult to accept such an impersonal system
of management.

Weber has presented the classical discussion of the sources of authority in
society.’® Much the same can be said of patterns of authority in organizations.
Weber argued that authority had three sources: tradition, charismatic personality
and rationality. The first was assumed to characterize most traditional societies.
The authority exercised by an individual in government or in a private organ-
ization (such few as might exist in a traditional society) would be a function of the
individual’s position in the traditional hierarchy in the society. This hierarchy may
be ordained by some alleged divine connection, or it may be a function of possess-
ing property, but the source of authority is not subject to any rational challenge.

Charismatic authority is a transitional variety of authority. This source of
authority stems from the force of personality of the individual. Weber spoke of
charismatic authority largely in terms of social and political leadership, but the
same type of authority could characterize organizational leaders. Some individual
executives are capable of commanding respect and obedience through the force
of their individual personality. Weber notes that, over time, charisma tends to be
institutionalized and to be converted into rational-legal authority.

In the third variety of authority the individual employee willingly accepts the
authority of the superior, simply because of the hierarchy of the organization or
society. Thus, if an individual occupies a superior position within the organization,
that is sufficient to provide the individual with authority. In Herbert Simon’s
terms, the subordinate willingly suspends judgment and accepts directions given
by the superior with little consideration.'¥” Individual leaders may squander this
natural source of authority by what is in essence “negative charisma,” but they
begin with a reservoir of authority with which they can manage their organization.

A good deal of management thinking in the public sector is still bound to
this Weberian conception of rational-legal authority, and of the right of the supe-
rior to command the subordinate. Fortunately or unfortunately, most real-life man-
agement does not actually depend upon such clear lines of authority and
obedience. In his study of Weber’s model of bureaucracy, Page points to the role
of bargaining and informal power, even in what is assumed to be a prototype of
the Weberian public bureaucracy (Germany).® Attempts at hierarchical manage-
ment are increasingly impractical and, in fact, would appear to be one of the major
causes for discontent in most large organizations in the Western world today. The
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cultural values of these societies have changed decidedly in favor of the right of
people to decide their own futures. Workers, especially younger workers, are
seeking greater involvement in decision making. This desire has been phrased
largely in terms of the management of industrial enterprises, but much the same
can be said of public organizations. The lower echelons of these organizations are
also seeking new forms of management that facilitate participation by the people
(themselves and their clients) affected by the decisions. Further, their organ-
izational superiors (if that term continues to have much meaning) often support
more participative management. In some governments major management reform
programs, such as PS2000 in Canada and the National Performance Review in the
United States, have been initiated to promote greater involvement by employees
in the organizations,* with a further push for citizen engagement attempting to
include clients as well as the lower levels of administration.

Another challenge to hierarchical authority is expertise. The appeal of
technology and expertise in modern society is almost hypnotic in its effects.
Expertise has become a new basis of charisma for leaders of an organization. The
problem is that this source of authority often (usually?) conflicts with the
rational-legal basis of authority. Victor Thompson long ago argued that this diver-
gence between expertise and formal authority is the fundamental problem of
modern organizations.'®® Authority is concentrated at the top of the organizational
pyramid while expertise is concentrated at the bottom. The conflicts intrinsic in
such a situation are obvious. In public organizations expertise is often not only
technical, but also consists of direct knowledge of the clientele and their prob-
lems, which may be considered unimportant by those in the upper levels of the
organization. Conflict, over both knowledge and values, in such a situation is virtu-
ally unavoidable.

The problems of authority and management in underdeveloped nations are
rather different. The acceptance of hierarchy and rational-legal authority in many
of these cases is formalistic at best. This pattern of authority conflicts with a per-
sisting traditional basis of authority in most other relationships. Even under colo-
nial rule, the traditional authority structure was often borrowed by the colonial
power for its own uses,® and subsequent attempts to modernize have placed new
strains on traditional power structures. In many cases, the ideology of moderniza-
tion has required the destruction or bypassing of older systems of authority. The
weakening of these authority systems has created a vacuum that has been difficult
to fill on the basis of rational-legal authority. Thus, modern institutions may often
serve as a thin disguise for traditional practices, much as expected in Riggs’ dual-
istic model of administration. In addition, charismatic leaders supply another
major source of authority both for government as a whole and for public bureau-
cracies.

In fairness, however, it is not only the administrative structures of Third
World countries that contain vestiges of traditional and charismatic authority.
Performance in many “central agencies” in developed countries is based upon the
personal leadership of an individual leader.'® Individuals remain a part of those
organizations so long as they have confidence in, and the confidence of, the
person in the executive position — be it president, prime minister, or whatever.
Organizations with this personal authority constitute a small but crucial
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component of the administrative structures of most countries. In addition, the
importance of these organizations may be increasing as political leaders find
themselves frustrated by the existing career organizations and demand ways of
breaking out of that mold. Likewise, there are increasing efforts to impose politi-
cal criteria for appointment in a wide range of posts in public bureaucracies in
order to ensure greater personal and political control.

Culture and motivation

How do you motivate workers to join an organization and to produce once they
are members? To some degree, this is a part of the prior question of authority, in
that Weber tended to assume that authority was itself a sufficient motivation for
performance.'® Beyond this seemingly naive expectation, how can the manager of
a public organization activate his subordinates to perform their jobs effectively,
and have at least a modicum of loyalty to the organization for which they work?'*
Answers range from using physical coercion, either real or threatened, to permit-
ting enhanced participation by the organization’s workers in decision making. In
each instance, the choice of motivational strategy will be, to some degree, a func-
tion of the culture of the society.

In general, we can think of four basic motivational techniques that are avail-
able to managers. The first technique, if it may be given such a euphemistic title,
is coercion. Fortunately, the contemporary world has largely left behind the
period in which direct coercion might be used as a means of gaining organ-
izational compliance. The use of indirect or implied coercion is still an actively
used technique, however. The coercion is rarely physical but involves other types
of deprivations to the employee. In particular, this can include the loss of prestige,
status and acceptance through either loss of office or demotion. Newspapers carry
stories of the deportation of out of favor administrators to the country’s functional
equivalent of Siberia (for example, Cut Bank, Montana, for the FBI in the United
States). While this relocation is certainly better than a public flogging in most
people’s minds, it can still be a severe deprivation in both physical and psychologi-
cal terms.

A somewhat more subtle form of coercion is the use of ideological or reli-
gious doctrines as a motivating force. Perhaps the two most famous examples of
this are the Protestant ethic and the thoughts of Chairman Mao. The former reli-
gious and ideological doctrine has been cited as one of the principal reasons for
the development of Western industrial society.'® By equating success in business
or profession with salvation, the Protestant ethic constituted an important motivat-
ing force for the growth of Western business and commerce. Even now, when
direct belief in the correlation of success and divine election has waned, the
culture of the West has been sufficiently influenced by this doctrine that success
is valued as a good in itself. More recently, Moslem fundamentalism has played a
similar role in motivating political and social behavior in several countries in the
Middle East, most notably Iran.!®® The thoughts of Chairman Mao, although less
widespread, constitute perhaps the best example of the use of a secular ideology
as a motivating device. Exhortations to progress, development and efficient
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production through this ideology were an important if not crucial factor in China’s
economic development. This was true despite a number of economic inefficien-
cies dictated by the doctrine. On a more personal basis, the desire to fulfill the
thoughts of Mao and to please him and the people of China as a whole served as
important means of motivating the individual. As with the Protestant ethic, the
threat of coercion has been internalized by the individual. The deprivations for the
individual are more often than not internal, so that personal pressures of com-
pliance constitute the major motivation for the individual. The thoughts of Chair-
man Mao, therefore, may have been an important transitional phase between the
old China and a new China which at times appears to be operating closer to the
ideals of the Protestant ethic than to Mao.'

It should be noted here that the use of ideology and religion can be at once
a very expensive and a very inexpensive means of motivation. On the one hand,
once the ideology is accepted by the population, it requires largely symbolic
manipulation in order to be effective. This is certainly less expensive than having
to pay people money to motivate them or to involve them in decision making.
Thus, as with any cultural device, the ideology of a society (or organization) pro-
vides a set of symbols that can be manipulated by those in power. The ideology
also provides a set of psychological deprivations for the individual for failure to
comply with the ideology. At least psychologically, the manipulation of symbols
can constitute something approaching coercion. Ideology used as a means of
motivation becomes expensive when it restricts forms of action available to the
organization. One of the defining characteristics of an ideology is that it pre-
scribes and proscribes actions for individuals and groups that, in turn, limit the
flexibility of action for the organization and society. Political leaders have been
quite adept at justifying virtually any policy in terms of the dominant ideology, but
this is costly both in the time required and in the probable weakening of commit-
ment by some individuals. The same types of problems are encountered in
attempting to change an ideology to meet changing social conditions. Thus an
ideology can be an exceedingly inexpensive motivational method in the short
term, but it may impose a number of long-term costs. The rational assessment of
the net benefits of this particular motivational strategy will therefore depend upon
the discount attached to long-term costs as well as the level of short-term
demands.

The third motivational technique available to managers is monetary reward.
Probably the prevailing concept of management in Western societies has been
that monetary rewards are a sufficient inducement to gain the compliance of
workers with the demands of the organization. The importance of money as a
means of management and motivation is that, in many ways, it is the cheapest
means of motivation, particularly in administrative organizations. Here, the main
“product” is not goods or services, but rather decisions. If the majority of the work
force can be motivated through their paychecks, then the need to allow their par-
ticipation in decision making is eliminated. This will allow greater latitude of
action for decision makers than can be found in ideological or involvement
systems of management. This type of motivation was, in fact, a major assumption
of Weber’s ideal type of bureaucracy. It makes bureaucracy virtually a neutral
instrument that can be used for almost any purpose by its managers, with the
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monetary reward being a major reason for joining. While this assumption is rather
obviously overstated, the latitude granted to managers through monetary motiva-
tion is an important consideration for any manager. The choice, however, is prob-
ably not individual but cultural.

The spread of market-based ideas for public sector management is increas-
ing the use of monetary incentives for motivating public servants. “Pay for
performance” has been one of the most commonly adopted ideas in this spate of
reforms. This may be implemented by individual contracts for senior managers,
through to individual performance measurements of lower echelon workers who
are eligible for bonuses. This technique may have improved motivation for some
members of the public service but it also appears to have demotivated others.
Many public employees consider themselves in the business of serving the public
rather than working in the usual manner, and find pay for performance almost
insulting.'*

The questions of the decision making and service bring us to the fourth
source of motivation. This is the involvement of the workers in decision making in
the organization. There are some countries in which workers’ involvement is
especially well developed, such as it was in the former Yugoslavia and to some
degree still is in China.'® It appears, however, that this method of management
has varied across time more than across cultures and is generally considered to
be a product of the “postindustrial” or “postwelfare” society. In general, this
method of management employs the ability of the worker to perceive that he has
greater control over his life and work as a means of motivation. Studies of motiva-
tion have shown that the major source of motivation for professional and white-
collar employees is the ability to perceive that they are doing something
significant and the ability to feel that they could control what happened to them in
their jobs. Given the level of education and training required for most administra-
tive jobs, the same type of motivational structure can be expected among adminis-
trators. Moreover, the ideology of participation is apparently increasing in
importance as an increasing number of workers at all levels of administration
demand an influence on the decisions that affect them. This development is rather
obviously in contradiction to the ideal-type bureaucratic model and to a significant
body of literature in public management stressing the importance of executive
control and the duty of leadership at the top.

One interesting aspect of this increasing demand for involvement in
decision making is that it has spread not only among administrators, but also
among the clients of administration. Thus a new force has to be taken into account
by management, and managers must think of motivating the clients of the organi-
zation to gain their compliance in somewhat the same way that managers must
think about motivating workers. The inducements for compliance are not only of
the monetary (service delivery) variety, but now also include involvement in
decision making. In some instances, this involvement will extend to the co-
production of the service, for example tenant management of public housing.!®
Some of the methods now deemed necessary to make government services more
efficient and effective, e.g. recycling refuse and neighborhood policing, all involve
a great deal of involvement by the public.!®!

With both workers and clients, involvement is an expensive means of
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gaining organizational compliance. It reduces the latitude available to a manager
and provides possibly very little in return for the management of the organi-
zation. Unlike an ideology that can be readily used in “normal” times to satisfy
employees, involvement requires a constant redefinition of goals and priorities.
And, like ideological change, these types of changes are generally quite costly to
the organization in terms of both time lost and personal cost to the losers in the
struggle. In public organizations, goal change also involves a redefinition of some
aspects of public policy that may require negotiations of other political institu-
tions. Thus the losses in continuity of programs, in the reanalysis of priorities,
and in the personal reshaping of work priorities make the granting of involve-
ment an exceedingly expensive means of motivation. Nevertheless, in some
cases it may be the only means of motivation that will be successful. Increasingly,
organized labor has sought to negotiate means for becoming more involved in
decision making in plants; some countries, such as Germany, have developed
successful mechanisms for co-management of firms.!®? Teachers and other pro-
fessionals in government demand to have their professional judgment considered
in the making of policy. We should expect that even in times of economic diffi-
culty labor negotiations will be directed at the problem of participation as well as
wages, and greater participation may become an alternative to enhanced financial
rewards.

We should not be totally negative concerning the use of involvement in
decisions as a motivational device for organizational employees. In terms of
human values it is probably the best means of management devised. Furthermore,
it may be one means of solving Thompson’s dilemma concerning the comparative
misplacement of expertise and authority within organizations.!®® Increased worker
(and client) involvement can diminish any monopolies of information within the
organization, and let top managers know what is really happening. In the short
term, this method of management has been successful, although its long-term
effects have yet to be gauged. Involvement with little real change in the circum-
stances of the participating individuals may actually be an alienating experience,
given that the worker must also invest more heavily in the organization. Given the
character of contemporary culture, however, demands for involvement can no
longer be denied.

We have, to this point, avoided the traditional notion that the motivation of
the public servant is solely or primarily serving the public interest. This was not
done to denigrate the long service of the large number of dedicated individuals
working in the public bureaucracy.'® Instead, we view the majority of individuals
in public organizations to be little different in their motivational structure
(although perhaps they are in their value structures) from individuals working in
other types of organizations. The concept of public service would therefore be
classified analytically as just another of the many cultural or ideological convic-
tions that have motivated individuals to participate in organizations. A strong
commitment to the public service will, however, compensate for some of the finan-
cial deprivations sometimes associated with working in the public sector. The
problem many public servants now face, however, is that the public service idea is
denied by the society and their political masters but the financial rewards are still
lower than in the private sector.
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Summary

This chapter has attempted to show the influence of patterns of political culture
and general cultural values on the operation of the administrative system. We
have examined this influence as it affects not only the outputs of the administra-
tive system, but also the internal management of the organizations. In both cases,
we find that culture has a significant impact on the behavior of public administra-
tion. Unfortunately, the assessment of this impact had to remain at a somewhat
impressionistic level because of the lack of much hard evidence on these relation-
ships. One of the main problems with the concept of culture, and especially of
political culture, is that it generally tends to be a vague and amorphous concept
that can be twisted to include virtually anything a researcher wishes. We hope we
have avoided this pitfall as much as possible and have presented the evidence in
as unbiased a manner as possible. But we are the products of our own culture and
see the world from our own perspective. It is difficult if not impossible to escape
the imperatives of a culture taught to us from birth. Any significant progress in
the field of relating cultural values and their effects on administration (or other
aspects of politics) must come from a more complete empirical delimitation of
culture and an examination of its dimensions. It is hoped that this discussion has
been a step in the direction of analysing the potential and probable effects of
culture so that more informed empirical analysis can test for these effects.
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Before anyone can make much progress toward administering a public program,
the political system must enlist and train a group of public administrators. This
fact is common sense, but it simply points to the importance of recruitment in the
study of public administration. In order to be capable of saying what a public
organization will do (and how it will do those things), we must first have some
conception of who will perform its tasks and for what purposes — public or per-
sonal — the personnel will act. Unlike earlier assumptions concerning organi-
zational management, such as Weber’s ideal-type conceptualization of the
bureaucrat or the Taylor scientificcmanagement school, individuals who occupy
positions in public organizations are not interchangeable parts.! This is widely
understood for partisan political leaders — presidents, prime ministers, etc. — but
the same ideological and personality characteristics generally assumed to affect
political leadership often are not assumed to influence bureaucrats and their
behavior in office.

Public servants, as well as any other political elite, bring to their jobs a host
of values, predispositions, and operating routines that will greatly affect the quality
of their performance in the bureaucratic setting, as well as the type of decisions
they will make.? Some of those predispositions are a function of their social, ethnic
and economic backgrounds. Other decisional premises arise out of the academic
and professional preparation of the civil servants. Still other influences will come
from the work experiences, both within and outside the public sector, of these
employees. It is therefore very important to understand how governments select
their employees, and who within the societies seek to work for government and
why they do.

Again we must emphasize that public administrators, even those at relat-
ively low levels in the organizational hierarchy, are indeed public decision makers.
The proverbial story of the judge having burned toast for breakfast and then sen-
tencing the defendant to death may be as true, albeit in less extreme situations, of
thousands of administrators deciding on thousands of demands for government
services from clients each day.

This chapter examines the way in which governments select administrators,
and thereby one of the ways in which they narrow the range of possible outcomes
of the policy-making process. As well as being a question about predicting behav-
ior and improving management, recruitment is also a question about democracy.
One standard of good government is that it, and its decisions, should be
representative of the public that is being served. Therefore, we will also be inter-
ested in the extent to which the public service in a range of countries reflects the
public and the consequences that this representativeness or lack of it may have on
services rendered.

Merit versus patronage

Several somewhat conflicting themes have dominated the discussion of adminis-
trative recruitment. The first of these has been the search for efficiency through
merit recruitment. One of the defining characteristics of Weber’'s model of
bureaucracy was that civil servants should be selected on the basis of achieve-
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ment criteria and merit, rather than ascriptive criteria such as caste, race, class, or
language. This has been referred to as selection by “neutral competence.” The
criteria used to select personnel, therefore, may be either their training and exper-
tise for certain identified positions in the bureaucracy, or their general compe-
tence and intellectual abilities. In either case, the assumption underlying merit
selection of personnel is that bureaucracy must be able to recruit the best possible
personnel, and merit recruitment is the logical means of filling the available posi-
tions with the best qualified personnel.

It should be remembered, however, that in some instances ascriptive cri-
teria may be important for achieving the purposes of a public organization. An
organization that must provide services to members of minority communities can,
everything else being equal, do a better job by using a large number of minority
employees in contact with the community than by using members of the dominant
community. The concept of “merit” in public office is more complex than it is
sometimes assumed to be, and race, creed, color and gender of public employees
may be important in determining how well government really will deliver its ser-
vices.* As ethnicity, gender and other ascriptive criteria continue to increase in
importance as political cleavages within both industrialized and developing coun-
tries, issues of representativeness along those dimensions are likely to be even
more crucial in the future.

In developmental terms, a second impetus for adoption of merit recruitment
was the desire to remove the appointment of administrative positions from politi-
cal patronage and to require merit qualifications.® Thus, in addition to removing
the inequalities and possible inefficiencies of ascriptive recruitment, the merit
reforms of civil service were intended to remove the inefficiencies and favoritism
of political appointment. As desirable as the idea of employing the best person
possible for each job in the public service may be from the perspective of enforc-
ing the achievement norms of a modern society, and perhaps of achieving
contemporary goals of social equality in a developing society, some important inef-
ficiencies may result from merit recruitment.

The potential inefficiencies of merit recruitment may be especially notice-
able when contrasted with the alternative: political appointment. Merit recruit-
ment appears to imply the more mechanistic conception of the administrator or
bureaucrat as the value-free administrator of programs who will administer public
policies regardless of their intentions or impacts on society. It is assumed that suf-
ficient legal and technical criteria will guide their choices and that personal
commitment to the program being administered, or rejection of it, will have little
influence on behavior. This conception of the administrator simply does not
conform to the realities. Individuals selected by a spoils system were at least more
disposed toward the programs of the political party in power than the supposedly
neutral appointees of a merit system who may, in fact, be hostile to that program.
A committed bureaucracy requires that political appointees be selected for some
combination of political disposition and administrative talent, however, and not for
their political predisposition alone. Thus, “responsive competence” may be more
important than “neutral competence” in assuring that the tasks of government are
accomplished well.

This difference between political and merit appointment is, of course, one of
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degree. Virtually all political systems have some level at which appointments are
quite clearly political — frequently referred to as “policy-making” positions — and
they also have jobs for which appointment is made on a relatively routine basis on
some sort of merit system. The question, then, is how far up the ladder of the
administrative hierarchy merit appointment, or at least not overtly political
appointment, is intended to go; and conversely, what are the limits of political
appointment?

The differences between two major administrative systems — the United
States and the United Kingdom - illustrate the range that may exist in appoint-
ment. A president in the United States can appoint approximately three thousand
people to office, and four or even five echelons of political appointees may stand
between a career civil servant and the cabinet secretary.® In the United Kingdom
each ministry will have only a few political appointments other than the minister
or secretary of state in charge — the largest number now is the Treasury with six
appointments — but even then, the major interface between political and adminis-
trative leaders occurs between the minister and a single career civil servant, the
permanent secretary.” The reforms of the British civil service have, however,
opened up a number of positions to appointments, including the chief executives
of agencies and also positions in a growing number of “quangos.” These systems
are obviously different, but each seems to function effectively within its own
context and own political culture.

What accounts for the differences among countries in the extent to which
political appointments are employed as a means of attempting to ensure com-
pliance within an organization? One argument is that bureaucratic structures
simply have evolved through history and no one has seen any real reason to alter
them.® A more rationalist hypothesis would be that the more fragmented the
decision-making structures of a government, the more likely it is to provide its
ministers with a number of political appointees to provide some integration of
political intentions and actual administration. The relative integration of the politi-
cal elite and policy system in the United Kingdom, contrasted with that of the
United States, could be taken to argue that the United Kingdom simply does not
need so many political appointees on top to create compliance within the
machinery of government.

We have been using the United States as the example of a country with a
large number of political appointees, but several continental European countries
could be used equally well. In many of those European cases, however, the politi-
cal appointees, rather than being inserted directly into the structure of the depart-
ments or ministries, are linked directly to the minister and his or her private
office.!® This system removes some of the direct authority that the appointees
might have over the department, but it provides the minister with both policy
advice and a group of people whom he can use anywhere within the ministry. In
other systems, the minister may be able to exercise some choice over the civil ser-
vants who will serve him or her, dismissing some and calling others to office. To
some extent this system combines the expertise of the career civil servant with
the commitment of the political appointee.

In addition to using political appointment through cabinets and other policy
advisors, there is an increase in more overt forms of politicization.!! For example,
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there is an increasing number of appointments available in quasi-governmental
organizations and the newly-created boards and agencies that permit political
leaders to attempt to control these organizations through appointments.’? In addi-
tion, the deinstitutionalization of many civil service systems provides additional
opportunities for making political appointments to positions that previously had
been reserved for career civil servants.

Representative bureaucracy

A second dominant theme in a discussion of recruitment into public administra-
tive positions is that of equality of opportunity and representativeness of the public
bureaucracy.®® Since Kingsley coined the term “representative bureaucracy,”
there has been concern over the extent to which the bureaucracy does, or should,
represent the characteristics of the population in whose name it administers
policy. Thus, just as some scholars have emphasized the necessity of merit in the
recruitment of public administrators, others have stressed the importance of pro-
ducing a set of administrators whose social and economic characteristics are
similar to those of the people with whom they will be working. The arguments are
twofold. The first is that narrow recruitment from any social stratum will tend to
bias programs and policies. This is an especially important factor in social pro-
grams, because there is a higher probability that these personnel will be working
members of minority communities and may tend to impose dominant group
values. Studies of teachers, social workers, the police and other types of public
employees indicate a tendency to reward those clients who correspond to
accepted values in the dominant culture and to punish those who do not.** This
difference in value structures may not only impair the personal interaction of
client and administrator, but will also tend to prevent a number of qualified indi-
viduals from receiving services.

The second argument in favor of greater representativeness is that the
ability of the public bureaucracy to hire personnel should be used as a positive
means to alter the social and economic structure of the society. Thus, hiring
minority community members can serve not only to attack any prejudices within
the society but also to provide a means of economic advancement for members of
the minority community. In the United States this has taken the form of “affirma-
tive action” programs in which employers (especially government) are pledged to
make positive efforts to hire women and members of racial minorities.!® In India
the government is similarly required to attempt to hire members of castes and
tribes that traditionally have been discriminated against in Indian society.!® In
ethnically plural societies in which the differences among the ethnic communities
are not necessarily those of dominance and submission, or in which the ethnic
cleavages are intensely politicized, the argument for representative recruitment
can be altered to say that it can be used to preserve the social structure and the
rights of each of the ethnic communities in administering policy."”

In both versions of this argument, however, exists the underlying premise
that bureaucracies should be representative not simply because it is democratic
for them to be so, but because the pattern of recruitment will have a fundamental
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effect on social structure and social stratification across time. Thus, government
may have a special responsibility for fostering greater equality of employment
and, over time, creating greater social equality.!® This recruitment pattern may be
adopted to enhance social equality per se but may even be important for improv-
ing the efficiency and effectiveness of service delivery by the public sector. This
representativeness is especially important as a means of creating a bureaucracy
that will be similar to the clients with whom they come into contact on the job.

The political debate over representative bureaucracy has not ended, and
continues at the present. In the spring of 2000 the Labour government in Britain
expressed a variety of concerns about the alleged elitism of leading British univer-
sities and recruitment to the civil service, demanding that the universities and the
civil service look more like the country as a whole. As a consequence the govern-
ment advocated additional means of enhancing the representativeness of the
public service.”” The issues being raised were not at all dissimilar to those raised
by Kingsley in 1944, emphasizing both the efficiency and democratic elements of
the representative’s argument.

Caveats

Before anyone goes too far with the idea of representative bureaucracy, however,
several important caveats must be advanced. The first is that research on
representative bureaucracy has consistently found an over-representation of
middle-class (broadly interpreted) backgrounds among civil servants. This is to be
expected. The civil service is in itself a middle-class occupation, and the sons and
daughters of the middle class tend to have a much higher probability of attaining
middle-class occupations than do the sons and daughters of the working class.
This tendency toward middle-class recruitment is due in part to the nature of edu-
cational recruitment which, even in modern “welfare states,” tends to substantially
over-represent the middle class, and due in part to the nature of the motivations
and incentives inculcated in middle-class households.? In either case, the number
of middle-class offspring in the civil service is not a particularly damning finding
for the nature of the bureaucracy but, rather, reflects general patterns of social
stratification and mobility in society. Interestingly, this pattern of recruitment per-
sists in societies that have sought to eliminate class barriers in public life, such as
China and the former Soviet Union.?! Such evidence as we have indicates that indi-
viduals occupying positions in the upper echelons of these civil service systems
tend to come from families of fathers who also held “middle-class” occupations.
The civil service in particular tends greatly to over-represent individuals coming
from civil service and political families.

A second caveat is that the advocacy of representative bureaucracy assumes
that the social class of parents will tend to determine the behavior of their off-
spring. This is an underlying assumption in a large amount of elite research, but
the empirical research attempting to link background with behavior provides
quite disappointing results.?? Putnam described the assumption that social back-
ground influenced behavior in public office as “plausible, but ambiguous and
unsubstantiated.” Socialization is a lifelong process, and as administrators from
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working-class backgrounds attain middle-class status, they tend to adopt the
values of that class rather than their class of origin.?* Further, although members
of minority ethnic groups may not be able to change their status quite so readily,
those who are in posts (especially senior posts) in the public bureaucracy will
tend to support the values of the dominant community at a higher rate than other
members of the minority group.?® This phenomenon produces something of a
paradox. Regardless of the degree of representativeness in the recruitment of civil
servants, there will tend to be relatively great homogeneity of social and political
values. We must remember, however, that the composition of the civil service
may be as important for symbolic and political purposes as it is for “real,”
decision-making purposes.

Finally, we must understand that there may not necessarily be as broad a
gap between merit recruitment and programs of “affirmative action” as there
might appear to be at first glance.?® To some degree, the possession of relevant
ascriptive criteria may be an important qualification for the efficient administration
of public programs, especially at the client-contact level of the bureaucracy. Lan-
guage, race, or class differences may prevent the adequate administration of
public programs because clients may perceive these differences as a measure of
the program’s commitment to their needs. To prevent those differences from
becoming too significant in administration, some attention to ethnic or gender bal-
ancing of personnel must be given. Thus, to some degree, defining the person
best able to carry out a job can depend upon their demographic characteristics
just as it can depend upon formal education and the possession of certain skills.

Public versus private employment

A final general question about the recruitment and retention of civil servants is the
relationship between the advantages of public and private employment in terms of
salaries, benefits and working conditions. Most citizens want an efficient and well-
qualified civil service, but many do not want that civil service to compete exces-
sively with the private sector for the best personnel. The attractiveness of public
jobs is especially great in times of recession because of the relative security of a
government job. The argument against making civil service employment too
attractive is that, through taxation, employers are actually coerced into supporting
their competition in the labor market; further, the public sector lacks any effective
means of pricing most of its products. Therefore, governments can, to a point,
drive up the price of labor to an unreasonable level from the viewpoint of actual
productivity of personnel if they were employed in the market economy. This dis-
economy may become especially evident when public personnel are allowed to
unionize. Thus, we come down to a rather simple question of the relative demand
for public and private goods and the consequent willingness to pay for each type
of goods. The evidence would appear to argue that there is considerably less
demand for publicly produced goods — especially as they take on the character-
istics of public goods — compared with the demand for private goods.?” Citizens
appear to value a new car or a new TV more than they value a new park. This
lower demand for public goods may accentuate the diseconomies of public
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employment. There may be no ready solution for this problem, but it is one that
must be considered when we discuss the extent and type of recruitment into the
public bureaucracy.

If we leave aside the economic arguments for hiring “the best and brightest”
versus an adequate civil service (sometimes at best), there are political and
administrative questions that must be addressed.? One is that even if the public
does not express an overwhelming demand for publicly provided services, those
services are still important; we have already argued that, in fact, they are increas-
ingly crucial for contemporary societies. Therefore, there may be a need to hire
higher-quality personnel than a simple economic model of the public sector might
dictate. Further, again there is a symbolic factor to be considered, and few citizens
would want much of their fate determined — whether that fate included a pension,
air traffic control or nuclear destruction — by someone who is just “good enough”
for the job. The public sector does provide sensitive and important services, and
having skilled and capable personnel is important.

Methods of recruitment

In addition to the rather broad questions concerning recruitment outlined above,
several issues deal with the more specific methods of recruitment and assess-
ments of qualifications for positions. These questions are, of course, greatly sim-
plified if political patronage or other sorts of non-achievement criteria are used,
for then only simple appointment by the appropriate political official is required.

Education and training

The first question is the type of training required for a position and, associated with
it, the type of testing employed. Here we are interested primarily in the recruit-
ment of the upper echelons of the bureaucracy rather than the clerical positions for
which relatively uniform skill requirements can be established. In general, recruit-
ment to policy-making positions requires some sort of post-secondary education,
with the major question becoming the degree of specialization of that education.
This brings us to the now standard argument between the advocates of generalists
versus specialists in public bureaucracy.? The generalist school, as typified by
practice in the United Kingdom, selects individuals for the top roles in the civil
service largely on the basis of general intellectual abilities and performance in post-
secondary education. The Northcote-Trevelyan Report of 1854 not only called for
the establishment of a merit-based civil service in the United Kingdom but also
noted that training in the classics was perhaps the best preparation for a future
administrator.®® The assumption was, and largely still is, that general intelligence
(rather than specialized education or training) is all that is required to master the
task of sifting information and preparing advice for ministers.

The tradition of the “talented amateur” has persisted in Britain despite the
increasing technological content of government work, and despite attacks on the
policy by the Fulton Report (1968) and other public and private investigations of
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the civil service.®' As is shown in Table 3.1, arts and humanities graduates decreased
somewhat as a percentage of all entrants to the senior civil service, but that percent-
age remained well over half of the total in 1987. Certainly those entering the higher
civil service in Britain are extremely talented intellectually and will be able to master
much of the required material while on the job, but they begin their careers at a
severe disadvantage when dealing with technical (including economic) questions.

Recruitment to the civil service in the majority of continental European
countries represents a different form of generalist education. In the majority of
those countries the role of the administrator is quite similar to that of the jurist,
and a law degree is a requirement for almost all senior positions. For example, in
one study 66 percent of the senior civil service (Beamte) in the Federal Republic
of Germany have legal degrees.®? Other studies have shown somewhat similar
levels of recruitment of lawyers in other continental European civil services.®
Even then, however, the degree of reliance on lawyers may differ by ministry. In
one study of the Austrian civil service several ministries (Interior Justice) had
more than 80 percent lawyers among upper echelon employees, while others
(Health, Agriculture) had less than ten percent.®* As with British civil servants,
some training in technical matters will take place on the job, although it is much
more common for German and other continental civil servants to take advanced
degrees in more technical subjects, especially economics. In addition, in Germany
there is a national civil service academy to provide training and education for
those working within the career structure so that they can more readily acquire
the needed technical education.

The United States and France represent two different forms of specialist
training for civil service careers. In the United States people are recruited to many
positions in the civil service on the basis of having some particular educational
qualifications prior to entry. For example, if an individual is seeking a job with the
Department of Agriculture, he or she is usually expected to have training in

Table 3.1 University concentrations of recruits to the higher civil service in the United
Kingdom (percentage)

Arts and Social Natural sciences/ Other
humanities science applied science
1961-67° 62 24 11 3
19750 54 28 17 -
1985 56 27 17 -
1989 56 32 12 -

Sources: A. H. Halsey and I. M. Crewe, “Social Survey of the Civil Service,” The Civil Service
(London: HMSO, 1968, vol. 3, pt. 1, p. 93; House of Commons, Expenditure Committee, 11th
Report, 1976~7, The Civil Service (London: HMSO, July 25, 1977); Civil Service Commission,
Annual Report (London: HMSO, 1985); Civil Service Commission, Annual Report (London:
HMSO, 1989)

Notes
a Direct entrants to the administrative class; percentage of total concentrations mentioned
b Recruits for administrative trainee positions
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agronomy, agricultural engineering, or some other relevant specialty. As a con-
sequence of that pattern of recruitment, well over one-third of higher civil servants
in the US federal government have formal scientific or professional qualifications
of some type.® In fairness, legal degrees are often a generalist qualification for
working in government rather than being used just for law-related positions.

In France, the specialized training needed for one to become a top civil
servant is provided by government itself. The principal source of entry into the
higher civil service is the Ecole Nationale d’Administration (ENA), which pro-
vides instruction in finance, management and law. The engineers and technical
staff needed by government in its economic roles are trained in the several
grandes ecoles, such as the Ecole Polytechnique. Lower-level administrators are
trained in the Instituts Regionaux d’Administration (IRA). In total, the French
government runs approximately eighty different types of school for the training of
civil servants.®® In this system the government can prepare its future employees in
exactly the manner it wants, either as administrators (ENA and IRA) or as tech-
nical and scientific staff.

Less developed countries are in a more difficult position when deciding
between generalist and specialist recruitment strategies. In the first place, when
countries have recently gained independence, they are frequently left with a civil
service trained by the former colonial power and thereby trained according to the
traditions of that European country.®” Further, most underdeveloped countries
generally lack technical talent and must opt for a more generalist stance in recruit-
ment into new positions. Some countries have attempted to replace an indigenous
technical force with one drawn from Western countries — usually the former colo-
nial power — but the demands of national pride and the need for jobs for their own
people frequently require that jobs be given to individuals from within the nation,
even if they are not always as skilled as potential hires from abroad. At the same
time that the administrative system may be somewhat deficient in specialized
talent from an absolute point of view, it may have a relative monopoly on such
talent within the country. A principal characteristic of many developing countries
is that the political system is forced into the position of becoming the major direc-
tive force in social and economic reform. As one commentator put it:

While there is no uniform pattern the experience of many newly independ-
ent countries shows a growing emphasis on centralized planning, direction,
and implementation of development programs. Thus, the government relies
more on the bureaucracy than the private sector to carry out the task of
nation and state building, economic growth, and social reforms — activities
which are preeminent in the consciousness of the rulers and the ruled.*®

Reliance on the private sector has been increasing in most developing countries,
in part because of external pressures, but compared to most developed countries
there is less implementation capacity on which to rely.

There is, however, no single pattern of recruitment for governments in
developing countries. For example, the countries of South and Central America
that have been independent for a number of years have had time to develop their
own distinctive patterns of recruitment. In some instances these recruitment
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patterns are generalist and highly politicized, while in others they may be more
technical and merit based.* Most of the African countries and many Asian coun-
tries, e.g. India and Pakistan, follow patterns inherited from their former colonial
masters, often without the modernization of managerial and organizational tech-
niques implemented over the past decades. Pressures from donors, e.g. the World
Bank and the United Nations, are pushing all these countries toward recruitment
and management practices more like those found in the developed “First World.”

The Western model of development — speaking broadly, as the Western eco-
nomic and social systems evolved by several significantly different paths — was
blessed with a long time span and the absence of developmental pressures from
mass publics and organized segments of the society.*’ The developing countries
today are faced with producing change within the context of widely disseminated
information about the glories of development and consumerism. Their leaders
face demands for increased production of consumer goods at the same time that
they know the need for investment in capital projects. Those investments should
bear greater productive benefits in the long run but require a short-term retreat
from a consumer-oriented economy toward a more state-directed economy. They
face additional pressures from abroad to abandon substantial elements of state
intervention in the economy in order to “let the market work.” Given these prob-
lems and countervailing pressures, it is apparent that these societies have a press-
ing need for specialized administrators capable of proposing some solutions to
these problems, and a large number of skilled personnel to actually manage eco-
nomic enterprises that may be run directly by the state.

The centrality of administration and administrative functions as described
above for the undeveloped countries, if taken to the logical extreme, might be a relat-
ively accurate description of nature of bureaucracy in the former Soviet Union and, to
a lesser extent, other formerly communist countries.** These characterizations
remain largely true of countries such as China and Cuba.* As the state became not
only an economic planner, regulator and adviser, but also the chief entrepreneur, the
need for specialized talent tends to increase in government. Thus the average Soviet
administrator, even if not administering a highly technical project, tended to have
scientific or social science training. For example, by the 1960s, over 80 percent of all
politburo members and regional elites had technical training and this pattern per-
sisted through the end of the Soviet Union.** Interestingly, the more generalist
talents of ideological argument and broad knowledge of the intended purposes of the
Soviet state appeared to be devalued by this set of upper-level administrators, who
differed little in this respect from public administrators in other societies.* They had
the same, if not greater, demands for production that faced other managers, and they
are often confronted with highly technical problems that only someone with a tech-
nical background may fully understand. Even more important is the fact that political
leaders as well as the administrative elites tend to have that technical education in
their backgrounds, so the civil service did not have the degree of monopoly over
skills and information it might in other countries.*

The above discussion has dealt with the recruitment of the higher civil
service. At some point in the civil service hierarchy almost all recruitment is done
on the basis of narrow, job-specific criteria. Typists, for example, are hired because
of their ability to type. In terms of sheer numbers, therefore, most civil service
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recruitment is on the basis of specialized criteria and the ability to perform a spe-
cific job. The changing nature of work in modern societies, however, is altering the
need for many of the specialized skills previously needed in large numbers — many
managers now do their own typing on word processors. Increasingly the emphasis
in public employment will be on conceptual rather than mechanical skills.

Job placement

Related to the type of training a prospective civil servant is expected to have is the
question of the means through which the applicant and the position are expected
to find each other. Again, there are two principal answers: centralized personnel
organizations, or recruitment by each individual agency seeking employees. Cen-
tralized placement is practiced by the United States, the United Kingdom, France,
Belgium, Italy and the majority of Third World countries. The last set of countries
has used centralized placement in large part as a function of inherited systems of
administration. In the centralized pattern of recruitment there is a central civil
service organization of some sort that is responsible for advertising new positions,
testing applicants and selecting some smaller set of applicants for final selection
by the agency seeking the employee.

The usual procedure for centralized placement is that a line agency notifies
the personnel organization of the existence of a vacant position, a competitive
examination is held, and then the agency seeking the person is sent a list of three
or more names from which to select the new employee. The selection may be
made on the basis of personal interviews or simply by taking the individual with
the highest score on the examination or by any other rational or irrational criteria.
This means of recruitment obviously meets the requirements of merit recruit-
ment. Competitive tests are used to fill the position; these tests are centrally
administered to prevent bias, and the hiring organization accepts only those
deemed qualified on the basis of the examination. In practice, there may be ways
around the merit system, especially for those who have professional qualifica-
tions, such as physicians, lawyers, librarians and the like. They may be judged
qualified simply on the basis of their degrees and certificates and require no
further examination. In addition, recruitment to the senior civil service may be
done not so much on the basis of particular needs in particular departments, but
on the basis of creating a cadre of administrative elites that will have lifetime
careers somewhere within government.

The second means of hiring and recruitment is used primarily by the north-
ern European countries, Spain, and many Latin American countries. In these
systems there is no central personnel organization; rather, each agency is
responsible for hiring its own personnel. The most common procedure is for the
hiring agency to publish a notice of a vacancy and accept applications from
prospective employees. These applications are generally judged on the basis of
appropriate minimum qualifications for the job — especially legal training in the
Scandinavian countries (Sweden, Denmark, Norway), Germany, and Austria.
After the individual is deemed minimally qualified, selection may be made on the
basis of less achievement-based criteria.
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This system of decentralized recruitment obviously allows considerable lati-
tude for the use of partisan and ascriptive criteria in hiring public officials, who
can become tenured in office and virtually impossible for subsequent regimes to
remove. Charges of partisanship in the civil service are indeed made in these
systems, even in Sweden and Denmark with their long histories of civil service
independence and prestige. For example, there were some concerns expressed as
to whether a bureaucracy recruited during the 35 years of Social Democratic
government could serve the bourgeois coalition elected in Sweden in 1976. A
similar question emerged after the 1991 elections which produced another right-
of-center government with an apparently more radical program of market-based
reforms.*® It is a simple matter to hire partisans when there are no formal restric-
tions to prevent it, and the parties in power would be extremely foolish if they did
not try to provide employment for their own supporters. They can also employ
administrators likely to be favorably disposed toward the programs they will be
administering. As with many administrative practices, this is not a simple case of
recruitment by merit or by patronage, but rather something of an intermediate
means of recruitment that combines some features of both ideal-type methods.
There is the potential for substantial patronage, but these opportunities are
restrained in practice by the norms, procedures and pride of the administrators. In
each country in Europe in which the recruitment of administrators by agency is
practiced — with the possible exception of Spain — the civil service is a sufficiently
institutionalized and respected profession that few practitioners would seek to
demean it by an excessive or blatant use of the personnel powers they find them-
selves possessing.

The nature of recruitment by agency is made more complex when federal-
ism is introduced as another variable. In Germany and Switzerland recruitment
to public administrative positions is done not only by the individual agencies, but
also by separate and in some cases highly independent subnational political
units, which are, in turn, responsible for the administration of national
programs.*” This system is further complicated by the Swiss bureaucracy’s
need to preserve some balance among regional, linguistic and religious sub-
populations within the civil service.*® In general, the use of subnational bodies to
perform the recruitment function may provide even greater possibilities for the
use of non-merit criteria in recruitment. Nevertheless, in Germany and Switzer-
land we find again that the norms of the bureaucratic system are sufficiently
ingrained so that merit criteria are strenuously enforced. Those who are hired
have the necessary qualifications for the position — legal training and prior legal
experience — must pass an examination and then they are made to undergo some
sort of post-entry training in the work of administration before they are granted
permanent positions as administrators.? There is an attempt — in practice a
rather thorough one - to employ people who are formally qualified according to
the requirements of the law. Thus, in this case as in others, although the rigidity
of bureaucracies is often an impediment to innovation, it can also serve as an
important protective device for the society in preventing illegal or immoral
actions on the part of government.
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Career distinctiveness

A third question concerning recruitment is the extent to which the public service
is a distinct career, one for which the individual may prepare specially and that is
regarded as a separate career hierarchy from the rest of the economy. It is inter-
esting to note that movement back and forth between public and private employ-
ment — especially in policy-making positions — has been used as an indicator of
two rather different relationships between society and the political systems. On
the one hand, such movement is frequently taken to indicate a healthy congru-
ence between the value structures of polity and society, a means of ensuring the
representativeness of the bureaucratic structures, and even a means through
which “typical” citizens can exert some influence on public policy. If the public
bureaucracy is a more open career, then it is more likely that they will act in ways
that the public would find legitimate and acceptable.

On the other hand, such movement among sectors can also be taken to indi-
cate the colonization of the society by bureaucrats or, conversely, the colonization
of the public service by representatives of certain vested interests in the society.
The former of these negative perceptions is best illustrated by the concern of the
French over the pantouflage, or “parachuting,” of upper echelon civil servants into
important and lucrative positions in the private economy.” This is taken as an indi-
cation of the attempt on the part of fonctionnaires and technocrats to manage the
whole of economy and society and not just the governmental apparatus. It also
means that a great deal of executive talent developed at public expense is
exported to the private sector free of charge. A somewhat similar pattern is found
in Japan, where civil servants who have finished one career in government (espe-
cially in MITI - the Ministry of Trade and Industry — and other economics mini-
stries) are then hired into powerful and prestigious positions in the private
sector.”® This type of movement may help ensure that government in Japan con-
tinues to be supportive of the private sector.

The second, and negative, conception of the lateral movement between the
public and private sectors is observed in the United States. The sentiment is often
voiced that too much of American government is being run by administrators cur-
rently on leave from major corporations, major unions and other significant inter-
ests in the society.”” Consequently, there is a belief that much of government is
managed for the benefit of those interests rather than for the benefit of the public
at large. Of course, in the United States there is also a good deal of movement
from government careers into management positions in the private industry, espe-
cially from the military and civilian defense positions into defense contracting
firms. The Ethics in Government Act passed during the Carter administration has,
however, limited the rapidity with which such movements can be made legally.>
Other countries have also sought to regulate the movement of civil servants into
positions in the private sector that are potential sources of a conflict of interest.>

The degree of concern over, or distrust of, lateral movements between
public and private sectors would appear to be a function of several normative con-
cerns of the society, especially as they relate to the administrative roles of govern-
ment. One concern is the perception of the values, job and norms of the public
bureaucracy as being distinct from those of the private sector. In the French case,
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the fonctionnaires are perceived as a special group within society, by themselves
and by the general population. This perception contains some positive and some
negative elements, but the most common is that pantouflage is a means through
which they may seek to impose their conception of society onto the society. This
is especially true of placing former employees of the public sector into key eco-
nomic positions to ensure close coordination of the economy with the policies of
government.®

In other societies that seek as much as possible to distinguish bureaucratic
careers from private careers, it is rather clear that employment as a public admini-
strator is supposed to carry with it a rather distinct set of values and decisional
premises. For example, in Germany and Sweden the public administrator has
been traditionally conceived of in a modified legal role.* It is assumed that he or
she will act much as would a judge in impartially administering programs pro bono
publico and in accordance with the letter of the law. This may be too much to
expect from a mere human, but this separation and idealization of administrator
and career patterns has been useful in justifying decisions made by administrators
in societies that rely heavily on administration in the conduct of public business.
The tradition of the United Kingdom, Canada and other “Anglo-American Demo-
cracies” has also been of a separation of public and private careers but without a
judicial interpretation of the role. Rather, the role of the public servant is con-
ceived to be just that — someone who will devote a working lifetime to the service
of the public.”

A second and related normative concern is the extent to which the society
fears bureaucracy and therefore seeks to prevent the development of a large and
inflexible bureaucratic structure atop society. There are a number of means of
controlling the development of such a bureaucracy, and lateral entry at the upper
echelons is certainly one of them.*® This is perhaps the logical extension of the
idea of the amateur in administration, but it is one way in which general social
values can be injected into the conduct of government and administration, recog-
nizing all the while that this will likely reduce the efficiency of organizations
already attacked as being inefficient.

Civil service systems differ markedly in the extent to which their members
have experience outside government. At one end of the dimension is the United
Kingdom, where civil servants rarely have experience outside government and
tend to remain in government for their entire working lifetime. For example, in
one study of careers in the British civil service, it was found that only 29 percent
of senior civil servants had any working experience outside central government.
Of that 29 percent, eight percent had experience in some other type of govern-
ment and 12 percent had experience in teaching. Only seven percent had worked
in private sector firms.*® That particular study is over a decade old, and there
have been some changes in the recruitments of senior managers in the British
public sector. The continuing separation of policy and implementation, with
implementation functions being vested in agencies often headed by managers
hired from outside the civil service, has opened the system somewhat.® To the
extent that there have been changes, however, they have been to allow indi-
viduals from the private sector to come into public positions, rather than allowing
those in the civil service to work elsewhere for short periods of time. The
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Swedish civil service also had been relatively distinct from the private economy,
but managerialist pressures have helped to open the system, at least in principle.
In practice, very few senior managers have chosen to leave the private sector to
take similar positions (Directors General) in the public sector.®® A study in
Switzerland showed that in most cantonal civil services there has been reduced
movement between the public and private sectors, but that for the federal civil
service younger civil servants are somewhat more likely to have had some
experience outside government.®

There are three patterns that assume less separation of the civil service
from the rest of the economy and society. One is the American revolving door, or
the “government of strangers” described by Heclo.® In this system there is a
great deal of movement back and forth between the public and private sector, with
most people staying in government only a few years. They may, however, return
to government at a later date. The majority of these “in and outers” would be in
political appointments made by the President and his cabinet, but they would be
in positions normally occupied by civil servants in other countries. Although these
appointees occupy the major positions in government, there is still a large
permanent civil service that can keep government functioning during the transi-
tion from one regime to the next.** The French government has used a variant of
this approach by making political appointments to top posts in the administration
in order to maximize both political control of the bureaucracy and career
opportunities for politicians.%

A second pattern is that in which individuals leave government at a
certain stage in their careers and go to work for the private sector. In the
United States this has been a move primarily of retired military officers who go
to work for defense manufacturers, but it is more common in France and Japan
for civilian administrators. It has been considered a normal part of the career,
for example, for top civil servants from MITI to take lucrative posts in the
private sector after retiring early from government.% Civil servants of other
ministries, to a lesser extent, may find similarly lucrative places to land after
leaving government. The search for a position after retirement is facilitated
when there are a number of public or quasi-public corporations into which the
retiree can be placed.?

Finally, there are interesting cases in which being a civil servant is not con-
sidered incompatible with a political career. This pattern is most evident in
Germany, where the individual, once granted the status of Beamte, retains that
status almost without exception. The civil servant can leave government service
temporarily while pursuing a political career and then return to service or be
retired early with a full pension. In a typical lower house of the parliament (Bu#n-
destag) one-half or more of the members will be civil servants on leave for a politi-
cal career.® Likewise in France the members of the Grands Corps remain so
whether they are actually serving in that capacity or not, and the National Assem-
bly and the ministries are well-stocked with members of the Corps. Of course, in
China, the former Soviet Union, and other communist and single-party countries,
the connection between administrative and political careers was very close, and
that closeness is necessary as the hegemonic party provides an all-purpose elite
for the management of the country.
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Incentives and motivation

We have already mentioned the question of incentives when discussing one of the
more general aspects of recruitment in public bureaucracies. We now discuss
more of the methods available to public administration to recruit and maintain
their personnel. In a general overview of organizations and membership in organi-
zations, Clark and Wilson developed a classification of the types of incentives that
an organization can offer its members; the three types of incentives mentioned
were material, purposive and solidary.® Material incentives are factors such as
pay, benefits and direct financial rewards. Purposive incentives are related to the
ability of the individual within the organization to have some influence over the
shape of public policy adopted and implemented by government, or simply to get
something done on the job. Finally, solidary incentives derive from the social
aspects of employment and group membership, which in the case of public
employment may, in some countries, involve belonging to one of the more presti-
gious organizations in the society.

Each of these incentives has, almost as a mirror image, a possible disincen-
tive for working in the public sector. Some people may be attracted by the salaries
of government jobs, but in most countries the top jobs in government are paid
substantially less than jobs with similar responsibilities in the private sector.”
Likewise, many people are attracted by the opportunity to achieve policy goals
through working in government, but others are frustrated by the slowness with
which government often appears to move and the barriers to action. Finally,
public employees have become the targets of increasingly adverse publicity and
attacks on their skills and integrity — often from their own political masters — that
have deterred more people from joining the government service.” Thus, we can
find out why people say they choose not to join the public service, and why they
leave, as well as looking at why they say they join.

Any organization will potentially provide some of each of these three types
of incentives to employees. However, there are cross-national differences in the
extent to which each of the three is perceived as an effective means of motivation
by current and potential administrators. Some evidence about these differences
can be gained through survey data, although such data are available for only a
limited number of systems, largely from Western nations. As is shown in Table
3.2, there are some differences in response patterns even in this relatively homo-
geneous set of countries. In the first place, it is interesting to note that purposive
incentives, which might have been thought to be the most significant means of
influencing people to join the bureaucracy, are not that important. In the cases for
which we have data, one of the other incentives, most often solidary, is mentioned
by a larger percentage of the respondents. The only exception to that generaliza-
tion is Japan, where responses from new entrants into the civil service demon-
strate a very high level of purposive incentives. This reflects in part the elite
nature of Japanese public bureaucracy and its central position in governing
Japan.”

It might be thought that the relative undervaluing of purposive incentives
was a function of the subgroup within the civil service about which we have most
information. This group is composed largely of administrators near the top of the
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administrative hierarchy; they have been in office for some time and may there-
fore be expected to have developed greater identification with the organization
rather than with the ostensible purposes of the organization. In Anthony Downs’
terminology, they may have become conservers rather than advocates or zealots.”
The limited evidence reported from an Australian survey seems to dispute this,
however, and the reasons reported for joining the civil service are less purposive
than those reported for remaining in the service.

The differences between the several sets of administrators for which we
have data are not particularly striking, but do lead to three rather interesting
points. The first is the extremely high percentage of administrators in the United
Kingdom who gave answers in terms of solidary incentives when questioned
about their jobs. This result would appear to conform nicely with the stereotype of
British administration as a set of “old boys” who conduct administration in a colle-
gial, gentlemanly fashion and whose role as talented amateurs may prevent any
effective policy initiative from arising from within the bureaucracy. Of course,
numerous recent studies of the administrative apparatus of the United Kingdom
indicate that although they may not be educated as experts in any particular tech-
nical specialty, many administrators discharge quite significant roles in the forma-
tion of policy — in fact, that has been known by the practitioners themselves for
quite a long time.™ Still, it is interesting to note the extent to which the practition-
ers give more social reasons for either joining or staying in their positions.

Of the countries on which we have data, the French upper-echelon adminis-
trators reported the highest levels of purposive incentives.” This finding also con-
forms to the prevailing conception of the French bureaucracy as the groupe
dirigeante for the entire society.” Traditionally, the way of getting things done in
French government has been through administration, and we may expect that
administrators would perceive a relatively great ability to accomplish things
through their jobs. Finally, the Italian administrators gave a very high proportion
of material answers, indicating the often cited tendency to use the bureaucracy as
a means of personal advancement rather than as a force for policy change.”

Another study of motivations and incentives for working in the United
Kingdom contrasted the motivations of public and private sector employees
directly.” This study also contrasted the incentives deemed most important by
men and women. All groups examined tended to rate the challenge of the work
and certain solidary benefits as most important in their choices of jobs (Table 3.3).
Public sector employees, however, also tended to rank the security of their posi-
tions very highly. In fairness, they also rated their potential contributions to
society (a purposive incentive) very highly while this value was very low in the
ratings reported by private sector employees. For public sector employees,
material incentives such as high earnings and fringe benefits were among the
least important incentives available. While the differences between the sectors
were not great, they do support most other findings and our general understand-
ing of the differences between the public and private sector work forces. They
also substantiate the earlier finding of strong solidary incentives in the United
Kingdom. A similar study in Canada, for example, found less importance attached
to solidary incentives, although employees in the public sector there were also
less concerned with material rewards than were private sector employees.”
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If the evidence on incentive structures for Western administrative systems
is rather spotty, then the information on non-Western administrative systems
appears virtually non-existent. The data for a by now rather dated sample of
Turkish administrators, however, show a close similarity to Western nations.%
Another study of administrative cadres in the People’s Republic of China found
that material incentives were the most commonly cited, but that purposive incen-
tives were a rather close second.®! Further, from a number of more descriptive
studies, we can rather quickly develop the hypothesis that the major incentives for
joining bureaucratic systems in non-Western societies are solidary and material
rather than purposive. In the first place, given the colonial backgrounds of most of
these societies, the pattern of goal achievement through administration was not
well ingrained into these systems at the time of independence. Moreover, in the
Latin American systems, which have been independent longer, the administrators
are not always protected by merit systems and tenure, so any attempt to use
administration to alter the existing social and economic arrangements in other
than certain ways often meets with a prompt dismissal from office.®? There are
also more positive aspects to the attraction of the bureaucracy for many prospec-
tive employees. The public bureaucracy is a stable and relatively remunerative
institution of the society, and compared with opportunities that may exist in the
private economy, the opportunity to work in the public bureaucracy is frequently
an extremely attractive economic option.®

The operation of the solidary incentives in administrative systems in devel-
oping countries is perhaps less obvious. One of the social and cultural bases of
many underdeveloped countries has been an emphasis on status and rank in
defining social behavior. Also, in most of these societies the public bureaucracy
has been able to establish itself as a high-status occupation. This status may be in
part related to the relatively brief separation in time from the period in which
recruitment to these governmental positions was determined almost entirely by
ascriptive criteria, and, in fact, the best families frequently chose to send their
sons into the public service. As Kearney and Harris said in speaking of then
Ceylon (now Sri Lanka):

The great prestige enjoyed by the public servant has, however, probably
contributed at least as much as material advantage or employment security
to the attractiveness of a bureaucratic career. The social prestige of the
modern bureaucrat is in large measure a heritage of Ceylon’s feudal and
colonial past.3

These authors go on to point out that the “social exclusiveness and supreme confi-
dence” of colonial administrators tended to reinforce the impression that adminis-
trative positions were to be equated with superior social position.?® Even after the
passage of decades from the time of colonial domination, some of these values
persist. Further, in societies that value social position above the more achieve-
ment-based criteria usually associated with Western societies, one may expect a
high level of solidary incentives among those joining the bureaucracy.

The incentives of administrators joining the bureaucracy in the underdevel-
oped world are obviously different from the types of incentives that we would
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expect to characterize bureaucrats charged with bringing about important social
and economic changes. We have already noted the load being placed upon admin-
istration in these transformations, and we find here a great disparity between the
requirements of social change and the motivations of the people being recruited.®
This situation cannot, of course, provide an optimistic outlook for the future of
administered change.

The study from the United Kingdom shown in Table 3.3 is particularly inter-
esting, since it represented the reaction of a group of senior civil servants then
under fire by an administration that sought to limit bureaucratic control over
policy and to limit the pay and prestige that the service had enjoyed. Here, too, the
reasons given for leaving senior government positions were a balance of incen-
tives (or disincentives). It is especially interesting that solidary concerns, such as
the denigration of the civil service and political interference in personnel manage-
ment, were more important than some of the more tangible attacks (e.g. on pay)
then being made.®” Other subsequent surveys of senior government positions, and
some similar albeit less quantitative work on the British civil service weathering
similar attacks, confirmed the impression that pride in service is an important
factor in recruitment and retention of top civil servants. The same pride in service
has been found even more strongly in studies of the Canadian public service.

To conclude this discussion of incentives, it is possible to make some highly
conjectural statements about the nature of the bureaucracy in China, the former
Soviet Union and other communist countries. On the basis of descriptive accounts
and descriptions of prior administrative systems, one can hypothesize that the
incentive structures of these bureaucrats will be rather similar to those found for
administrators in Western societies. That is, there is a balance of material, purpo-
sive and solidary incentives. The purposive incentives are rather obvious, given
that even more than most Western societies, communist regimes are heavily ori-
ented toward administration as the means of achieving goals. It might be expected
that individuals would perceive some real ability to accomplish certain goals
through working in the administrative structures. The material incentives may
appear rather odd in supposedly classless societies, but we know well that there
are, if not classes, at least groups for which there are differential economic

Table 3.3 Most important characteristics of jobs for employees in the United Kingdom

Public sector Private sector

Females Males Females Males

Challenge Challenge Challenge Challenge

Friendly people Security Location Autonomy

Security Societal contribution  Friendly people Friendly people

Societal contribution  Friendly people Well-regarded Well-regarded
organization organization

Location Autonomy Being appreciated  Influence

Source: Beverly Alban Metcalfe, “What Motivates Managers: An Investigation of Gender and
Sectors of Employment,” Public Administration, 67 (1989) pp. 95-108
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rewards.® The public bureaucracy is one such group; being a member of the
“apparatus” of the state will generally pay off not only directly, but also indirectly
through access to scarce consumer goods. Finally, one traditional description of
Russian administration was as a set of small and closely knit primary groups oper-
ating within the context of a larger governmental structure.®* We may hypothesize
that this same sort of small group were still operating within the Soviet bureau-
cracy, so there was a high level of solidary motivation for the workers within such
groups. Also we might expect that there would be differences by age among
public servants in these regimes. Those with their roots in the early days of the
revolutions and World War II might think of their work in more patriotic, solidary
terms, while younger workers might see the civil service as simply a well-paid
occupation in a more stable society. Of course, these are only conjectures about
the motivations of these administrators, but there is evidence that each of the
incentives is likely to be effective. What is not known is the relative strength of
these motivations and incentives.

Pay in the public sector

It has been established that money may not be the only, or even the best, means
of motivating potential employees to accept governmental careers, or to continue
in those careers once they have been employed. However, pay is an important
issue in the public sector, not least because many citizens believe that govern-
ment employees receive large salaries for little work.” In addition, it is not only
the pay received during the working lifetime of the employees that produces
popular resentment, but also the variety of benefits received by civil servants, not
least of which is an inflation-proofed pension. The comparability of compensation
in the public sector with that of the private sector is an important consideration in
determining the satisfaction of government workers with their jobs, and for deter-
mining the satisfaction of citizens with their public servants.

Determining appropriate levels of compensation for government employees
is not as simple a task as it may appear. It is true that many public sector jobs are
directly comparable to jobs in the private sector; the tasks of a secretary in
government are almost identical to those of a secretary in the private sector.”
However, some jobs in government have no private sector counterparts, and many
jobs that appear comparable may not be. Being a police officer is different from
any private sector job, even that of a private security guard. And although the job
of a government executive may resemble that of a private sector manager of a
similar-size firm, the private sector manager is spared the political responsibility,
media exposure, the managerial difficulties (for example, the convoluted person-
nel management practices of a civil service system) of a manager in government.
In addition, determining the value of an index-linked pension, or of the relative
security of public employment, involves a number of assumptions about the future
rates of inflation, future rates of unemployment and the preferences of workers for
future versus current income. President Ronald Reagan once suggested that civil
servants be paid 94 percent of what would be earned for comparable jobs in the
private sector; the missing six percent was for the pension and for job security.”
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This figure was, however, only a guess at best of what the true value is of those
components of the civil service compensation package.

Most studies of pay comparability between the public and private sectors
find that government employees at the lower echelons are better paid than their
private sector counterparts.” This is especially true of workers in unskilled or
semi-skilled positions, such as sanitation workers or bus drivers. This relative
advantage of public sector workers derives, at least in part, from the ability of
these workers to exert pressure on political leaders by real or threatened strikes,
as well as the absence of the “bottom line” that would constrain a private
employer. However, as responsibilities increase, government employees are paid
less well than workers in the private sector. Those working at the very top of
public organizations frequently earn only a fraction of what they would be earning
for jobs with similar responsibilities in the private sector.%

There are some significant exceptions to the above generalization about the
rewards of public office. In societies with traditions of strong and prestigious
government, senior civil servants are often well paid. For example, in the United
Kingdom the very top officials of the civil service (the “open structure”) are well
paid in comparison to the majority of similar executives in the private economy,
although their pay has been gradually falling behind since the late 1970s.” Even
though the pay of the top British civil servants has been falling (relative to the
private sector) they have done well relative to the rest of the civil service, whose
pay has slipped even more.” These civil servants lack some of the perquisites,
such as an automobile, of highly-placed private sector employees, but they do
have an index-linked pension to look forward to after retirement. Also, in societies
dominated by government, such as the former Soviet Union or many contempor-
ary Third World countries, government is by far the most rewarding place to be
employed. Indeed one of the best paid civil service cadres is in the “Little Asian
Tiger,” Singapore, whose President reputedly has said that “... if you pay people
peanuts you get monkeys.”

The relative position of public and private sector pay is demonstrated in
Tables 3.4 and 3.5 which relate average pay in the public sector to that in the
private sector in a number of countries, and more detailed information about
rewards of high office in a more limited number of countries. While there are
inherent difficulties in making these comparisons — for example, differences in the
occupational structure within the civil service and the private sector — these data
are, to some degree, indicative of the relative position of the two sets of workers.
In most industrialized democracies, civil servants earn on average about what is
earned in the private sector, while in most underdeveloped countries they earn
substantially more.”” This is indicative of the important position of government,
and its employees, in the management and development of these societies. The
position of top managers in industrialized democracies is not, however, so good
and they tend to be substantially less well paid.

Pay determination in the public sector is more than a question of personnel
management. It is also a crucial element in economic management. Since govern-
ment now employs a very large proportion of the total labor force (18 percent in
the United States, 31 percent in the United Kingdom and 42 percent in Sweden),
pay determination in the public sector influences economic conditions for the
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Table 3.4 Pay of top civil servants as a percentage of average pay in the economy

Country Civil servants’ pay
United Kingdom 541
Germany 487
France 461
Belgium 444
Switzerland 385
Denmark 302
Sweden 223
Norway 189

Source: Unpublished data from Christopher Hood and B. Guy Peters, Rewards of High Public
Office (London: Sage, 1994)

Table 3.5 Ratio of central government wages to per capita income

Nation

Burundi 15.11
Senegal 9.90
Cameroon 7.39
Egypt 5.70
India 4.80
Austria 1.06
Australia 1.16
Singapore 1.16
Norway 1.48
Sweden 1.49

Source: Peter Heller and Alan A. Tait, Government Employment and Pay: Some International
Comparisons (Washington, DC: International Monetary Fund, 1983)

economy as a whole. This is one aspect of the economy that government can influ-
ence most directly, and when there is an attempt to implement an incomes policy,
public sector wages serve as guidelines for the remainder of the economy.”
Further, when governments come into conflict with labor unions over wages, the
settlement reached can be used as an indicator of the power and resolve of the
government; for example, Conservative governments in the United Kingdom in
1974, 1982 and in 1985. In contrast, the French government caved in to union
demands several times during the 1990s with the consequence that the French
public sector continues to absorb more resources than those in most other Euro-
pean countries.

Pay for public sector employees is determined in a number of ways. One is
to link pay directly to changes in the private sector, or to consumer prices. For
example, in the Netherlands, civil service pay has been adjusted biennially to take
into account changes in private sector wages, while in Australia pay is adjusted
annually on the basis of changes in prices.” Pay for civil servants in the United
States is nominally based upon comparability with the private sector, although the
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President and Congress make independent judgments about appropriate levels of
compensation. In the 1980s the President and Congress consistently passed pay
increases below the comparability figures recommended by the more independ-
ent Advisory Committee on Federal Pay. The Pay Act of 1990 delinked civil
service pay from Congressional pay so that another political barrier to appropriate
compensation for civil servants was eliminated.!® In several countries pay move-
ments in the public sector are directly linked to changes in compensation in the
economy as a whole. This helps remove the incentive for politicians to hold down
the pay of civil servants. As noted above (pp. 65-7), attacking the civil service in
their pocketbooks is good politics in most countries, and politicians can earn sub-
stantial credit by being tough on pay awards.

Negotiation with unions is the other major means of setting public sector
pay. In Denmark this bargaining occurs as a part of negotiations for wages
throughout the economy, whereas in Italy, Canada and a number of other coun-
tries, the negotiation is independent of other labor negotiations. In all negotia-
tions, however, comparability is at least an implicit part of the bargaining process.
Germany has a modified version of unionized pay setting in which the salaries of
ordinary civil servants (Angestelle) are set by negotiations with unions; then Par-
liament determines pay for top civil servants (Beamte). The Beamte have a legal
right to a living suitable for their status as representatives of the state (the “ali-
mentation principle”).!%!

The traditional means of rewarding civil servants is to pay all individuals at
the same grade of the service the same amount, adjusted perhaps for seniority, or
social factors such as the number of children supported by the employee. The
spread of managerialist ideas during the 1980s and 1990s has produced a greater
use of merit pay in the civil service, with differential rewards to employees based
upon their perceived performance.!”® In some instances the better performers are
given bonuses, while in other systems their salaries are adjusted upward on a
more permanent basis. Further, in some of the bonus systems there are well-
regulated means of determining those rewards, but in others a huge amount of
discretion is available to political and civil service leaders to reward their subordi-
nates, and the bonuses are virtually secret.® In some instances merit is deter-
mined in advance, with many top government managers hired on performance
contracts that differ markedly across individuals.!'* A few merit pay systems also
provide for reductions in salaries for poor performers, although it is generally dif-
ficult to prove that performance is sufficiently poor to warrant reductions.

All merit pay systems, however, assume that civil servants are motivated
more by these material rewards than by the solidary incentives characteristic of
standard pay systems. These plans also assume that it is possible to measure
merit adequately and fairly.!® That may be relatively easy for many of the lower
level positions, e.g. typists or technicians, but becomes difficult for top managerial
and professional positions. It becomes especially difficult for the civil servants
whose primary responsibility is policy advice for ministers. To the extent that this
is true, merit pay programs tend to emphasize the managerial and technical
nature of civil service jobs and may devalue the policy advice functions of those
positions.

Despite differences in the manner in which public sector pay is determined,
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several generalities can be made. First, a balance must be struck between fiscal
constraints and the need to attract and retain qualified personnel. This is obvi-
ously more of a problem at the upper levels of government than at the bottom but
may become a problem in regard to people with specialized skills, such as com-
puter operators, as well as to executives. Second, in times of economic constraint
or insecurity, public sector pay is a convenient target for those who want to
control the costs of government. This is true despite the fact that personnel costs
constitute a relatively small proportion of total costs of government. For example,
central government wages and salaries in Sweden are only six percent of total
expenditure at that level; in the United States they are 11 percent.!® In both coun-
tries wages and salaries for all levels of government are higher than for just
central government, but still are less than one quarter of all expenditures. Public
sector wages and salaries are a larger proportion of total expenditures in less-
developed countries; for example, salaries are over half of total expenditures in
Kenya and many other African countries.!”” For much of the developed world,
however, holding down public sector pay, despite its symbolic value, may be a
small portion of the total fiscal restraint needed to control public expenditure.

A third important factor about public sector wages is that public sector
employees, by virtue of their central positions in the economy and society (public
transportation workers, firemen, defense, etc.) and their increasing levels of
unionization, are in powerful positions to influence their own levels of pay. Finally,
pay itself is only a part of the total compensation package; to understand fully the
benefits of public employment, one must also take into account factors such as
index-linked pensions.'® Further, as noted above, employment in the public sector
may be a stepping stone to more lucrative private sector occupations, so that
lower wages in the short term may be an acceptable trade-off for very high long-
term rewards.

Methods of recruitment

We have been discussing the methods by which administrators are chosen and
some of the issues involved in the choice of methods. This section examines the
effects of these choices by scrutinizing the actual patterns of recruitment of
administrators. Again, we are somewhat constrained by the lack of availability of
data for administrative systems, especially those of the less-d